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ABSTRACT

The rurpose cf this treatise invelves a comparative study of

crime victims tc acr-victims of crinme, as well as a
coararisorn of the varicus severity groups cf victins. With
a particular easghasis c¢n angmia, the t tests exemplify a

kijh level <cf attackmernt té scéiety among victims and
noh-victias. Fuorthersore, the cress-takbulaticns reveal a
hi jher rate «cf victicizaticn fer wmales than fesales, and
Jenote three variables associated with SevCrity. The
frequency distributions expose several emotioral reactions
to crimiral victimizatics, agd derict the creotle nost
fregquently requested fcr assistarce bty the victimps of crime.
Eviderce ccencerning the atfitudes tewards the c¢rimigal
Justice systez indica*e that crize victizs mairtain a more
liberal r view of law Enforcement ard retrituticn than
noa-victias «c¢f crire. Firally, comn the average, cTime

victirs undergo zinor changes in security bekavicar.
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CHAPTER I -
INTRODUCTION
Victirmolegy, acccrdlnq to Vahakn N. Cadrian {in Viano, 1976:
43y, 1is ccrncerned Qifh twe furdamental areas: "the social
con;ext in which victimizaticn occurs, acd the sociral
consequences cf suchk victimizatiop.® With respect to the

forzer, the ticneers of victirclogy, Hans vor Hentig and

BEenijamin Mendelsohn, exanined the crioinal-victin
relationship; that 1is, they focused their attenticn on
victim culpability. Hentig, for example, "hypcthesized

that, in 2 sense, the victir shapes and nolds the criminal
and his crime..."™ {in Stephen Schafer in Galaway and Hudson,
19381: 16) . Cf course, the extent to which a victin
contributes to hissher victimization varies frem case to
case. Therefore, in crder tc classify the degree of victim

culpakility, Hentig and Pendelschn as well as many cthers,

developed vwvictim tycpclogies. But, as Stegfhen Schafer
contends, these tyrolcgies are "only speculative
guesswork...supported ty more or less superficial

experiences" {irn Galaway and Hudson, 71981: 21). 1In terms of
the social ccnseguences of victirization, the ermphasis is on
"the disrurtive impacts nufpon a given individual, an

individual's irzmediate group, the totality of a given
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society, ‘and) hupanity at large™ ({Ladrian in Vianc, 1976:

40) .

The purrose of this researck is to ipvestigate the

disruptive ismpact of crise cn victiams. A poséible
consequence ¢f criminpal victimizaticn, from a2 structyral
functionalist Ferspective, is that Crime ex;cergates
feelings o¢f ancria . among victims. Anomie was first

developed by lec Srole {1936) whc extended Durkteim®'s (1957)
concept of ancmie to refer te a cendition of the individual.
Stole !1954: 712) defired ancpmia as one's rerception of

feing unattacted to society.

dlthoush the central focusrof this research is tc compare
the anomia sccres of crime victims to nonp-victims cf crime,
cther factors are compared as well., Tkese 1include
demographic variakties, attitudes towards peccle and the
criminal justice svstem,. and socio-economic_gﬁatus- A
further investiqaticn inte the differences serparating
varicus ® severity GLOUfS .of victiams involves additiopal

S

factors. These are: the emotional reactions to
victimizaticn: the dssistance received by the victins; the
tehavioural changes urdergone by the victimé in terrs of the
Erecautions that they have taken since their
victimizaticn:s)} the tyre!s) cf «crime!s) ttat they have

suffered; and tkre severity cf the Crime (s).



3

Methodologically, the data collection involved .a
victimizaticn survey covering a 12 month reference p%riodl
iq conducting the survey, a questicnnaire was administered
to a convenience sample of uriversity students. Through
SPSSx, t tests and chi-square wvere used tc¢ detect the
factors that exhibit statistically significant differences
tetveen the crime victins apd tte nen-victins cf crime with
a3 special emrhasis on ancmia. The differences separating
the various severity grcups of crime victims were also

analyzed. This revealed scre ¢f the variables associatead

with these different grougs.

ft is the thesis ¢f this research that crime victiams
exhibit higher levels of ancmia than non-victirs ¢f crime.
In cther wcerds, crirce victias feel @more estranged from

society thar non~victins.

138
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} CBAPFTER II

THECRETICAL FRANENORK

1

2.1 Introduoction

||:"'.‘

Theoretically, crime can te discussed in terms c¢f its

socially integrativesdisintegrative gqualities. This charpter

tegins by discussing the role played by crime ir pairtaining

social solidarity as explained ty Eamile Durkheis [1933) and

Kai T. Erikscn (in fDavis and Stivers, 19795). The emphasis

of this chagpter, hovever, is the disintegyrative aspects of

crime on the victims marked Ly anonia. Since Srole [1956)

derived the ccncert of ancria frcao Durkheinm's (195%) theory

of aronie, a discussion of ancmie as well as angmia 1is

. .
warrarted. This structural functicnalist perscective

rrovides the theoretical foundation for exacining the

relationship tetween criminal victimization acd anomia.

2.2 Crime and Social_goliﬁaritz

With regard te crime's contrilkution to sociral

integration, reference must te rade to Emile Durkheir (1938)

and Xai T. Erikscn !in Cavis and Stivers, 1975). Crime,

according to Durkheim (19238: 67}, is Man integral part of

all healthy sccieties." @He explains that althcugh crime is
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an attack or the entire ccmaunity, it is the ccmpnunity as a

whole which oppcses the attack.

"Crime trings tcgether urright consciences and *
concentrates them. We have orly ¢to notice what
kappens, particularly iz a small tovn, wien sonme
moral scacdal has just keen conmitted. Tkey step
each otker onr the street, they visit eact other,
they seek to ccme tcgether to talk of tle event
and to wax irdigpant ir ccamon. Prom all the
similacr imrressions which are exchanged, frem all
the temrer that gets itself expressed, there
emerges a unigue texrer, &@mcre or less determinate
according to the circuestances, wkich is
everybady's without teing anybody's ir particular.
That 1s the rublic temper® Durkheim, 1933: 102).

Frem Durkkeim's 11633) roint of view, - crime zust re
irmediately met by Society's disapproval of the act and the
Funishzent of tke offender' {(p. 1CE€) - By taking comzon

acticn against the ctfender, the collective censcience is

reestablished. It reninds the remters of a comrunity of
their conmen teliefs, and it vreaffirms tle tehaviour
‘accertable to scciety. Thus, it is the punishrent cf CLiTe

that avenges the attack cn society, and also prcootes social

integraticn {rp. 102 S 103).

A compupity that does rot take Ccllective action against
a8 transgressor will suffer a breakdcwn in social cohesion.

Curkbeim [1S33: 103) writes:

"If, then, wvher (a crire) is committed, the
consciences whick it offends do not unite
theaselves to give rutual €vidence c¢f their



ccmemunicn, and recognize that. the case 1is
anomalaous, - they would ke permanently uncsettled.
They FOSt re-enfcrce themselves by mutual
assurances that they are always agreed. The c¢nly
means for tkis is acticn in ccmmen. Ir shert,
since it is the Cogmor conscience wtich is
attacked, it must Le that which resists, and
accordingly *he resistance mast be collective.n

Hence, the functicnal asrects of crime, Durkheirm ’1933: 109

contends, LFe€EStS on its punishzent by the ccllective

conscience.

Interest in Durkheir’s aZgquoment led Kai T. Erikser {in
Lavis and Stivers, 167c: 12) to also consider ttre benefictial
aspects of deviance. In so dcing, Frikson [in Cavis and

) .
Stivers, 19752 1%) mentiors that a ccnounity of teorle share
' *
commen noras, values, and teliefs. These asrpects of a

community set the racge of activities consicered to he
withir the purview of rorrality. Ceviation frcm the nora,
however, is regarded with conterct and deemed funishatle by

the ccmmunity's';clicinq,aqents- Thus, in acreerent with

-

Curkhbhein, Eriksen [ir Cavis and Stivers, 1975: 16) asserts
that the punishzent’ 9f deviance and crime urhclds the

normative order of a ccmounity. In his wordss

"...menbers of a cemzunity infcra one another
about the placement of their boundaries by
T participating  in the confrontations waict occur
vhen persons who verture cet to the edges of the
group are ret by pclicing agents whose special
business it is te¢ guard the cultural integrity of
the coamunity. whether these confrontaticns take
the ferr c¢f cripinal trials, excoamuricaticn.
hearings, courts-cartial, cr even psychiatric case



conferences, they act as bcundary-mairtaining
devices in the <sense that they demonstrate tc .,
whatever -aundience 1is ccncerned where the line is -
drawn b¢tween behavicer that relongs in the sgecial
universg of the grougp -and tehavior that ‘dces not"™
‘Erixsch ipn Tavis and Stivers, 197%5: 16).

Through the mass media, Erikscn [in Cavis and Stivers, 1975:
16) suggests, the public 15 made aware of crime and its
punishment. In this way, the memkters of a' comaunity are
reminded of the norms, values, and hé!iéfs that they share

in ccrmon. The result 1is the owaintenance of social

solidarity. /’

4
~
-~

2.3 The_Thecry of Ancmie -

—

‘A1though the punishment of crime amay help tc frcaote and
greserve social igtegéatioﬁ,' crice sﬁas”igé ccnseguences.
George Herkert Mead and Jchn 3arron Mays ‘im Cerklin, 1975:
53) contend that crime has notﬁinq poéitive to ccntrikbote to
soclety. Instead,‘ Meacd suggests that c¢rime may. unify a
gcout but in a heq;tive vay. He€ maintains that crire unites
the public ir terps ¢f expressing hostility towards the

offender It turn, this hostility evokes other negative

attitudes, suck as retrituticn, —rerression, ard exclusion.
In/"adgition, Mays states that crime instills fear and
sudpircion intc the minds of pecple. More significantly,
®erter [in Smith et al., 1575: 37) rcroposes th;t "yictims

{of crize) may withdraw frcm previcus interacticn patterns
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as a result- c¢f increased distrust and  refrain froo
estatlishing new ties."o Such a reaction to.drime by the
victﬂ&s can Le exclained £y the concept of anomia. 3ut
tefore anomia <car be discussed, it is necessary to first

introduce Curkbeim's [19°%1) theory cf anomie from which
. N

anomia was derived. %51

In his -discussion cf anomie, Durkheim (1951) explains
that peorle are unable to regulate fheir tehgviour and
aspirations. Instead, +hey reguare aﬁ exterral entity to
rerfern this regulative task for thec (£. 248). It oust be
sonething that dcmipates individuals, ‘and yet has their

utmost respect ‘p. 29%2). In wvhich case, it is society that

uniertakes this okligation. AsS Curkheim [1951: 249) states:

"Fither dircectly anrd as a whole, or thrcugh the
agency of one of its c¢rgars, Society alcre carn
rlay this mcderating-rcle; | fcr it is tke cnly
moral fpcver supericr to the individual, the
authority cf which he accerts. It alone has the
rower necessary to stipulate law and to set the
‘voint teyond whick +le rassions amust not gc.”

-«

When society is disturted tc ¢he poaint of teing incapable of
fulfilling 1its regulative functior, then society is said to
be in a state of de-regulaticn ¢r anocmie {p. 253).

The apomic state or society 1g "due to a sudden greowth or

to  an unexcected catastrophe" which creates M"serious
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readjustaents...in the sociél order":[Durgheim, 1951: 2u§)-
In tke feormer instance, society is unable to résfrain
individuai asrirations ‘p. 252). As a result, F[Eeople's
desires increase te¢ the pcint of insatiability at the
expense of their hapriress (g. 2&3)-- In the latter case,
society's ‘incapacity to adjust ipmediately to the new
sitvation precludes its altility to irstantanecusly teach
indiv%duals bow te ccpe wifh their unceéemonious crisis.
Consequently, the pecple affected find themselves in a state

¢f emotional distress. Therefore, these disturtances

attentuate scciety's constraints on individual tehavicur and

.

}
asgirations [c. 2%52).

"The scale 1is upset; tut a new scale cannot ke
immediately improvised. Tine 1s reguired fer the
rublic ccnscience to reclassify nmen and things.
So long as the sccial forces thus freel lave not
regained egquilibrium, their respective values are
unknown and so all cregulation is lacking for a
tize. The limits are unkncwn Letween the £cssikble
anl the impessitle, what 1s just aad shat is
unjust, lecitinate claims and hopes ané. thcse
vhich are icrmoderate. Conseguently, there is no
restraint ugen asgpiraticans" !Durxheia, 1951: 253).

Until society regains eguilitrivur, it remains in a state of

anomie. N

A somewhat dirferent defirniticn of anomie is presented by
Eobert K. Merton 719€8: 21€). He posits that ancmie is a
"breakdown in the cultural structure." Such ' an occurrcence

is <characterized by *ar acute disjunction tltetween the
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10
cultural roras  and goals and. the socially structured

/;;Ebers of the group to act in accord with
. >

capacities j;/
them."” In other words,. society specifies both the cultural
goals for example, American culture:emphdsizes succesg
goals) and the instituticpal cears for attaininc these goals
for example, Americﬁﬁ éulture advocates hard werk, honesty,
'and‘educatic;). If, hbéever, certain pembers of scciety
cannot achieve thé.cultural goals th:ough the institutional
heans, then they are said.to te 'in a state of noramlessness
‘CC anomie. As a consequence, Merton {13968: 230) ascserts,

this aroric state leads individuals to varyine¢ adaptations

which often include deviant rekaviour.

These varicus formé of a@gytation‘ accordirg to Merton
11968y, irnclude: cecaformity, - in?ovapion, . ritualisnm,
rebellion, and retreatisc. The first, conformity, means
that both the cultural goals and the instituticralized Qeans
are accepted :;- 19%) . The second, innovaticr, refers to
the use cf illegitimate means to attair culturally
crescribed écals. This cateyory ccnsists of criminals and
delinguents {p. 230). Ritualisc involves the atandenment of
cultural goalé but the adherence to institutiornal norms. An
exarple of this forz is the bureaucra& who "over-conformsn
to the rules and rractices o£ the organization Ipp.

238-239ff) . Ancther fetr ¢f adaptation is retellion. As

the rost extreme forz, it ©pertains to the rejecticn of
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existing cultnral goals and irstituticmalized means while

~attempting to establish .a new ncraative structure {Merton,

1968:  245).  Finally, the ret{;&t@gg is sonmeone who

withdraws frcm the rursuit of cultural goals, and is

»

unconcerned with the institutionalized practices [p. 241).

Berton (1968) proroses that retreatism is a resclt cof:

"_..an abrupt Lkreak in the familiar and accepted
normative framewcrk and in estaklished social
relations, particularly when it appears to
individuals subjected tc 1t that the -ccnditicn
will centinue indefinpitely® [p. 242).

Ferthermore, retreatisp is characterized by "a sense - of
isolation" and 'a reluctance to establish new social
relationshics [p. 243). Victims of crime would appear.to

fit ir this category. That is, the victimizaticen qndermines
rreviously held assumgpticns abcut life and scciety. The
victims com2 to the realization that they do nct have total
contrel over their lives: they are not invulnerakle (Lejeune
and Alex, 1973: 273; Janoff—E;lman and Frieze, 1983: 4; Bard
and Sangrey, 1979: 15} ; the world is not safe and just
{Jancff-Bulman and Frieze, 1983: 6); and not everyone can be

trusted [Lejeune and Alex, 1973: 284; Bard and Sangrey,
1979: 14). This car produce feelings of isclation among
crime victims (Barkas, 1S78: 150) as well as "inhikiting

the formaticn of nevw relationshigs"™  {DeFrenzo, 1979: 32).

Ll g amea



2-4 Srole's Conception of jnomia .
although Durkheim (1951} and Xerton* {1968) originally
applied the ccncert of ancmie at the macroscopic level, it

bas teen adarted by 1leo Srcle 11956) at the micrescopic
)
level. The fcrmulaticn of anomia

Ye..afforded 'a ‘'kitch hike! opportunity tc test
hypoctheses centering on TCurkheim's concert of
anonie. These bypotheses center on a pair of
artinorxic Greek terms, 'euncmia' and 'anomia.? The
forzer criginally depoted a well crdered ccnditicn
in a Scciety or state, the latter its CrEesite.
The two terms can be adapted with some license to
refer to the «centinuum c¢f variatiomns in the
'integratedness! of different social systems cr
Sub-systenms, viewed as mclar wholes. They can
also te applied tc¢ the vparallel contiruum of
variations seen fror the *ricrcscorpic! or
molecular view of ‘irpdividuals as they are
integrated in the total action fields cf their
interpersonal relationships and reference grougs"
(Srcle, ' 1956: 710). '

More preciéely, the eupomla-anoria ccntinuume, as defined, by
Srole (1956), arprlies at both the micro-objective and the
micre-subjective levels. At the microébbjective level, the
concern is with ©patterns of interaction whereas the
micte-subjective level deals with one's "social censtruction
cf reality" (Ritzer, 19871: 26). Ostensibly, then, Srole's
$195¢:  710) ccgtinuum measures both the degree that cne is
integrated into society andsor the degree . that ope feels
socially integfgied. The forrer applies’ to the
micre-objective - level while the latter pertains tc the

picrec-sutktjective level.
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Srole (19S6: 711}, however, used the eunomia-enomia

continuur to refer specifically ¢tc. the micro-subjective

level; that is, the individeal's sense of "self-to-cthers
helongingness.ﬁ He exrlains:

>

"The cconvergence most clesely aprroximating the
definiticn propcsed here is tc Le seen in m
YacIiver's [1950: 84-92) definiticn of aromie as
"the treakdecwn ¢f the individual?s secnse of
attachment to society' and !2) lasswell's [1952)
reading of the «ccncert as teferring to tte Tlack
of identification or the rart of the priwary ego
of the individual with a 'self' that includes
others. In a werd, =moderns man appeareé tc be
suffering freo psychic isolation. He felt alone,
cut off, unwanted, unlcved, unvalued!'n {(ir Srcle,
1956: 712).

Thus,- acccrding to Srcle (19%€), anomia means that an.

individual does not feel soclially integrated whereas eunoria

denotes the orpesite.

One reascn for using Srole's (195€) anonmia scale is Ehat
sertcr vin Clinard, 19&4: 2Z8) contends ttat "no  @more
exacting measure of anomia has since been'develcped aznd
systereatically enployed.™ Cther attemptg to measure anomie
cr ncrmlessness have concentrated on the extent tc which
there is a breakdown of sccial constrairts on the
individual. Seeman ({1959) ard Middleton {(1963), for
exanmgle, wefe ccncerned with individual teﬁdencies to resort

to deviart Lebaviour in achieving certain. goals. In

., . -~
contrast, Srcle's {19%6) 4dnomia scale facuses cn reople's
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perceptions of being integrated in seciety whictk is directly

related to the intent ct this'research.

2.5 Anonmie and Anomia: A Ccntrast

The difference Letweer ancrie and anomia is extremely
- . :
significant. AS stated ry Eerten '!in Clinard, 195“: 227,
"though the twve are vériously connected, they are
nevertheless distincf." The distinction that te (Merton in
Clinard, 1564: 234-235) nmakes ketween the twc concepts is

summarized inm the follcwing passage:

"e-.<anomie is a2 condition of the social
envircrment, not cf the isclated self. - It is not
one's private estrangement frop the goals apd
rules laid down LY society that constitutes
anomie--that, as we have seen, is the individual
attribute of ancria--but the visitle estrangement
from these goals ang tules among the otlers one
confrents.n

-

Thus, anomie is a ceopdition of society while anowmia -is a
condition of the individual ‘Merton in Clinard, 1964: 228).

The former deals with scciety'rs inakility tc regulate
i

reorle's behavicur and asriraticns. The latter pertains to

cne's subjective feelinq% of estrangement from sceciety
4 [Merton id Clinard, 19é&4: 235) . It is wmarked Lty "feelings

cf lcrneliness, topelessness, and distrust....anomia refers

C - .

to individual attitudes towvard ~life and intergersonal

‘expectations™ (Srith et al., 1978: 396-397) . Furthermore,
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according to the arguments rresented by Durkheirz (195%) and

Merten £1968), anonmie pay lead to crime whereas feelings of

anomia among victims may ke exacerbated by crime.

2-6 Conclusion

Despite crime's contribution to social solidarity, the

victims of crire certainly suffer the conseguences. Cne of

the adverse effects of crime that the victins may experience

is apomia.
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CEAPTER IIX.

REVIEW_OF_THE 'LITERATORE

M

3.1 Introdoction

Becent documentation ccncerning the impac& of c¢riminal
victimizaticn concentrates on both micro-oltjective and
micre-subjective levels of social reality. On the one hand,
Lesearch focusing on the wicrc-objective level deals with

crime's affect cn social interactiona On the c¢ther hand,

studies %at the micro-~subjective level relate to the victims?'

socic-psychological reactions tc crire. These include the
-crine tg}c;ims' feelings o¢f arncmia, emotional reactions,

attitudes, and security behaviour.

3.2 Yictipization and Apomia

Those who have conducted résearch at the micro-aobjective
level assunme that the disruptien of one's existing
relationships is characteristic of anomia. 'Ir this area,
Smith fin Viano, 1976: 216f fcund that crime does have an
impact on the victizs tut ndt erough to disrupt social
interaction. In a later study cf burglary victims, Spith et
al. 11873) canclude that ©burglary has little irpact on

anodia. Their rationale is that in most cases turglary is a

1
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cne~-tinme experienc?- Although it may lead to sone
behavioural adjustments, it does not disturb one's
interpersonal relatioeshirs. Instead, they arcue, burglary

victims maintain their soecial relationships which are

sometimes strengthened as a result of the crime. Therefore,

Spith et al. 71$78: 400) posit that "Unless events occur
which drastically alter a rerson's interaction Fattern (that
is a significant altération of structyre co¢r person's
perception o¢f structure), shifts in arcmid sccres are not

likely."

Ccncurring with Smith et al. {1978), DePrornzec ([1979: 32)
also chtained little ;videﬁce te suggest that victimization
disrupts social interaction. Kevertheless, he did find
significantly ﬁigher levels of anomia among crime victinms
and those fearing victimizatiern in comparison to thPse not
fearing crime'?p- 30) . His explanation is ttat crine may
not affect existing patterns of soclal interaction, but it

may prevent the estalklishment ¢f npew relat%ptships. In

DeFrornzo's 1979; 3% words, crime may "act nmore subtly
"

against spcial sélidarity by inhikiting the formaticn of ney

relationships and lncreasing hostility towards and the

social isolation of strancers.™

Ccntrary tc these asserticns, Conklin {1975: 58) clains

that social sclidarity is definitely weakéned Ey crine. In

o”?

*



18
his case study of the impact of' a mass murder or a stall and

homogeneous ccmmunity, Corklin (1975: 57) states:

. "Still there is nc¢ real evidence iz <Cagote's
account that the pecple <¢f Holcomb wunited as a
community ©r had their values reinforced ir any
vay by the murders. Mcst fpeople reacted by trying
to provide greater security for themselves, their
families, and their homes; there 1were few
collective efforts tc protect the community."®

conklin (1975: 68} gces on tc say that social interaction
zay increase as a result of crime, but it is usually for
self-protection and to make ‘sense of the event.
cOnsequently, crime «creates distrust and suspicicn which

-

ctten sets recple apart.

¥ith this in pind, attention will be directed tcward the
crime victims' reactions to teing victimized which  may
provide some clues to the factors associated with ancmia and

crime victims per se.

3.3 Emoticnal Reactions to Victimization

Sccial psycholeogical reactions to criminal victimization
have received nuch consideration fronm researchers.
Janoff-Bulwar and Frieze (19€3: 2) argue that “Even
relatively ‘'zinecr' victimizaticns such as burglary or
robbery can result 1in a great deal of suffering and
disruption.™ They explain that the severe psychelegical

reactions duve to victipization includes
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") re=experiencing the trauma via memories,
intrusive thoughts, . or dreams; 2) aumling of
responsiveness depcnstratle by feelirgs of
detachment fror others, constricted affect or
diminished interest in significant activities; 3)
other symptoms including exaggerated startle
response,. sleep disturbance, guilt, memory
impairment or trouble concentrating, and phokias

" about the activities triggering recollection of
the event" (Aperican Psychiatric Associlaticn's DS
III, 1580). -

——

Otter researchers who have studied crime victias have
discovered their <reactions to victimizatiom tc bBe denial,
confusion and saock, anger, rervcusness, fear, guilt,
paysical upset and nausea, rerory loss, isclation, and

depression‘:Earkas,q‘1§78: 150; Taylor et al., 1983: 21;

Bouzrque in ﬁaller, 1582: 12} - Hence, the first null
bypothesis:
Null H1: Crime victims do nat experience ary enroticnal

reactiorns as a result of their victirmization(s) -

With respect to the type of crime suffered, Farkas 71978:
149-150) states that Froperty crime victims exbibit similar
reactions ‘as victims of perscnal violence. The only
difference in feelings. are in terms of irtensity and
duration whereby vioclert crimes have a greater impact cn the

victim than property crimes. . In accordarce to this

argument, Bard ard Sangrey (1979: 32-33) add that the extent

>
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violation!s) as exgerienced by the crire victims.
. _ -
Correspondingly, these result in the ”follouing two null

-

bypotheses:

“Null H2: Acnoria, anmcng victims of crime, is not directly

redated to the type(s) of crime {s) that they.exrerience.
- '

¥ull H3: Ancmia, awmcmg victims of crime, is not directly

related to the perceived severity of the crime{s).

Interestidgly, victims' reactions tc burglary, robbery,
L+

and physical violence have teen found to vary iz terms of

sex, age, education, and city size. Orfortunately, -

- .
religious attendance produced inconsistent results 1in
<
- relation te¢ burglary and physical violence Smith in Viano,

Y.

¥ 19761 210 & Z13). However, it did increase the asscciation
cf rchbery with fear [Smith in Vianc,  1976: 213}.  with
Iespect to sex, women are more likely to experience fear due
to victimization while men report anger (Waller and Qkihiro,
1378 38—39; Yaguire, 1980: 262; Smith in Viano, 1976:'211).
This may be due to cultural patEEEEing that endéutages males
to be aggressive and females tc¢ be regressive or resigned
{Ball, 1976: 393). Secordly, ycung victias 718-29 years of
age) do not report fear whereas victims in tte middle age
grour (30-5% yvears of aée) are Lketh fearful andiﬁistrustful.

The elderly 60+ years of age) are also fearful Lut maintain
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a.ﬁighef lével of trusE than the younger age crougs. The
reaéon for this is that the>e1derly are depende:tlon cthers;
therefore, they emphasize trust. As far as education is
ccncerned, the less educateqd, victin is more fearful and less

trusting (Srith in Viano, 1976: 211-245 & 213). A gplausible

‘explanation for the preceding results is that the elderly

and the less/géucated—ncéupy 1oyer status positidns in terams
of tewer within ;E;iety. Thus, they are mcre .likely to
assyoe the victim role £han thcse.people who cccury higher
staéus positions ({Berg and Johnscn in Parsonage, 1979: 65).
Einall;;’ tte size of a cilty is directly relateé tﬁ fear and
distrust amcng crime victiﬁs {Srith in Vviano, 1S76: 212).
Bard and Sangrey (1979: 38) suggest that the social
psychological traumé suffered by crine vi;tims is

characterifed by a definite ELccess. They refer tec this

the "crisis reacticn" which consists cf three

-

stages:

1. The izract stage.

2. . The reccil stage.

3. The reorganizaticn stage.

.
The impact stage refers tc the reriod during and imrediately

after the victimization. The recoil stage corcerns itself
with the victips' atterpt to deal with tteir crisis.
Finally, the stage of reorganization is the period where the

victins kave reccvered frem their tragic exé@rience.



22

Durirg the impact stage, Bard and Sangrey (1}79: 34-39£¢)
indicate that crime victims fall apart and beccre numb and
disoriented. Their defense systems crumble. They become
‘uncenscious of their acticns and feel physically
immokilized. Their irability tc sleep'or'eat at this stage
is net uncomren among victims of crime. Furthermore, their
tehaviour beccmes quite childlike and dependent. They feel
valoerable, lonely; lost, and very helpless. Everything
tecomes a proklem, and they need the help and direction of
other;people. More prevalent is their disbelief that they
have been. victinmized. Houe?er, thése reacticns dé not
necessarily appear irmediately éfter the victimization.
They may be expressed several hcurs or days after the crime.
Undoubtedly, the emotions experienced by crire¢ victims are

irrational tut guite ncrral. .

The recoil stage rarks the beginning vqf the c¢rine
victims!'! psychological recovery- This rTecovery could
proceed in two forms. dhe, the-crime Vic£imé may irsulate
themselves frem their feelings ty indulging in some kind of -
activity. In ‘doing so, it pakes them feel emcticnally
detached frew their victimization and it restores their
sense of invulnerabilitf. Seccnd, the victims cf crime may
deal vith their emoticns by talking to others abcut their

victiwmizaticn., = In either case, the victims start to deal
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with such emoticns‘as fear, anger, sadness, self-pity, and
guilt. Unfor}unately, the <crime victims dc go through
occasiona} pericds of denial and depressio: {Eard and
Sangrey, ;979; uo—ueffj._

Once tte victins reach the final , rthase, the
reorganization stage, feelings of fear and rege diminish.
The crime victies usually assimilate aad accept the
victimizaticn. ' However, it is normal for victims of crime“

to> undergo a delayed recovery. Moreover, certain asrects of

the crime victims' attitudes and tehavicur Lecome

permarently changed. ~ It the erd, one of txc things can
happern: . . . ‘ -
1. The victims can recover entirely from the viclation

and Lecome stronger individuals. -
2- The victics can experience leng-tern negati ve
corsequences as a result of . theif pairful episcde

{(Bard and Sangrey, 1979: 46-47ff).

3.4 Changes in - Attitude \J/

Even 1if the adverse effects of victimizaticg eventually

dizinish, the victim dcges experience a2 ‘permanent

transformation in self-percepticn and view «c¢f the werld

b . . . R
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{Bard and Sangrey, 1979: 47). The tasic assuhptions that

reople have of themselves and the world include a sense of
rerscnal invhlnerability, competéhce, and autorcmy !(Lejeune
and Alex, 1573: 262; Janoff-Eulman and frieze, 1§83: .3;
wortman, 1983: 1¢9 § 209:; &Bard and Sangrey, 1§¢79: 15); a.
viev of the world as being.meaﬁingful, comprehecrsible, safe,
and Jjust [Eafd-and Sangrey, 1979:  4; | Janoff-Bulman and
Frieze, 1?83: 3; wWorteanm, 1983: 199 & 20%; Taylor et al.,
1933: 23); and that cthers can te trusted :éard and Sangrey,
1979: 14; ‘lejeune and Alex, 1973: 263-264; Wcrtman, 1983:
199 & 209). Once an individuwal is victimized, however,
thése percertions are urderrined. The victir reccgnizes
biss/her vulperability and feels a 1less of autorery Lejeune
and alex, 1573: 273: Janoff-zulpan and Frieze, 1983:.-4; EBard
and Sangrey, 1973: 15). This awareness of powerlessness and
helrlessness leads to a negative self-image. As a result,
the'victim sees bim/herself as weak, unworthy, and ocut of

control. The world is LC loenger mearingful and

comprehensitle nor 1is it safe and just !Janoff-Bulman and

Frieze, 1983: 6).- Furthermore, the victim realizes that not

everyone 1s trustworthy {lejeune and Alex, 1973: 234: 3ard
and Sangrey, 1€79: ). Consequently, the, victinm:
formulates new "assumpticrns abou£ himsélf, abcut ctikers, and
about bis surroundings™ !lejeune and Alex, 1973: 261). This

leads to the next twd rull hypotheses:

PRy
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Null H4: Crime victims dc not bave a mcre negative attitude

towards people than non—viciims ¢f crinme.

Null AS: Crime victims dc not have a mere negative attitude
towards the criminal justice system than nor-victims of

crime. ¢ ‘ -

) 3.5 Security EBehaviour

Other reacticns experienced ty crime victims are changes
in "security behaviour.™ Maguire [1980: 266) nctes that
Eurglary victims usually tbtuy insurarce or increase their
coverage; install new locks or bolts cr an alarm in. their
homes; and/or the} teccme =mcre "security ccnscicus™ by
locking door; or shutting windows, putting furniture against
doors, the poésession cf a makeshift weapon or firearnm,
fortifying one's - honme, TOVing to a new location, and/or
finding a new job (Maguire, 1980: 2€6; Haller and Okihiro,
1978: 80: Janoff-Bulman and Frieze, 1983: 10) . Other
tehaviqural responses to victimization include  the
decreasing use of parks, decreasing downtown trips, and the
avoidance of strangers {Bosenthél in Waller and Ckihiro,

1978: 79-80).

. ~ -

Cne of the major reasons attributed tc these resconses is

the victim's attempt tc regain ccntrol Maguire, 1980: 266).

La i e s ke s
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Such behaviour, Janoff-Bulman awd Prieze {1983: 10) FEropose,
. .. “ .
can provide +the ' victin vith a tense of environmental

£

control and -can therelby rminimize their newfourd perceptioﬁl

cf vulnerability.m™

Ccntrary to the ébove-contentions, Miransky- ﬁnd'Langer
{18978 400) found "no difference tetween bdrglarized and
ponburglarized subjects on measures of 1lock use, crime
prevertion attitude ‘or feelings of helplessress.™ They .
pPropcse the *“distancing hypcthesis® as accounting for ;his
lack of difference. 1In cther werds, burglary victinss do not

becone more security-conscicus‘because they wvart tc¢ forget

.the event, The Fprecautions that can be taker only remingd

them of their victimizaticn(s) . {p. 404). In view of this

.lact, the fipal pull hypothesis is proposed:

Rull He: Crime victircs dc nct undergo any behavioural

changes as a result of their victimization {s).

3-6 Secopdary Victimization

Purther.victimizaticn by family: friends, ands/or the
criminal justice system can add to the crime victiam's
trauoa. For example, family and friends. may blame angd
derogate thg_vict%m- They may regard the victim as a loser

Taylor et al., 1S83: 23; Bard and Sangrey, 197¢: 6). The

police can be unsympathetic, callous, and unhelpful, as well
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as .showing little concern for the victim'(Barkas, 1978: 161;
Reiff, 1979: $3). Witkin the judicial §ystem tke victim can
be treated 1mas a p;ece' of evidence with nc rights or
considerations as a vronéed person” [Reiff, 1979;} 92y .
Eléédtargaining, for irstance, excludes the victinm from the
Frocess, and it denies him/her Jjustice. Postronements and
delays in the rroceedings augment tranéportation costs,
child care exrenses, ard lost ¥ages. Court procedure is not
Bsually explained to the victim which only adds to the
intimidating character of the judicial system (Pard and
Sangrey, 197S: 125-127ff; Reiff, 197S: 96 & 99 £f). Louise
Gilbe;; sumdarizes her experience withk the criminal justicg
syétém in the fcllowing statement: "I ias victimized by the
murder of my chil;irenT Then the system victimized pe again®
(Newsweek, May 28, 1984: 13). Subsequently, these factors
influence ttke amount cf anxiety and stress s;ffered by the
victim which, in turn, affect the individualrts caracity to

recucerate [Gray in Ball, 1976: 393).

3.7 Conclysion

Upon review of tye literature, it is apparert that there
are two areas of concern: :1) crime's influerce ¢n social
interaction, and {2} the‘\sccio-psychological reactiouns
experienced by victims of crime. This particrlar research

concentrates on the latter, especially on the crime victims?'

'S
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sense of attachment to society. Inciuded are the ermoticnal
reactions to  victimizaticn, and the attitudjinsal and
d .

behavfoural-characteristics of cripre victims.

o

RETOF, ST Era
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CHAPTER IV

METHORO1COGY

4.1 Pinding A Sample

~~ The study of crire victims is mct an easy topic to research.

\ -

. -
Jazes Garofalo {in Galaway and Hudson, 15$81: 9¢) identifies

N - \..' - .
tvo rproblems tAahDing a rerresentative sample cf crime

victims:

"1} information altout victims is not rcutinely
collected by the criripal justice system, and {2)
the inforwatior- that does exist in agency files
pertains only to those criminal events ttat come
. to the attention-of and are recorded by agency
rersonnel.n
Cther sources of hirdrance include: {1) the lack of
co-operation by law enfcrcement agencies to disclese the
razes and/or telephaone numbers of crime ‘victims to
researchers, and'{2) the hathazard reporting cf crire
victins' names and/or addresses by the newspargers. As a
viable scluticn to these rroklems, Garofalo ‘ir Galaway and

Budson, 1981: 99) suggests the use of the wictimization

SUrLvey-

The sampling alternatives available to this researcher in

studying the impact of crime on victins weres {1) cktaining
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the names andsor addresses cof crime victiss from the
judicial court fiies or newspaper files, (2) rrocuring the
names, addresses, andsor telephcne numbers of crime victims
from the police or the National Victims Resource Centre in
Cttawa, and {3) a .victimization survey using' a samrle of
university stuodents.

As Garofalc (in Galaway and Hudsor, 1981£ 99) states, all
judicial court fides available to the putllic contain
‘information regarding the offenders and not the vicfims-
The newspaper files cf The Windscr Star, hcwever, report the
names and/or addresses of scpe crime victims. For examrple,
the "Break-in blctter™ in The WFindsor Star contained 45
nazes and/or addresses of Purgla:y victims from the cclumn's
initial date of publication ir July 1984 fo the end of
Tecerber 1984. Other occurrences of burglary were rerorted
tut either the names and addresses of the victims were
withheld, cr the addresses that were listed sere those of
schocls, tusinesses, and agpartment builditgs with no
identifiable victims. Informaticn'COncerning other types of
crize victircs were putlisbed less frequently. According to
cne cf the c¢rime reporters for The wWindsor Star, the nanmes
and addresses of <crime victims are made public wWith the
consent of the victims, and the news articles are selected
on the basis of rublic irterest and the amount cf time and

space availatle. Consequently, newspaper files, and

1

4

il

T A R Y
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especially court filey, are not the ideal sources for
collecting a sample of crime victims necessary for
cuantitative research.

The policé derartoment denied a reguest pade for (ge names
and. addresses of both property crime victdms such as
burcglary, theft, and vandalisp arpd victins of rpersonal
violence such as robktery, physical assault, and aséault with
a gun. The reason ié that these files are confidential and
only 'available to other recogrized’ police agencies, the
crown attorney, the Criginal Injuries Compensaticn Board,
and cther cfficial Lodies. It was ther suggested to the

-

Folice that they select a randen  sample of toth EToperty
crime victims and victims of personél violence fror 19%4.
In s¢ doing, rather than disclcsing the names and addresses
of these ?ictims, only their telephone numbers would be
Iegquired. Bcfore contacting the respondents, a letter of
introductico uouid te sent tc each of then by the rpolice.
It would explain the intent of the study and ensure its
anonyrity and ccenfidentiality. By telephone, éach of the
respcndents would then bGe contacted and asked fcr their
consent in participatipg in the study- Again, the police

denied the reguest en the tasis that it weuld still

constitute a treach of corfidentiality. _ .
' ]
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.As another alternative in atfaining a sample of crinme

victims, the National Victips Kesource Centre in Ottawa was

contacted. Unfeortunately, they do not have files on

individual «cases -.of victimization. They only .have
information regarding victimclo@ical literature.
.Y -

Subsequently, the rost practical solution t¢ obtaining a
sanple of crime victims was the victimization survey. This
technigue did not only enatle ;hé researcher tc examine the
impact of crime on victims, Eut it also allowed for a
conparative study of crime victims to non-victinms cg cgime.
Although a c¢city-wide survey would have keen 1ideal, it was
teo large of a task for one resedrcher in terms of being
very expénsive and time consuring. Instead, the sufvey

]

involved. a sazple of upiversity students.

Before ccnducting the actual research, a pilet study waé
carried out to test the rossibility that there are a
significant numbep of crime vwvictims among university
studénts- A one-page guesticnnaire (see APPENIIX A: Pilot
Study) «concerning the incidents of victimizations tetween
January 1, 1964 and Tecember 31, 1984 was randomly
administered to 60 students (30 zales and 30 fezales) at the
university litrary. Tke rescendents were carefrlly selected

zaking sure that they were nct enrelled in  introductory

sociclogy. This precauticnary measure was taken s¢ as to

-

PUTREE Y R
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avoid the ccntarination of the actual research sample that

would later be used. N

. L
The results of the pilct study indicated that 33 students

(or 55%) were victims cf~; ime in 1984. Of the 33 victims,#»
19 were rale and 14 vere female. The nueber of

victimizations are shown in Table 1.

*Note: Assault includes tcth physical assault
and assault with a gun.

(e Mt e wrr et e e Slal e s S s W e S S s . W —

|

.

Table_1: PILCT STUDY ]

|

The Incidents ¢f Victirmizaticns i
i

) Bale Female |
Rctbery 0] 1 |
Burglary 2 2 [
Assault* 2 3 |
Theft 13 9 ]
Vandaliso _8 1 i
|

Tctals 25 22 i
H

Cverall Total . . 47 ]
' |

|

]

|

3

Based on the outcome c¢f the pilct study, it was safe to
assume that a significant 'number of crime victims could he:

obtained frcm a sample of university students. ®

Prior to the collecticn of data, a guesticnnaire was
constructed [see "APPENDIX A: 'Cuestionmaire § The Concepts

Defined) and pre-tested with 15 respondents ncne c¢f which
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were eorolled in introductory sociology. The pre-test
revealed that 7 {or 46.7%) : of the respondents were victins
of crime betwveen Janvargy 31, 1984 and December 31, 1984. s
far as the questicnnaire sas concerned, the resrondents had
8o apparent difficulties with it. As a résplt,_ the

"'3
questionpaire wvas unchanged.

-

4.2 Data_ Collection

.r-
’

The actual. research involved a convenience samplé of
introductory Scciology students at. the Uriversity of
Windsor. The reasons for using this coﬁvenience sample were
twvo-fold: {1} introductory sociclogy classes conrrised of

‘\jpﬁgEnts of varicus ages, from different faculties, and in
ifﬁérent year lgvels; and (2) significant differences in
attitude among .students from other faculties were no
suspected. There wére 7 intrcductory sociolocy classes—-1
€vening class and 6 day Classes--totalling 970 students.
With the permissicn cf the instructing professors, the
victimizaticn survey covering a 12-month reference period
frem January 1, 1984 to Teceaber 31, 1984 was administered
to all of tke classes. The students were asked to cerplete
the gquesticnraire as instructed, and returt it tc the
researcher ippediately after it's conrletion. The final
puaber in the samgle was 414 resrondents. Thus, there was a
42.7% rescconse rate. A definite saméling kias which

accounted for such a low response ate was abserteeisn.



Sowe€ of  the - protlers encountered during the data
collection uer? ninor -gut nevertheless worth wmecrticning.
Firgf, the data "was collected from March 27, 1985 tc April
3, 1985, This €xtended the reference period “to
approximately 16 months. But t;shuse the researcher felt
that people teﬁa\to remenber events,iq terms of the year

that they occur,' the original reference period remained

enchanged. Accordiny to this argument, a réference period
 from April 1984 to March 1985 would have reased the
tesﬁcndents' tendency to "inaccurately ‘the

victimizaticn) ir tige™ ({Garofalo in Galaway .and Hudson,
1981: 161). For example, a viétgmization'_that cccurred
February or March of 1984 .could have been\incorrgct]y Flaced
within the reference pericd ty the resccodent. Conversely,
a victimization -‘that occurred within the appropriate tinme
frame could have teen placed outside of the reference period
bty the resgcndent. Thus, for the sake of no:eraccurate
recall by the respondents, the reference period included
January 1, 1984 tg¢ Decsffjr 31, 598&- Finaily, the

guestionnaire that was administered to the evening class did

not coatain the socio-eccnomic questions ccmprising of
annual inccme and occugaticr neor vere these items
pre-tested. As a conseguence, a minimum of 44 cases in the

sample are rissing frer the socic-econormic variables.

e
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4.3 - Data_Analysis .

categories

/>\\‘33:_data tase of this research comsists of 10
/ 1,
embracing 68 items all of which! are applicakle tc the

i)

v1ctim7 of crime. There are 5‘cate§ories and z4 iteas that .
apply to bo € crime éiifims and non-victirs c¢f crime.
TheC;::a'ning 5 categoriesx and WQ items : r cenly to the
cri\i;:ijfims which include twd\ sev rity scales that were

created. ™

for. devising two severity scales is based on

previoué‘re earch which suggested that the prirary variable

related to the irract of crire en. Yictins is the severity of

r -

~

' thé crime!s). - To reiterate, Baiﬁii {1978: 149-150) and Bard

and Sangrey. {1979: 32-33) agree Phat the impact cf crime. is

/

contingent upon twe fS%tors: the type(s) of crime(s)
suffered and the degrée 0f the vioLFtion:s) as experienced
ty the victim. The forrer conditicn iwmplies an ochjective

apprcach to severity wiile.the latter FLOFOosSes a subjective

zeasure of severity.

The subjective severity scale involves the tcotal . sum of
the individual severity scores given by the victims for each

crime that théy suffered. The total possitle score is 30.

The objective severity scale rests upon the ranking of

the six criazes--robbery, turglary, physical assault, assault

A
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wvith a gun, theft and vandélism--by,,a panel of six student-

judges. Bs an éffort tc estatlish a level qf consistency,
the judges-were given the defipitions of each'crime in
accordance t$ how they were defined and operationalized in
this study. The judges then rarked the crimes in terns ‘of
severity frcm ' the most severe to the least csevere. lf?f

rankings are indicated in Tatle™z.-

e

Iable 2: OBJECTIVE SEVERITY INDEX

Crime Rankings by Six Student Judges

F =3
l |
! |
| !
] I
| |
j JUDGES I
| CEIMES J1 J2 J3  Ju 3s J6 1
| Retbery 3 -3 3 3 3 3 [
] . . |
4 3Burglary 4 4 4 4 4 4 |
t |
| Physical |
| Assault 2 1 2 2 2 1 I
| i
| Assault . |
| with a.Gun 1 2 1 1 . p; ]
| A
} Theft 6 5 S 5 6 =} -
{ ‘ |
I Vandalismnm < 6. € € 5 & |
| |
L

The Spearman's rank correlation coefficient (Ncrusis, 1983:
p

130-121) concerning the judges' rankings of tre six crimes

¥as .94, This means that the judges had a sizilar ranking .

for the crimes.

PR P PPV
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Subsequently, each crime wvas assigned a nugerical value

according to its rankirng.- The npore severe tqé crime, the

lagger the value. In this case:
Assault with a gun=6 .
Physical assault=%¢ ’ ‘
- Robbery=4+4 ) '
T Burglary=3 .- :
Theft=2 . ‘ .
Vandalism=1

2y using this ramnking scheme, the victims were civen a total
objective severity index’ score according to the crime{s)
that they suffered. -~ For examrle, a respendert  who was a
victim of chysical assault, £heft, and vancdalism wculd
receive a tctal cbhjective severity index score of 8. The
tota]~;ossitle score is 21.

Since éhe suhjecfive‘and tLe objective severity scales

are different, they were coaveérted into 2 score variables.,

In dclng so, the twc different scales were trarsforzed into

the same scale.  The Eearson correlaticn between the two Z.

-

score severity scales was .7 (Forusis, 1983: 205 & 99).
Thus, the judges ranked the severity of crimes similar to

those indicated ty the crime victims.

In. order to arnalyze 'the data, the crime victims were
egually divided into three severity groups: low, medium, and
higha These divisions were éone in relaticn tc their tctal
objective severity index sccres and ‘total sukjective

severity scores. Within eachk severity grcur cf crime

~

A
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victinms tke items and theif-freguency dis?rihutions were
analyzed‘;nd compared. This prﬁfided scme infcrmation "about
the gharacteristics associated with each group -of victims,
and revealed scme apparent  differences amonc then. “In

effect, severity is the independent variable.

‘The actual analysis of the data ccnsisted of

crosstaﬁulations using the chi-squdre statistic for nominal
’ A

and crdinal variatles, and t tesés vere used for interval

variables.. In koth cases, the level cof significance was set

at .05,

Chi-square was used toc test "‘t)he hypothesis that two
variables of a crosstabulation [were) indepéndent of each
cther® (Norusis, 1983: 52). A small probability,.less than

-05, rejected this hypcthesis of independence.

\ t

The t test was used to checg the .. equality cf nmeans

hypothesis. Thkere are two t values that can te used: the

Separate-variance t test and the ¢fpooled-variance t test.

The t test that is used depends on the value <cf F. The ¥
value is used to test fge equaiity. of variances hypothesis
{Norusis, 1§83: 79-80). Asia-ééneral rule, Ncrusis (1933:
80) specifies that "If the observed significarce level for
the F test is small, tte hypcthesis that- tte pcpulation

variances are egual is rejected, and the separate-variance ¢

G
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test for nmeans shopld ke used."® In the instance of a large
chserved significance level for‘the F test, it is sa{sjto
assune that the éariances are egual, and the pocled—va:iaﬁce
t test is:uéea; In either case, a small significance level
for the t test indicates that’ the means.are unegﬁal, an§
that the twc groups exhibit statistic;iiy significant
differences cn the particularc item inc tested.

X

The first st;ge of analysis inv&lved a comparative study
of crime victims tc -non:iictims of crime- More
specifically, tte non-victims of crime vere alsc coppared to
each severity group cf crime victims. Therefore, the

follewing groups weére tested on all of the items that agpply

to bcth of thenm.

1. Non-victimé of Crime vs Crime Victims
Za Non-Victims vs lcw Cbjective Severity Victinms
3. Non-Victims vs Medium Cbjective Severitgvvictims
U Non-victims vs High Ohjéctive Severity Vvictims
t. Non-Victims vs Lcw Subjective Severity Victims
6. Nop-Victims vs ¥edium Subjective Severity Victims
“
7. Non-Victims vs High Sukjective Severity Victics
.

The final stage of analysis ccncerned only tte victims of

cripe. Hence, the low, the medium, and the tigh severity

NI



41
gréups vere ccmpared . to each cther on all f the itens.
listed below are the groups of crime victiss that were
tested. |

. IO0TAL CEJECTIVE SEVERITY INCEX SCCRES:

* . low vs Mediup
* low vs High
. Medium vs High

. IOTAL SUBJECTIVE SEVERITY SCCRES:

. low vs Mediurn
. low vs'High

. Medium vs High

4.4  Conclusion

Herce, the yse Bf a total otjec;ive severity index scale
and a total sutjective severity scale as the 1inderendent
variables allowed for sore substantial results than simply
comparing the crime victims to the non-victims cf Erime in
relation to anozia. It permitted for a more cophisticated
cecmparison between the non;victims of crime ané the various
severity groups of crire victims. This-- provided an
indication oq somé of the additional variables that
distinguish the ¢crime vwictics from the nop-victims.
Finally, this petkod of analysis revealgd.scme of the
facters that are associated with different severity grcuﬁs

cf c¢rime victins.



CHAPTER V

EXAMINATION OF_ THE_ERESOLTS

5. 1 Introductior : ' *

Presented in this chapter are the significant findings. It

begins .with an dnalysis of the descriptive statistics
. ! .

followed by ar ipvestigatien of the relationships specified

in the previous chapter. Finally, a suamary of the post

relevant results is rrevided.

5.2 Descriptive Statistics

The frequercy distriktuticnos indicate the
overvhelming majority 'cf respondents uere_female 66.2%),
single (387.4%), 18 to 24 years of age (87.2%)., Roman
Cathelic (51.1%), first year university students {71.2%) who
rajored in <social science {56.4%), and ‘lived with their
rarents (50.6%). In terms of socio-econonic Status, the
prepcnderance of . pecple in the samrle came frer farpilies
whose fathers u;re €ither managers/cwners 123.5%) or
operatives [22.6%), =uch as facfory uorkers, and - vhose
pérents had a cerbined arnual income of 320,0C0 tc $39,999
WY.€%). ' Tﬁese findings %re displayed "in Tatles 3 threugh

-—

11, respectively.
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{
Takle 3: SEX s ]
: |
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT i
I
EALE 1 140 33.¢ i
FEMALE 2 274 6642 el
B —— f m——— e —— I
10T AL 24 130.C |
- |
MEAN t.662 STC EBR -02:Z 1
EODE 2.000 STD DEV <474 {
SKEWNESS -.637 MEDIAN 2.00C i
VARIANCE -224 MISSING CASES C |
e - ;
Table 4: FARITAL STATUS
. VALID
YALUE LABEL - VALUE FFEQUENCY LPERCENT
SINGLE 1 360 87.4
MAERIED 2 33 £.0
MIDORED 3 1 -2
SEPARATED 4 S 1.2
CIVORCETL ) 8 1.9
LYVING TICCETHER & 5 1.2
TCTAL 412 1CC.0
MEAN 1. 260 STD ERR -043
FCDE 1.000 STLC DEV -86% -
SKEWNESS L.03¢ MEDTIAN 1.00C
- 747 MISSING CASES Z

VARIANCE

b o e e e e e e A e e A e S o — o

Lt



-

g4
— - ———— - 2]
| |
| Takle 5: AGE i
} ' {
| - VALID i
| VALUE LABEL VALUE FRECDENCY PERCENT 1
[ : . !
{ 13-24 Z 360 87.2 1
| 25-34 3 37 9.0 |
| 35-u44 = i 12 - 2.9 l
|  45-54 5 2 -5 i
I 55 AND OVER 6 2 -5 |
L e ———- l
i TCTAL - 413 100.0C i
l - . |
-1 MEAN 2. 182 STT ERR 027 !
i MODE 2.000 STD DEV «543 {
| SKERNESS 3.75¢ MELIAN 2.00¢C |
{ VARIANCE «29% MISSING CASES 1 i
{ i
L d
= T T |
l |
I Table_6: RELIGICN i
| 1
I YALIL |
{ VALGE LABEL VALUE FREGODENCY PERCEXT i
| |
| NORE 0 3s S.4 ]
{ ECMAN CATHCLIC 1 211 S1.1 1
I EASTERN RITE 2 2 -5 |
| GREERK CHRTHOLOX 3 17 4.1 |
| JEWISH ’ 4 € 1.2 l
I EEOTESTANT S 114 27.¢ i
| - CTHER 6 2% 6.1 i
L === ee—e—ee l
] TOTAL 413 100-C {
| i
I XEAN 2. 43¢ STC ERBRR <101 |
| ®ODE 1.000Q0 STL DEV 2.06:z |
i SKEWNESS -52¢% MEDIAN 1.00¢C |
{ VARIANCE 4,251 MISSING 1 i
] |
| - ]
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Table 7: YEAR IR UNIVERSITY

S T s e e S sy S S e — e AL A
.

I

|

!

{

1 : VALID

| VALUE LABEL  VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT

I

i BRELIMINAGY 0 19 4.6

l FIRST 1 294 C 712

! SECOND 2 56 13.6

i THIRD 3 27 6a5

! FCURTH 4 9 2.2

I CTHER 5 8 1.9

l —————— —— —— .

i TCTAL 413 100.0

' ] .

l EEAN 1.363 STC ERR 045

1 MODE 1.000 STL DEV .90¢

I SKEWNESS 2.08a1 MEDIAN 1.00C

! VARIANCE -81¢ MISSING CASES 1

i

L

et R T - -
| |
| Takle_8: PMAJOR FIELD GF STUDY l
i |
] VALID I
| VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT I
H . i
i UNDECIDED 0 62 15. 2 |
l SCCIAL SCIENCF 1 230 56.4 i
| SCIENCE - 2 53 13.0 !
( ARTS 3 20 4.9 t
i EUSINESS t 37 9.1 y
1 EUMAN RINETICS 5 3 .7 i
1 ENGINEEFING ' 6 1 -2 I
| EDUCATICK 7 2 -5 i
| Tommmms e 1
[ TOTAL 408 100.0 l
| . |
] MEAN 1.418 STC ERR .06¢C [
] XODE 1.000 STr DEV 1-21¢ ]
| SKEWNESS 1.53¢C MECIAN 1-00¢C i
i VARIANCE 1,47 MISSING CASES € 1
e i} . ]
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Table S: LIVING ARRANGEMENT ° Il

: . !

VALID |

VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY  PERCENT |

. ‘ |

RENT 1 122 2¢.8 i

CHN 2 29 7.1 I
EOON ANL EOARTL 3 24 5.9 |
LIVE RITH PABENTS 4 207 5C.6 1
RESIDENCE 5 25 €1 |
CTHER 6 2 .5 i

— e ——— e —— ‘

., TCTAL 409 10€.0 |

- ',. |

MEAN 2.97¢€ STD ERR =071 |
AODE 52000 STD DEV 1.43¢ i
SKEWNESS --.401 MECIAN 4.00¢C |
VARIANCE 2. 063 MISSING CASES = 1

|

} |

T T T e e, ——— e —————ry
| {
| Tatle_10: OCCUPATION |
i [
| _ VALID |
| VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY  PERCENT |
| 1
|  EROFESSICHNAL 1 41 1222 |
|  EANAGER CE CNNER 2 79 23.5- |
|  SFMI-PSCFESSICNAL ' 3 42 12.5 |
| CLERICAL CR SALES 4 8 Z.4 |
|  CRAFTSMAK, FCREMAN 5 62 1€.5 |
{  CPERATIVE 6 76 27.6 |
|  SERVICE WCRKED 7 15 4.5 A
|  UNSKILLED 8 13 2.9 |
| —mmemmm emeeeee |
I TCTAL 336 10€.0 |
i : . [
| REAN ©3.964 STD ERR .113 I
i  MODE 2.000C STL DEV 2.07¢ |
|  SKEWNESS .09 MELIAN 3.00C r
H VARIANCE 4.28¢ |
[ l
— J

MISSING CASES 7¢

o e ) ¢
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| Table 11: ANNUAL INCOME T - 1
| —

| S - VALIT 'ﬁ/}
| VALYE LABEL VALUE PREQUENCY  PERCEFT ~
| . - = |
| UNDER $10,000 1 35 1.1 |
i $10,000-1%,999 2 32 10. |
| £20,000-25,95% 3 63 20. 1 |
| $30,000-39,999 4 77 . 24,8 i
| $40,000-45,999 5 53 16. ¢ |
|  $50,000 CE ECEE 6 54 17.2 !
| mmmvmem mmmmmee |
i TOTAL 314 100. ¢ |
i . , I
| MEAW 3.778 STC ERR .08¢€ i
|  mODE 4.000 STL DEV 1.557 i
|  SKEWNESS .  -.22% METIAN 4.00C \
|. VARIANCE 2,425 MISSING CASES  10C |
| ' R

The nunter of respondents that rated themselves as criaze
vigctims for 1984 totalled ' 177 143.5%) while 230 {56.5%)
ranked themselves ds ncen-victios of crime. This 1is

illustrated ino Takle 1Z.

As shown ir Table 132, thcse whe rated therselves as crime

victims repoiteé a total of 32% incidents of victimization
for 1S84. This included 6 ‘1.S%) individuals who telieved
that they were «zrcbhbery victims, 42 (12.9%) vho iandicated

that they had ‘been burglarized, 57 {17.5%) whc adzmitted to
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Takle 12: VICTIMIZATION l

. |

R _ VALID |

VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT |

i

CRIME VICTINS .00 ) 177 43.5 {
)

NCN-VICTINS ‘ 1
CF CRIME 2. 00 230 56.5 )
L — - — A S ek i — *

TCTAL 407 100.0 |

|

MEAN 1.56¢ STC ERR .02¢ l
MODE 2.000 STL DEV L4 9€ |
SKERNESS -.264 MECIAN 2.00¢C |
VARIANCE < 24¢€ MISSING CASES 7 ]
|

. ]

hefng pkysically assaulted, 16 !4.9%) people who specified
that they‘had teen assaulted with a gun, 136 {471.9%) who
felt that they suffered a theft, and 68 (20.9%) respondents

who classified themselves as victims of vandalisg.

a et
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Table 13: FREQUENCIES OF CRINES

Ncte: Each victim cculd bave experienced a2ore than
one crime.

r e
| l
| l
| |
| VALID i
| FFEQUENCY FEBCENT |
| RCBBERY ™ 6 1.9 |
] I
} BURGLARY 42 12.9 |
| ’ i
I PHYSICAL ASSAULT 27 17.5 1
H . {
§f ASSAULT - 1
| WITE A GUN 16 4.9 |
| |
] TEEFFT 136 41.9 |
l ' _ {
| VANDALISH €8 20.9 1
| __ |
i TGTAL 32% 100.0 {
1 ’ l
| 1
| |
| |
L J

5.3 A_Conparison_of KNon-Victims to Cripme_Victims

-

2e3-.1 Demcgraphic Status -

A significant difference between the non-victims of crime
and the crime victims was found 1in terms cf sex. Although
the females dcminated toth the ¢rime victims [54.2%) and the
pon-victims cf drigpe (75.5%) categories, this was due to the
fact that two-thirds cf the samrle consisted cf fepales.
However, Table 14 1indicates ttat the &majority c¢f males

{59.71%) considered therselves as crime victims while enly

35.6% of the ferales placed therselves ia this grouc-
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)

£.3.2 Angmia

The crime victims a
no significanf-differen
féllowiug: Crime .vic
Non-Victims of Crire,

p=0. 41, Hence; on the

low levels of ancria.

— 2]
| l
I Table 14: VICTIMIZATICN BY SEX 1
i I
| A Ccmpariscn of Non-Victims tc¢ Crime Victims in Terms |
| of Sex. : ’ {
l |
1 CCUNT I |
J EOW PCT INMALE FEMALE RBOW 1
1 CCL BPCT I TOTAL |
I TOT PCT I I I I
i emem———— tmr—————— t——————— l
i I 81 I 96 I 177 i
| CRINE VICTINS I 45.8 I 5Sg.2 I 43.¢ |
i I %59.1 I 35.6 I 1
i I 19.9 I 23.6 I i
i e Y I
i I 56 I 174 I 23¢C |
l NON-VICTINS OF I 24.3 I 75.7 I 56.°% |
i CRINE I 40.9 I 64,4 I 1
! I 13.8 I 42.8 I |
| e e g i
] CCLUMN 137 270 407 ]
| TOTAL 33.7 66.3 100.¢ |
| ' i
i CHI-SCUAERE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE |
i - - —_— : |
| . |
| 19.59319 1 0.0000 |
] i
| NOXBER COF MISSING CESFEVATIONS = 7 ® |
i |
1 J
‘ ’
SN

-~

nd the ncn-victims of c¢rime revealed
ces on ancwoia. The t test shoved the
tizs, N=173,  fHean=1.8¢, SD=1.31;
N=223, Mean=1.77, SD=1.38; t=0.82,

average, the respondents exrerienced
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5:3.3 Attitudes Towards the Judicial System

The non-victims of c¢rime had a larger percentage of its
members {6{S) than did the crime victiams (58-3%) who
“believed that the courts dc not deal barshly encugh with
criminals. Between the two groups, 17.7% <¢f the crine
victims and 11.2% of the non-victiams of crinme thought that

the courts deal justly with the criminals. .

S-3-14 Attitudes Towards the Police

‘Approval of the use of physical <force by tte rolice in
certain situations was greater among the nor-victims éf
crime !(76.8%) than amoag the «crige victims [69.3%).
Morecver, a greater percen{;ge pf crime victims (19.7%) than

™~
pon-vittins of crime [S.4%) ﬁege opposed to its use.

~



§ : 52

b

NUMBER OF MISSING QESERVATIONS = 16

¥ 1
i . - . |
I Table 15: VICTIMIZATICN BY ATTITUDES TCRARDE THE |
| : JUDICIAL SYSTEN . ' ’ S |
| - . ]
| A Comparison of Non-Victims tc Crime Victims in Terms |
I of Their Percepticns of the Courts' Treatment of |
| Criminals. : - ' : i
| I
I CCUNT I i
| BCW PCT I NON-VICT ROW i
{ CCL PCT ICEIME IMS OF TOTAL i
I ICT PCT IVICTIMS I CRIME I - !
| ———————— e +— — , i
| I 6 1 I £ |
i TOO HARSHLY I 100.0 X I 1.z i
i | I 3.8 I I 1
i &~ I 1.5 I I i
{ R e T T
| I 31 1 25 & S€° . o
1 ABQUT RIGHT ‘I 55.4 I 44.6 I 19.1 . ]
i ) I 7.7 I 1.2 I |
| I '7-8 I 6.3 I |
| t—— - —— I
i i I 36 I 62 I 9¢ !
] DON'T EKHOW I 36.7 I 63.3 I 24.¢ |
i ' I I 27.8 1 |
{ I 9 0 15.6 I |
| Rt e e 4 ]
| : I 102 I 136 I 23¢ 1
| NOT HARSHLY I. 42.9 I 5S7.1 I 59.¢ §
| ENCOGH I 58.3 1 61.0 ;J |
i ’ I 25,6 1 3u.2 |
| - e ———— e} |
| CCLUNMN 175 223 39¢ |
| TOTAL 4.0 56.0 100. € |
| - ‘ i
] CPI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE |
| semm e -=s= Tmmmme— e |
| ) : |
| 12.79512 3 0.0051 |
l ’ 1
| !
| l

e e e e e B s T pS——— |

Yy
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| Table 16z VICTINIZATICN BY ATTITUDES TOWARDS THE |
i - BCLICE - . ' i
| . - .o S |
i A Comparison of Non-Victims tc Crime Victims in terms |
T .of Theit.Approval of the Use of Physical Porce by the |
| Pclice. i -
] : ' ’ l
l CCUNT I - . . : |
i . FCW PCT T - NON-VICT ROW |
i COL PCT ICRIME ~ 1IMS OF TOTAIL |
1 : TQT PCT ICRINE ICRINE I |
i . - -+- ———— + - I
i I 121 1 172 I 293 l
| YES I 81.3 I 58.7 I 73.%8 |
| I 69.9 1 7€6.8 I |
| < I 30.5 I 43.3 1 -
l to—mmo———t -+ N |
I . . I 38 I 21 1 5¢ |
[ NO - I 6%%8 I 38.2 I 13.¢ H
1 19.7 1 -9.4 1 l
| I 8.6 I 5.3 I I
} A it L Y i
} y . I 18 1 31 1 g¢ ¢ !
A NOT SURE ' I 3627 I 63.3 I 12.3 ol |
i ) I 0.4 I 13.8 1 |
t I 4.5, 1 7.8 I ]
i b t———————— + |
| -CCLUMN 173 224 " 397 |
| TOTAL 43.6 SQ-Q 100.G l
I : : ‘ |
| = CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE . |
| e — e ——- T l
i . . L
| 8.939567 2 0.0111 i
I . - |
| NOMBER QF MISSING OESERVATIONS = 17 |
! |
L J
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.E.14 A Conggrisoh of Non-Victims to_low Objectjve Severity

Victims

[y o+

5.48.1 _gg!ograghic Status

sex ~ preduced . significant differences tetween the
non-victims cf crime ard the low objective severity greup of
crime victims. ‘?Qlarge: percentage of the males (31.7%) in
comparison toJ 17.1% ¢f£ the fempales were rarked. as low

- - - - .‘ -
cbjective severity crire victims.

S.8.2 Anomia
There were no significant differences 1in the mean scores
cf “anomia between the low objecfive severity victims and the

noo-victins of crime. The t test exhikited these results:

_low ijecti#e Severity Victims, K¥=61, Nean=1.67, SD=1.27;
Non-Victims cf Crime, N=223, Mean=1.77, SD=1.38; t=-0.48,
p=0. €3. The rean scores suggest that, on the average, both

grours in the samrle suffered lcw levels of anomia.

L g
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Table 17: LOW OBJECTIVE SEVFRITY VICTIMIZATICN EY SEX
:

A Compariscn of Nop-Victims to Low Chjective Severity
Victims in Terms of Sex.

'

e

NUMBER OF MISSING CESERVATIONS = 122

—

H

|

]

|

|

! .

l - CCUNT I

i BOX PCT IMALE FEMALE ROW

| CCL PCT I ' TOTAL -

] TO0T PCT I -~ 1 I

| ———————f e ——— - -*

| LO% I 26 1 36 I 6z

| \H\‘ CBJECTIVE I 41.9 I S&.1 I 21.:Z

l SEVERITY I 31.7 I 17.1 I i

| VICTIMS I 8.9 I 12.3 I i

| + - - —— |

1 NCN-VICTINS I 56 1 1748 1 23¢C 1

i ‘ I 24.3 I 75.7 I 78.¢ i

1 I 68.3 I 82.9 I 1

| I 19.2 I 58.6 I l

| e e o pm——————— i

i CCLUMN 82 210 292 1

| TOTAL 28.1 71.9 100.C |

l 1

l CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE i

j - —_——— mmm—e—memeee |

1 - |

i 6.63422 1 . 0.0100 i

| |

{ H

] 1.
J

e e e ——————— —_— -

b
{

™

v
5.4.3 Attitudes Towards the Judicial System

Fewer respcndents of tke lcw objective severity
classification (50.8%) than of those grouéed as ngn-victims
cf criﬁe :61!)‘ stated that the courts do not deal barshly
enough with criminals. Eighteer percent ([18%) of the low
dbjective severity victirs indicated that the courts treat

the criminals about right 1irn compariSon to . 11.2% of the

non-victims ¢f crime who felt this way-



NUMBER OF MISSING CESEEVATIONS = 130

| S 1
| . ) . . |
| T € 18: LOW OBJECTIVE SEVEBITY VICTINS?! CPINION CF |
| TRE COURIS |
I ) l
| A Comparison of Non-Victims ‘to Low Cbjective Severity |
| Victims™in Terms c¢f Their Perceptions of thke Ccurts’ |
| - Treatment cf Criminals. |
} ; |
] : couwnt ILCH I : |
| FCW PCT IOEJ. X ROW |
| CCL PCT ISEV, .I NOK- TOTAL !
1 T0T PCT IVICTIMS IVICTINS I |
i eem————a ——— m———— + |
l I 2 1 I < - |
| TOO HARSHLY I 100.0 I I -
1 1 3.3 I I ; i
1 I -7 I I !
' ' P ey |
| . I 17 I 25 1 3¢ |
| ABOUT RIGHT I 30.6 I 6S.4 I 12.7 [
| I 8.0 " 1.2 1 |
I . I 3.9 I 88 I i
i P ————— |
{ I 17 1 62 -I 7¢ |
I DOXN'T ERXOW I 27.5 1 78.5 I 27.%¢ !
| I 27.9 1 27.8 I |
| I 6.0 I 21.8 I |
| o ——— e Pm——————— + |
i I 0 B § 136 I 167 |
| NOT HARSEHLY . I 18.6 I 81.4 I 588 |

AL ENCUGH I 50.8 1 61.0 I }
{ I 10.9 I 47.9 I |
| , tmm—————— P —————— + |
| CCLUMN 61 223 284 |
i TOTAL 21.5 78.9 100.C |
| : i
1 CHI-SQUARBE - D.F, SIGNIFICANCE {
|l m———————— -==-=  mmem——e——— i
| |
| 9.912(C7 3 C.0193 I
| |
i |
| i
i

- B e
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S5.8.4 Attitudes Tovards the Police

-Almost an equal pérceqtage of the low objective severity
victims (71.7%) as c¢f the oncn-victims of crige ;76-8§)
agreed that sﬁme situétions-ua{;ant the use ¢f crhysical
force by the police,- Houever,. a greater percentage of the
low cbjective severity victims (Z0%) in relaticn tc 9.4% of

the non-victims cf crise were against its use by the police.

a
>

- 8.5 A_Comparison of Non—-Victims to Medium Obiective

Severity Victias

5.5.1 Demcgraphic Statons

Approximately 29% of the males constitutec the rmediunm

cbjective =severity grcup cf crime victims as opgosed | to

13.7% of the females. This relationship vas significant at

the .01 level.

S.5.2 Anomia ' .

Medium ckjective severity crime victims and non-victinos
of crfme revealed sieilar means. On the average, lcw levels

cf arcmia were associated with the twe groupsa. This is

supported Lty the subseguent findings: Medivm Ctjective

Severity Vicctims, N=5Z, Mean=1.£7, S$SD=1.37; Ncp-Victims of

Crime, N=223, Mean=1.77, SCT1-3E8; t=0.46, p=0.6u.

TR
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THE FOLICE

A Cohparison of Non~Victims -to Low Cbjective Severity

Victims in Terms «cf Their Approval of tte Use
Physical Force Lty the Eolice.

CCUNT TILCH

NUFBER OF MISSING CESERVATIOXNS = 130

FOR PCT IOEJ.. , ROW
CCL PCT ISEV. NON- TOTAL
TCT PCT IVICTINS IVICTIES I
-L_____“ ———————— t——————— ———————— +

l X 83 I 172 ©  21¢%

i YES I 20.0 I 80.0 I 75.7

I I 71.7 I 76.8 I

| I 15.1 I 60.6 I

i ———— fm———————— +

I I 12 1 21 1 3:

| NO I 36.4 I 63.6 I 11.6

i - I 20.0 1 9.4 I

I I 4.2 I 7.4 1

] == e —_—

[ _ I 5 I 31 1 3¢

i NOT SURE I 13.9 1 86.1 I 12.3

| I 8.3 I 13.8 I

I I 1.8 I 10.9 I

i Mt e el I

I CCLUNN 60 224 284

| TOTAL = 21.1 78.9 100. C

|

I CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGKIFICANCE

j —————————— e . ——— " — - —— -

}

i 5.89331 2 0.052¢

|

|

{
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Table 20: MEDIUM OBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTI®IZATION BY
SEX

A’ Comparison of Non-Victims to Medium Clkjective

—

] |
{ |
| {
l |
| ]
| Severity Victims in Terms of Sex. 1
i - 1
| > l
l |
i . |
I ; |
| CCUNT I |
| EQW PCT IMALE FEMALE RONW 5]
| CCL PCT I TOTAL |
| TCT PCT I | I i
) e m e —— e ——— = e ————t |
] MEDTIUNM I 23 1 30 T 53 1
| CEBJECTIVE I 43.4 I 56.6 I 18.7 ]
| SEVERITY I 29.71 I 14.7 I |
i VICTINS I . 8.1 I 10.6 I i
1 fomm— e —— et i
i NCN-VICTINS I e 1 174 I 23¢C |
| I 24.3 I 7c5.7 I 81.3 |
| I 70.9 1 B8=. I |
i I 19.8 I 61.5 I | |
{ T —— e —————¢ 1
1 COLOMN 79 204 283 |
l TCTAL 27.9 721 100.¢C |
{ ' {
l CHI-SQUAKE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE |
| ———mm s -—== o msemsmeees |
I : [
i 6£.84917 - 1 C-J08S |
| ' |
{ NU¥BER OF MISSING CESEEVATIONS = 131 1
1 . :

5.5.3 Attitudes Towards the Judicial Systenm

The majority of medium okjective severity victims 64.2%)
and non-victims of crime !(61%) agreed that tte courts are
too lenient. with 18.9% of the medium objective severity

victims, enly 11.2% «c¢f the non-victims of crim%jfelt that

the courts treated the cririnals atout right. 4 larger

e
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Percentage of the non-victims of crime {27.8%) as opposed to

the percentage of medium objective severity victims (13.2%)

Were uncertain.

%
5.5.4 Attitudes Towards the Police

0f those'uho were placed in the medium objective severity
group, 88.%% aprroved of the use of physical force by the
_Folice in certain situaticns, and 76.8% of the non-victinms

cf crime vere in favour of its use.

5.6 A Comparison_of Kon-Victims to High Objective Severity

Victiss
S=6-1 Depcgraphic Statys
The crosstabulatior of high objeétive severity victinms
and ron-victims cf crime Ly sex was bighly sigpificant.
First, 36.4% of the nales were rated as bigh cbjective
severity victims as corpared to 14.7% of the ferales.
Finally, tte bhigh objective severity victim category was

dominated by ¢he rales 51.6%).
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5:6.2 jAncmja )

The t test between the bigh objective severity victins
and the nom-victims of crime on anomia was not significant-
In ccmpariscn tc the previous results, there w a slight
increase in the difference of means, tut on the average, the
tvo groups sfiilihad lcw scores c¢f anomia. The ocutcome vas
as fcllows:-High Objective Severity Victims, N=60, Nean=2.1,
§D=1.27; Ncn-Victims of Crime, N=223, Mean=1.77, SD=1.38;

t=1.69, p=0.06S. v

S. 63 Attitudes Towards-People

Significant differences between the high abjective
severity victims and tke mon-victims of crime uere detected
vith regard to tpeir~viévs on the degree td which people are
helpful.  Exactly 21% of those classified as high chbjective
severity victiqs and 34.1%  of those whc recognized
themselves as nen-victims of crime telieved that pecple are
helpful. Hcowever, 25.9% of the high objectiv; severity

victims in contrast tc 13.%% of the non-victias <f crime

vere of the cpinien that recrle are cut for thE}selves.

N

C.6. 1 Attituodes Towards the Judicial Systenm

[

Mcre of the high otjective severity victims [16.4%) than
cf the non-victims of crime [11.2%) were inclined tc agree

with the courts?' treatrent of criminals-
-
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Table 21: NXEDIUM OEJECTIVE SEVERITY
OF THE CCORTS

A Copparison

F

of ¥

COUNT
ow PCT

CCL BCT
ICT PCT

TOC HARSHL

ABOUT RIGH

DON'T EKNOW

NOT HARGHL

INCUG

CHI-SQUARE

T4.11342

Y

T

Y
B

CCLUMN
TCTAL

D.¥.

-

on-Victias to Medium
Severity Victims ir Terms of Their Percepticns of the
Ccurts' Treatzent of Criminals.

IMNEDIUM
ICEJ.
ISEV. NQN—
IVICTIMS IVICTINS I
- - —_——¢
I 2. 1 I
I 100.0 I by
I 3.8 I I
I -7 I - I
S T Y
I 0 I 25 I
I 2%.6 I 71.4 I
I 18.9 I 11.2 I
I j.e I S.1 I
S e
I 7 1 62 I
I 10.1% I 89.9 I
I "13.2 I 27.8 1
I 2.5 I 22.5 I
——————— O +
I 34 1 136 I
I 20.0 I 380.0 I
¥ 64.2 I 6.0 I
I 12.3 I 4%9.3 I
Fmm—————— $m—————— +
53 "Z23
19.2 80.8
SIGHIFICANCE
0.002¢8

3

RUMBER CF MISSING CBSERVATICNS = 138

20w
TOTAlL

6¢
25.C

VICTINS®* OFINION

Ckjective

- +
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I 3.8 I 1:.8 1
I -7 I 1.2 1

S e LT SRy
CCLUMN 52 224 L 27¢
TCTAL 18.8 81.2 100.¢C
CHI-SQUAEE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
4.38517 2 C.111¢

NUMBER CF MISSING CBSERVATICNS = 138

r 1
| . {
| Table 22: MEDIUM OBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTINES' OPINION |
| i OF THE PCLICE S|
| : i
| A& Comparison of DMNon-Victimse to Medium Ctjective |
| Severity vVictims in Terms of Their Approval cf the Use |
| of Physical Force ty the Folice. . ' i
I |
! COONT IMEDIUM ]
| FCW PCT IOQEJ. ROW. !
i ) COL PCT ISEV. NCN- TOTAL |
| I0T PCT IVICTIMS IVICTINMS I |
| e e e e ————— i
| . I  us I 172 I 21¢ I
i YES I 21.1 I 7€.9 I 79.C I
| . I 88.5 1 7¢.8 I |
| I 16.7 T 62.3 I [
| e e ——————¢ - |
i I 4 1 21 1 2% |
i NO I 6.0 I 84.0 9.1 {
| I 7.7 -1 S. 4 |
{ I 1.4 I 7.6 I |
1 o e} i
| I 2 1 3t I 33 i
i NOT SORE I 6.7 I 93.9 I 12.¢C |
I ]
1 |
| |
i i
l i
i {
| |
| i
i i
1 |
l |

|

e o —_ ——— ——— . e e e ]
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Table 23: EIGH CBJFCTIVE SEVERITY ' VICTIMIZATICN BY
SEX .

A Compariscn of Non-Vigtims tc High Objective Severity
Victims in Teres of Sex.

CCONT I .
FOW PCT IMALE FEMALE BOR
CCL PCT I TOTAL
TOT PCT I 1 I
-------- Fom——————— e e
HIGH I 32 1 30 I 62
CBJECTIVE I S51.6 I 48.4 I 21.:
SEVERITY I 36.4 I 14.7 I
VICTIMS I 11,0 I 1€.3 I
t———————— —————— +
NCN-VICTINS I €6 I 174 . I  23C
I 24.3 I 7S5.7 I T78.¢
I 63.6 I 85.3 1
I 19.2 I 59,6 I
b ————— e ———————
CCLUMN 88 . 204 292
TOTAL 30.1 69.9 . 100.¢C
CHI-SQUARE D.F. °~  SIGNIFICANCE
"15.9716¢ 1 €.0001

NUMBER OF MISSING CESEBEVATIONS = 122
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Igtle 24: HIGH OBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTINS®

BPECBLE

CCUNT IHIGH
FCR PCT ICEJ- ;
-~ COL PCT ISEV. NOQN~-
TCT PCT IVICTIMS IVICTIANS

B N N S — -

+

' KUMBER CF #ISSING CBSERV%;ISEgr\‘W{\

ROW

. TOTAlL
I
+*
- ‘ I 13 1 -76 I 8¢
HELPFUL I tu.6e I 8S5.4 I 31.:2
; I 21.0 I 34.1 I
I 4.6 I 26.7 I .
- L h——— - ——
I 28 1 108 1 13€
DEPENDS I 20.6 I 7S.4 I 47.7
I 45.2 1 48.4 %
I 9.8 1 37.9 1
+ T —————— +
. I 5 I g I 14
DON'T KNOW I 35.7 I 64.3 I, 4.C
I 8.1 I 4.0 I
I 1.8 1. 3.2- 7T
e et .
I 1 I “30 I 4é€
OUT FOR . ~ I 34.8 1 65.2 I 16.1
THEMSELVES I 25.8 I 13.% I
I S.6 I 10.5 I
L - —————— :
- CCLUMN 62 =~ 223 28¢
‘ TOTAL  21.8 78.2 100.¢C
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICAXCE
8.96564 -3 - €.0297
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A Compariscn of Non-Victims to High Cbjective Severity
Victims 1in Terms cf Their Perceptions of
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Tatle 25: HIGH OBJECTIVE SEVERIT
THE COORIS .

-

A Compariscn of .Non-Victims tc High
VictIms in Ternms

of Their Perceptions of

Treatment ¢f Criminals.

B

CCONT
OwW PCT

COL PCT
. ICT PCT -

———— e

. TOO HARSHL
ABOUT RIGH
DON'T KNOW

NOT HARSHL
ENCUG
</

CHI-SQUABE

——— ——— s e o

9.5714¢

b4

T

Y
H

COCLUMN

TOTAL

C.F.

~
IHIGH Y
TOEJ. .
ISEV. NCN-
IVICTINS IVICTINS I
b ——— e ————— +
I 2 1 I
I 100.0 I I
I 3.3 1 ‘I
I iy S, I
e o +
I 10 I 25 I
I 28.6 I T1.4 I
I 16.4 I 11.2 1
I 3.5 1 8.9 I
+ - - +
I 12 62 I
I 16.2 I1~.83.8 I
I 19.7 1 .8 I
I 4.2 I 21.8 I
Mt et
I 37 1 136 1T
I 214 I 78.6 I
I 60.7 I 61.0 ‘I
I 3.0 I 47.9 T
+— -+ -—t
61 .. 223
21.5 78.5
SIGXIFICANCE
£.022¢

3

" NUMBER CF MISSING CBSERVATICNS = 130

. ROW,_
TOTAIL

~ 74

261

173
60.6

284

100.C
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-~

Hlthln the h1gh object1ve severlty victims rankxng, 52.5%

.

i approved of % Foliceman- ctr:klng an adult male sitizen in

certain situations while 29.5% of +these respondents

disapproved cf sudch acticnsl . However, 7€.8% of the

nqp4viciims cf cripe favouredlthe‘use cf physical force ky
the police in some instances, and only 9.4% c¢f this group

vere against it. oo

-

S.7 A chparlson of Hon—?xctlls to Lou ‘Subjective Severltz

_ vlctlns . .
.\.-—-. ) ) - '\'\
S-7.1 Demographic Statas T \\\‘ _

Oon the tasis of sex, significant dlfrerences vere found.
hetueen lowe suhjectlve severity vxctxms and ncn-victims of
crime. & larger nercentage of the males (26.3%) than of the

females 15.1%) cpecxfled that they were crime victims.

-

B L UL
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Table 26: HIGE OBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTINS® CEINION © { N—

TEE FOLICE l
A Compariscn of HWon-Victims tc High Cbhjective Severity |

Victims in Terms cf Their Approval of tie Use of
Physical Force ty the Police.

NUMBER OF AISSING C3SFRVATICKS = 129

|
1
1
CCONT 1IHIGH | /
EOW PCT IOEBJ. . ROW , | !
LCL PCT ISEV. NON- - TOTAL. I
TOT PCT IVICTINS IVICTINS I I
e — e ————— {
I 32 1 172 T 204 [
YES . I 15,7 I 84.3 T T1.¢ |
N I .52.5 I 76.8 I {
TN I 11.2 I 60.4 I 1
\ e ———— et 1
L I 18 1 21 I . 3¢ |
NO. I 46.2 I 53.8 I 13.7 l
I 29.5 I 9.4 1I ]
‘I 6.3 I 7.4 1 1
—— -+ -+ |
: I 11 1 31 1 4z }
NOT SURE . VI 26.2 I 73.8 I 14.7 !
I 18.0 I 13.8 I |
I 3.9 1 1.9 I }
P —— e ——————— |
+ CCLUNN 61 224 28¢5 l
TOTAL 21.8 78.6 100.¢C i
' |
CHI-SQUARE D.F, SIGNIFICANCE ]
_________ v - B T '
18.73757 0.0001 I
3 2 o, ! e
!
!
o |
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Table 27: LOW SUBJECTIVE SEVEBRITY VICTINIZATION

SEX

A Compariscn of Non-Victiams tc Low Subjective Severity

Victims in Terms cf Sex.

.. CCUNT I
EGW PCT INALE FENALE
CCL PCT I _
TOT PCT T I I
- —— —_——— -

ROW
TOTAL

LOW I 20 1 31 I 51

I

|

1

|

{

[

|

I

|

|

§

|

|

|

} SCBJECTIVE I 39.2 I 60.8 T
I SEVERITY I 26.3 I 1% 1 I
I VICTINMS I 7.7 I 1.0 I
| MOtk St R
i KCK-VICTINS I 56 1 174 I
! I 2403 1 75,7 1
| I 73.7 I 84.9 I
i I 19.9 I 61.9 I
i

1

{

]

1

I

]

i

]

]

i

| A

- L Dt T Y SR Y
CCLOMN 76 205
TOTAL 27.0 73.0
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
3.95347 1 C.0468

NUHBER OF MISSING CBSERVATIGONS = 133

—— s —

18.1

23C
Bi.¢

281
~100.C

'r___________________J
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§;1=2 Anomia ) ) .
Similar to the preceding resglts, there ¥ere no
significant differences betueen.the low subjective séverity
victims and the non-victixs of crime. Both grocps had means
that ind?catea low levelé of ancria, These were the
findings: Low Sutjectige Severity Victiams, N=51, Mean=1.63,
SD=1.34; Ncn-Victims cf Crime, N=223, Mean=1.77, SD=1.38:

tz-OQGS' p=C.E1.

Sf7-3 Attitedes Towards People

The non-victims of érime {(11.2%) had a largef propecrtion
aof fespondents than the lcw subjective severity victims (4%)
who tkought that mﬁst Feorle would try to take advantage of
them 1f they got +the chance. Furthefmore, there was a
larger percentage of the pop-victins .of crime (21.9%) in
relation to the opropertion cf low subjective severity
victims ({12%) who felt that rost peorle try to te fair. auIt
seexs that a larger opercentage of the lou subjec%%ve
severity victims !Depends + Den't Know=34%) than of _a§e
non-victimg ¢f crime (Depends + [Don't Know=¢€6.9%) vere

uncertain atout geople's tendency tec te fair.

4

)

e

BV N



S. 8 ‘A Comparison of Bon-Victims to uediul'thjective

ESev pity Vjctias .

5-8-1; Demcgraphic Statuos

Af greater pcrtion of the rales (36.4%) than of the
femh@es '14.7%) vwere fcund in thé medium subjective severity
victims categéry- -Ir addition, acre males (51.8%) than
femaies {48.4%) indicated that they wvere medign subjective

severity victias.

5.8.2 Aromjia

On the ateragéﬂ toth the nmedium subjective severity
victims and the noh—victims of c;ime reported low ancmia
scores. Tais finding vas substantiated by the subsegquent t
test: Medivm Subjective Severity Victims, N=6C, Mean=1.83,
SD=1.32; Ncn-Victims of Crime, N=223, Reap=1.77, SD=1.38;

t=0.33, p=0.74.

.
S5.8+3 Attitudes Towards People
Skepticism about recple's aptness to be fair was greater
amorg the mediur subjective severity victims (20%) than

among the ncp-victims of crime {11.2%).

Vs
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Table 28: .LOW SUBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTINS' CPINION OF
PECFLE '

A Compariscn of Non-Victims tc Low Subtjective Severity
Victims in Terms cf Theéir Perceptions of Pecgle's
Tendency tc ke Faira '

-CCONT ILCW

NUMBER COF MISSING OBSERVATICKS = 140

[ 1
I |
| i
l |
i |
| {
| |
i |
) l
1 |
| BOW PCT ISUBJ. ROW |
{ COL PCT -ISEV. NCH- TOTAL |
[ TO0T PCT IVICTIHS IVICTINS I I
1 eeme——— +—— - -+ |
| _ I 2 1 25 I 27 l
I TAKE ADVANTAGE I 7.4 1 9z.6 I 9.¢ l
| I 4.0 1T 1.2 1 {
i I -7 I S.1 T |
i —— -4+ + i
l é% T 3 1 132 1 16¢ |
1 DEPENCS I 20.0 I B80.0 I 60.: )
] I 66.0 I S5%9 I i
1 I 12.0 I 48.2 1 |
i P ———— P———————— [}
i . I S I 18 1 273 |
{ DON'T EKKOW I 33.3 I 68.7 I 9. ¢ |
1 I 19.0 1 8.0 I |
| I 3.3 1 €.6 I |
| e ———— e e ————— + |
} I 6 1 49 1 5¢ |
| TRY TC FE FAIR I 10.9 I 3%.1T I 201 |
| I 12.0 1 21.9 I1° * ]
| I 2.2 I 17.9 I |
i $rm——————— t——————— + L7 l
| CCLOMN £0 224 274 |
1 TOTAL 18.2 B1.8 100.¢C |
i S |
| CHI-SQUARE L.F. SIGNIFICANCE i
| e m—————— —-—— e ————— l
1 |
| 3.57077 T3 0.0356 H
] ' ]
i |
I |
L —
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Iable 23: MEDIUM SUBJECTIVE SEVEEITY VICTIRIZ

SEX

A Comparison of fon-Victims to Mediun

Severity Victims in Terms of Sex.

"CCUNT I

FEOW PCT INMALE PEMALE
CCL PCT I ,
10T PCT I . I I
s e - +*
MEDION T 32 1 30 1
SUBJECTIVE I 51.6 I 4gQE.§ I
SEVERITY I 36.4 I 14,7 I
VICTIES I 11.0 I 10.3 I
+= S -+
NCN-VICTINS I . S6 1 174 1
I 28.3 1 7%5.7 I
I 63.6 I 85.3 I
I 19.2 I 5S9.6 I
+——-;---+-u——---+

&gﬁg;N 88 204

TOTAL "30.1 69.9
CEI-SQUAERE -F. SIGNIFICANCE

15.9719¢% -1 C.0001

NUNMBER OF MISSING CBSERVATICNS = 122

ROW
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Table 30: MNEDIUM SUBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTINS' ORINION
OF FEOELE

A CompaTison of FKon-Victinms to Medium Subjective
Severity Victims ip Terms c¢f Their ‘Perceptions of
People's Tendency tc be Fair.

CCUNT IMEDIDNM

FCW PCT ISURJ. .o BON
COL PCT ISEV. NG N- TOTAL
TOT PCT IVICTIMS IVICTINS I
———— e e ——_—— e ————
. I 12 1 25 1 37
TAKE ADVANTAGE I 32.4 I 67.6 I 13.C o
I 20.0 I 11.2 1
1 4.2 1 8.8 I
*—— $—— +
_ I 40 I 132 1 172
DEEENDS I 23.3 I 76.7 I 60.¢
I 66.7 I 58.9 T
I t4.1 I 46.5 T
+- -— -+
I 2 I 18 I, 2¢
CON*T EKNOW I 10.0 I 90.0 I 7.¢C
I 3.3 I 8.0 I
I -7 I 6.3 X
t———————— tm——————— + -
I 5 1 49 I 5¢
TRY TC BE FAIR "I 10.9 I 89.1 I 19.4
I 10.0. T-21.9 1
I 2.1 I 17.3 I
: o ——— - p————————
CCLOMK 60 224 284
TOTAL 211 78.9 100. ¢
CHI-SQUAEE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
8.23787 3 ' 0.04713

KUMBER CF MISSING CBSERVATICNS = 130
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S.8.8% Attitudes Towards_the_Judicial Systea

Although .2 siailar gpercentage of people within toth
groupé agreed thQ: the courts lack in severity, a greater
percentage of the medium subjective severity victims (18%)
than of the ncnfvictims of crime (11.2%) - believed that
criﬁinals are justlyfgunished. A larger propcrticn cf the
non-victimé (27.8%) cczpared to 18% of the medicur subjective

severity victims had nc opinion cn this subject.

5.9 A Comparison of Non-Victims toc High Subjective

Severity Victisms

5.9.1 Demcqraphic Status

Ccnsistent with the rfricr cases is the fact that the
males had a larger percentage of its gender 3€.9%) in the
high subjective severity category than did the ferales

(15, 1%) .

5.9.2 Anomia

As shown Lty the t test below, thé mean anomia scores for
both the high sukjective severity victiss and the
non-victims of crime vere low. T test: Higk Sulkjective
Severity Victims, N=54, Mean=2.(9, 5P=1.26; Ncn-Victims of

Crime, N=223, Mean=1.77, SD=1.38; t=1.58, p=0.1:.
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NUMBER QF M

F THE COURTS

n -of VNon-Victies to Medium
tims in Terms of Their Percepticns cf the

tment cf Criminals.

COUDNT IMEDION
FEQ¥ PCT ISOEJ.

CCI PCT ISEV. NON-
TCT PCT IVICTINS IVICTINS I
- et ——————
I 3 1 I
1y I 100.0 I I
I 4.9 1 I
I 1.1 1 I
P ————— et ———— +
I 11 3 25 I
85T I 30.6 I 69.4 T
I 1B.0 I 11.2 I
I 3.9 I 8.8 I
tmm————— ———————— +
Y 11 1 62 I
¥ I 15.1 Y 84.9 I
I 18.0 I 27.8 I
I 3.9 I 21.8 T
m——————— t——————— +
I 36 1 136 I
LY I 20.9 I 79.%1 I
GH I 59.0 "1 61.0 I
I 12.7 I 47.9 I
- -+ -4
CCLUMN 61 223
TCTAL 21.5 78.5%
‘ D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
3 €.0023 -

ISSING OBSERVATIONS = 130

Table 31: MELION SCBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTI®S' GPINION

ROW-
TOTA1L

-
]
P |

Sabjective

76

—_
|
!
|
|
|
|
|
{
|
|
|
|
|
|
i
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
I
i
!
|
|
|
|
I
I
|
L

-1
|
I
I
1
!
l
|
|

. |




77

r
I - . : : |
| Takle 32: HIGH SUBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTIMIZATICN PRY
| SEX : .

i

| A Comparison of Non-victims to High <akjective
I Severity Victies ir Terms of Sex.

l .

i

|

| CCONT I

| EOW PCT INMALF FEMALE 30%

] COL BCT I TOTAL

| T0T PCT I I I

i - -—= - +

i H3IGH I 25 I 317 1 SE

| SUBJECTIVE I 44.6 I S5.4 I 19.¢€

| SEVERITY I 30.9 I 15.% I

I VICTINS ¥ 8.7 I 10.8 I

i . += - —_——

| NCN—=VICTINS X S6 I 174 1 23¢C

| , I 28,3 I T75.7 I 80.4&

| Tl -, I 69.1 I 84.9 I

1 I 1%.6 I 60.8 I

| e e ———y

i CCLUMN 81 208 28¢

{ TOTAL 28.3 71.7 100.C

l

| CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGKIFICANCE

| ———————— —— ———————————

i

| 8.1§5¢C 1? 0.0043

l

| NUNBER OF MISSING CBSERVATICNS = 128

H : ’

L — . — - —— — — . S

I._—._-——._—-——--——-———-.——-——_—..—-————-———-—--——-i

5.9.3 Attitudes Towards the Police

& .
A smaller percentage of the high sutjective

victims !54.5%) .thar of the ncn-victins of
L
approved of the use ¢f rhysical force kty

certain situations. In fact, compared to

severity

crime [76.8%)

tte pclice

9.4% of

in

the

non—-victins of crime, 29.1% of the bigh subjective severity

victims disapproved of it in all situations.

128
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Takle 33: HIGH SUSJECTIVE SEVERITY VICIINS' OFINION

OF THE PCLICE

A Comparison of Non-Victipms

to

Severity Victims in Terms of Their cf
Use of Physical Force Lty the Folice.

CCUNT IBIGE
EC¥ PCT ISDEJ.

@

CCL PCT ISEV. NO k-
TCT PCT IVICTIMS IVICTINS
________ — - —
, I 30 1 172
YES I 8.9 T 85.1
- I 58.5 I 7¢€.8
I 10.8 I 61.6
+—= - —
I 15 1 21
NO I 43.2 1 56.8
I 25.1 I S.4
I S.7 I 7.5
+=- -
I I ¢ 31
NOT SUBE I 22.5 1 77.5
I 16.4 I 13.8
I 3.2 1 1121
o ——————— o ———————
CCLONN 55 224
TOTAL 19.7 80.3
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGKIFICANCE
16.15624 . 2 " 0.0002
NUNBER CF MISSING CBSERVATICNS = 135

H

igh = Suljective
Approval cf the

BOW
TOTAIL

2C:
72.4

523\

4cC
.z

I..———-—--—-—-.-.—.—q-—-—--—.—.———.——.—_—_—_—_._——_.———_-.]
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S-10 A Comparison of Objective Severity Victiss

3

9. 1041 Types of Crimes Suffered

Altﬁough the chi-sguare : for Table 34 was not
st&tistically significant, thé frequency of roltbery was the
highest among tpe high okjective severity victims :33.3%):
This vas also t;ue.for the f:eguenéies of burglary (54.8%).,
chysical assault (75.4%), assault with a éun (HUOS), theft-
:%9.7!}, and vandaliso (52.9%). GHovever, the frequencies of
?ﬁrglary and physical asséult ué}e also ﬁigt arong ‘tﬁe
medium objective severity victims with 45.2% and hzh-si,
respectively. In addition, the frequéncies cf tﬁ;ft and

vandalism were prevalent among lovw, medium, and high

cbjective severity victims.’

™~

®

-

5.10.2 Incidents of Victimization

The incidents of victimizaticn were directly related to
the objective severity rankings of the victims. For

examrle, as the incidents increased so did the cbjective

severity rating of victims.

-~

1



Table 34z TOTAL OEJECTI?E SEVERITY INDEX BY BOEBBRT

A Comparison of Lew, Medium, and High- Ohjectlve
Severity Victims in- Terms of Being a Victia of
Bekbery. :

-

1

CCONT
ECW PC$/§OEJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTIMS  ROW
COL PCT I : TOTAL
TCT PCT I LOW I MEDIUM I HIGR I
—————— e — e = + +
I 1 T I £ I 6
YES I I 6.7 I 83.3 I 3.4
: I I .9 1. 8.z I
I I .6 I' 2.9 T
e ——————— + -+
I 61 1 52 I 55 I 168
NO : I 36.3 I -31.0 I 32.7 I 96.0
) I 190.0 I 98.1 I 90.: T
I 38.9 I 29.7 I 31.4 1
e —— + +
I I I 1 I
NOT SORE U S 1 I 100.C I -6
I I I 1.6 I
I )’“ I I Y ¢
+- —-—— -+ —-———
CCLOMN &1 53 61 178
TOTAL 34.9 30.3 34,6 100.0
CHI-SQOASE L.F. SIGNIFICANCE
________ _— _— —————— o
L -
B.71546 4 0.068¢€

. NUMBER OF MISSING CBSERVATICES = 239
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Table 35=

TOTAL OBJECTIVE SEVERITY INDEX 3Y BURGLARY

A Copparison cf Lcw, Fedium, and High 'ijective

A s et e b — et S S St mery e rm e T — i i U A e mm jemm S e At St gens S P e ame e

Severity Victims in Terms ¢f Being a Victim of
Burglary.
CCONT I .
EC% PCT IOEJEBCTIVE SEVEZRITY VICTINS ROW-
COL PCT I TOTAL
TCT PCT I ICW I MECIUX I HIGH I
——————— e —— e e - - +
I I 19 I 22 I 42
YES > I I &4S.2 I 54.% T 24.1.
I I 3e.5 I 37.1 I
K. I I 16.9 I 3.z I
—_————— ———————— ———————
. I &0 I 33 1 37 I 130
X0 I 46.2 I 2%.4 I 23.%5 1T 74.7
I 100.0 I 63.5 I 59.7 I
I 38.9 I 19.0 I 21.2 1
R i S Ry
I I I z I 2
NOT SUORE I I I 100.C 1 1.1
I I - I 3.2z I
I I I Tal T
e e ————— g —————
CCLOMXN €C 52 6z 174
TOTAL 34.5 29.9 35.€ 100.0
CHEI-SQUARE D.F. SIGXIFICANCE
33.614C8 4 C.a04Q0
RUMBER CF MISSING CBSYRVATICNS = 240
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Table 36: TOTAL CORBJECTIVE SEVERITY INDEX BY PHYSICAL

ASSAOLT

A Comparison of Lcw, ~ Medius, and High Cbjective
Severity Victims 1in Terzs of Being a Victix of
Physical Assault.

cCcuNT I

S50W PCT IDEJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTINS RCW
CCL PCT I TCTAL
TO0T PCT I IOW I MECIUM I HIGEH I
o e i e e e . S e i e e e ———
I I 14 T 8z I 57
¥2s I I 24.6 I 75.& I 22.%
T I 27.5 I 69.4 I
I I 8.1 I 2%.¢ I
P e ————_ e ——————
I £ 1 37 1 15 1 118
.o I 52,2 1 32.2 I 15.7 I 6€.5
I Woe.0 I 72.% I 29.C T
- I 34.7 I 21.4 I 10.4 T
—————— ———————— ———————— +-
I I T 1 I 1
NOT SORE I I I 100.C I .6
I I I 1.6 I
I T I .6 I
rm——_—————— o e e *——————
CCLOMN 60 51 : 62 173
TCTAL 38.7 29.5 35.¢ 130.0
CHI-SQUAEE C.%. SIGNIFICANCE .-
To.47ZLE 4 £.0000

NUMEEE OF MISSING C3ISERVATICKS = 241
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TCTAL CEJECTIVE
WITH A GGN

Takle 37:

A Comparison ¢f Lcw,

"edjum,

SEVERITY INDEX

and High

Severity Victims ir Terzs of Eeing a Victinm

with a Gun.

EY ASSAULT

-

Ckijective

cf Assanlt

CCUNT I
BOW PCT ICEJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTIMS  ROW
CCL 2CT I TOTAL
TCT PCT I 1CR I ®WEpIUM I HIGE I
————————— - —————————— *
I I I 1€ I 1€
YES I I I 100.C I 9.0
I 1 I 25.¢& I
I I I 9.¢C I
m——————— ——————-— ————
I 62 I 52 I € I 160
NO I 38.8 I 32.5 I -23.% I 90.%
I 100.0 I 98.1 I 7T4.: I
I 35,0 I 25.4 I 26.C I
P e e ————.——
- T 1 1 I I 1
NOT SUSE I I 100.0 I 1 -6
I T 1.9 I I
I 1 -6 I I
e ————— e b ——————
CCLUMN €2 53 - 62 177
TOTAL 3¢.0 26.9 35.¢C 100.0
CEI-SQUASS D-F. SIGNIFICANCE
33.79%4C  ~ 4 C-.200¢

NUMBER CF MISSING C3SEREVATICKS =

237
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Table 38:

A  Compariscn c¢f dcv,

e T . — i — T ———— —— {—— — —————

%edinm, and High

TOTAL CBJECTIVE SEVERITY INDEX EY TRHEPT

Cbjective

Severity vVictirs in Terms of Peing a Victim cf Theft.

CCONT I .
EC% PCT IOEJECTIVE SEVEEITY VICTINS
CCL PCT I
7CT PCT I LCW T MZCIJON I HIGE
——— e e ———— +
I s0 I 32 1 55
YES . I 36.8 I 23.5 I 39.7
- I 80.6 I 60-4 I 90.C
I 2%.6 T 18.3 I 33.%
o ———— ——————— ¢ —————
I 12 1 21 I :
YO I 33.3 T 58,3 I 3.3
I 19.3% I 39.6 ¥ 5.C
I 6.9 T 12.0 I 1.7
e — e e e e ——
I 1 I 3
XO0T SORE I 1 I 10C.C
I I I 5.¢C
I 1 I 1.7
_———— e - P ————— pm———————
CCLO™N 62 53 EC
TOTAL 3.4 30.3 3403
CHI-SQUARE B.F. SICNIFICANCT
.25.5013¢C 4 €.2000

XUMBER CF MISSING CBSERVATICNS =

239

BCH

TOTAL

I

+

I 13¢
I 77.7
I

I

HE o H
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Table 39: TOTAL JECTIVE SEVERITY INDEI BY VANCALISH
A Comparison cf Llcvw, Mediun, and Bigh Chijective
"Severity Victims in Terms of Being a Victia K of
Vardalism.
CCONT I
ECW PCT IOEJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTINS RCW
CO0L PCT 1 B TOTAL
TICT PCT I ICW - I MELDICM I HBIGEH I
-------- et el e
- I 12 1 20 1 0 3¢ I 68
YES I 7.6 I 26.4 I 52.% I 38.9
I 18.7 I 37.7 I 59.C I '
I 6.9 I 11.4 I 20.¢8 I
b e e ————————
I s 1 33 I 20 1 98
NO I 45.9 I 33.7 I 20.4 I 56.0
I 73.8 I 62.3 ¥ 32.f I
I 2.7 I 18,9 I 11.48 I
P —— e ———————¢
I 47 I I € I S
NOT SUBES I 45,8 I I 35.€ I 35\
I 6.6 I I 3.2 I
I 2.3 1 I 2.¢ 1
: e ——— —_——— + ‘
CCLUOMN €1 53 61 173
TOTAL 34.9 38.3 34.¢ 130.0
CEI-SQUARE C.F. " SIGNIFICANCE
25.92505 4 €.0000

NOMBER CF MISSING C3SERVATICNS = 239
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Table 40: TOTAL OEJECTIVE SEVEEITY INDEI BY THE
' INCITENTS

A Comparison c¢f Lew, Medium, and High Cktjective
Severity Victios in Teras of the Numker of Cifferent
Crimes that Thkey have Suffered.

CCUNT I
EOW PCT IOEBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTINS ROW
CCI PCT I TCTAL
ICT PCT I 1O I MEZIUM I HIGH I

INCIDENTS ——mm e e e e b
1 I €2 1 20 I 1 I 33
I 74.7 I 24.1 I 1.2 I 46.9
I 100.0 71 +37.7 1 1.6 I
I 35.Q T 1.3 I -6 I
P —————— Pr—————— P ———— +
2 1 I 33 I 2C I 53
I I 62.3 I 37.7 I 29.%
T I 62.3 I 32.3 1
I I 1.6 T 11.:F I.
e — e ———— — . - ——————
301 I I 31 1 31
I I I 100.C T 17.5
I I I 5S0.C T
I I * I 17.%° 1
et L R ——Y
4 1 1 I 701 7
T I I 100.C I 4.0
I I I 1. 1
I I I 46.C T
t———————— m—m—————— m——————— +
€ I I I Iz 3
I I I 100.¢C I 1.7
I I I 4.8 I
I I I 1.7 I
bo————— o ————— rm———————— +
CCLUMN 62 83 _ 62 177
TOTAL 35.3 25. 9% as.C 100.0
CHI-SZOAEBE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
178.55€8¢ 8 C.0

NUMBER CF MISSING CBSERVATICAS = 237
f

-
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5-10.3 . Emctional Beacticns
The differences inlthe nean nuaber of emotioral reactions
suffered by the thrée okjective severity grocrs c¢f crime
victims wvere significant btetween lcw and aediux objective
sevgrity victies ‘Low Ckjective Severity Victics; N=60,
fean=0.22, $D=0.59; mediur Ctjective Severity Victims, 3=50,

Mean=1.26, SD=1.%6; t=-4_47, p=0.000) and low and high

objective cseveritv victims .Lov Cbjective Severity Victinms,

-
-

R=60, !ean=042£,‘ SD=0.56; High Cbjective Severity Victizs,
=57, Mear=1.0%, = SC=1.12: t=-5.22, p=0.00C) . On the
average, victizs ranked in the low cZjective <Severity group
experienced almost no emcticrpal reactions while those ranked
in the wpediur and the high oltjective se;eri;y categcries

tndicated approximately cre reaction.

Scre of the more vrominent epotional reactiens suffered

by the nediuc okjective severity victiss included a fear of

teing alone !13%), a fear of entericg their residence
(21.€%), a fear of walxking alcﬁg at night {21.€%), and
sleerlessness (z1.6%). The high objective severit% victizms
gxperienced sizilar reactions. Respectively, " the

percentages for the high grour were 17.5%, 13.3%, Z20%, and

13.3%.:

. e e . L e A i . e e e

't Zach resrondent cculdé have inéicated nmore than one
ezctional reacticn.

L}
-

N
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Table 41: PEAR OF EFING ALONE AXCNG MEDIUN CBJECTIVE
SEVERITIY VICTI®S

Tke *requency of Mediue Ckiective Severity V1ct1ms vhe
had a Fear of Eeirns Alcne.

VALID r
VALTUE LAREL VAIUE TFRIQUENCY PERCENT
zC 0 41 £€2_0
YES 1 3 18.0
TCIAL 50 100.0
®EAN - 18¢ : STLC ERR -05¢%
®ODE 000 STL DEYVY - -3BE _
SKREWNESS 1.718 MECTIAN . .20C
VARTANCE - - 151 MIZSING CASES . 2
e e e ————— —— ——
r—‘ —————————————————————————— — ——
|
| Table 42: FEAR QF RESITENCE AMCNG MEDIONM C3JECTIVE
! SEVERITY VICTINS
]
{ The Freguency cf Mediur Otjective Severity Victiams who
| had a Fear of Entering Their Fesidernce.
I >
| YALID
| VALUE LAREL YALUGE FREQUENCY PERCENT
I
[ X . 0 40 78.4
R 1 1 1 21.6
|
' . i — ——— —— — —
| TOTAL S1 100.0
|
| MEAY «21€ STLC ERR -J5¢E
§ NCDE -00C STE DEV ~&1c
i SKEWNESS 1.42¢% MELCIAN -00¢C
| VARI ANCE <373z MISSING CASES Z
|
L - —— -

- . ~
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SEVERITY VJICTINS

The Fiequency of Mediur Ckjective Severity Vi
Suffered frcm Sleerlessness. '

VALUZ LABEL VALUE
KO 0
ITS 1

TCTAL
FEAN -21€
MODE -C0C
SKEWNESS 1.42%
VABIANCE - 173

VALID
FEEQUENCY .PERCENT
40 78. 4
11 21,86
51 100.0
.STC ERBR -0S¢
STT DEV -41c
MECIAN .0CC
MISSING CASES Y

ctirs whe

. 89
. L
r - -
} . . ) ' |
i Table 43: FEAR GF RALRKING ALCNE AMONG MECION |
1 OBJFCTIVE VICTIMS 1
| , : . i
| The Freguency of Mediusz Oljective. Severity Victims who |
i had a Pear of Walking Alone at Night. : I
| : . |
| VALID 1
I .VALUT 1ABEL VALUE FREQUENCY BEEBCINT |
] . |
1 NC ' 0 40 78.4 |
| YES ' 1 1 21.6 |
| - l
{ s s l
] TCTAL €1 100.0? |
] . |
| MEAN -2T€ STC ERR -05¢ H
4 MODE .00¢ STC DEV . .81% 1
| SKEWNESS_ - T.42¢% MELIAN -Q0¢C I
| VARIANCE .17 MISSING CASES < i
| ' |
P, e —-—— - P - N ]
Table 44: SLEE@LESSNESS ANCNG MEDIOM C3JECTIVE

|
I
l
!
|
!
!
|
|
|
!
I
I
I
!
i
|
!
|
]
|




Tatle 45: PEAR OF BEIING ALCKE. AMCKG HIGE CBJECTIVE
: - SEVERITY VICTI=®S L\

% - —
The Fregueacy of’ﬂigh Cbjective Severity Victims who

3a¢ a Fear of Zeiny Alcne.

~
. VALID
- EALUE LASEL  VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT
NC- 0 47 32.5
YFS 1 10 - 17.5
//,,w TCTAL 57 1C0.0
MEAN .17¢ STT ZER -0351
%ODE .000 STC DEV -384
SKIWNZSS \ - 1.753 "MECIAN .0CC
VARIANCE - 147 “MISSING CASES €

The Freguency of #igh Otjective Severity Victias whao
had 2 Fear of Entering Their Eesidence.

L ]
VALID
VALOE LABTL YALOT TFEEQUENCY PERCENT
NC 0 52 86.7
YFS 1 8 13.3
TCTAL 60 100.0
MEAN . 133 " STT ERR -04y
x0D=E -00¢ STE LBV -345:
SKEWNESS 2.213 SETIAN -00¢C
VABTANCE . 118 MISSING CASES z

e e e e e i o . e . . — — —_——————— e )
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Table 47:
. VICTIINS

-

YALUE LABEL VALIJE
KC - 2
YES ~ 1

TCTIAL
REAN . .20C
IehEd ©.00¢
SKEWNESS 1.536S
VARIANCE L1632

FEAR OF RALKING

The Freguency of High Otbjective Severity
had 2 Fear of Walking Alone at Night.

AICNE AMONG HIGh CBJECTIVE

VALID
FEEQUENCY PERCENT
48 80.90

12 o 20.0

60 100.0
STC ERZ .052
STL DEV R
METIAN - .00¢
MISSING CASES :

Victias who

Y S P

.

A _

Takbtle 438

The Freg
SSneESSs.’

VALJE LABEL "VALUE

NC 0
YFS 1
' TCTAL
MEAN - 1233
XCDE .00¢C
SKEWNESS 2.213/
VARIANCE . 118

£ Yigh-Objective Severity

P

EFPLESSNESS) AMONG HIGH CZJECTIVE SEVERITY

Victias who

!
I
i
i
i
i
- |
VALIDNN !
FREQUENCY PERCENT 1
N ' |
52 86.7 : I
.3 13.3 - - |
1.
e - |
62 100.0 !
) |
STD ERR .06y i
STL DEV .34 \\"“
MECIAN .00¢ i
MISSING CASES p; =1
e
- )

/
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OBJFCTIVF SEVERITY VICTINES

BY CRINME

Table 49

A Compar;son of Lcw, \N:§dium, ani
Severity Victims ir Terms of 5till BRBei
Thkelir Victimizaticn(s).

STILL EBECTHERED

High Otjective
ng Bcthered Lty

CCOUNT I
RCW PCT ICEJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTISNS RCW
CCL EBCT I TOTAL
T0T PCT I 1O% I MECIO® T BIGH I
——————————— - —_——— ————
I 10 1 17 % 2z I us
YES I 20.% I 34.7 Y 44.¢€ I 29.%8
T 16.7 I 3%.4 I 37.¢ I
» b1 6.0 I 10.Z I 13.3 I
o e e e ey e o ————————— .
I 47 1 28 I 28 I 103
NO T 45.6 T 27.2 27«2 I 62.0
I 78.3 1 I 49.3 I
I 28.3 I I 16.¢ I
o ———— e ——— _——— +
I 301 3.1 £ I 14
NOT SURE - I 2.4 I 21,4 I S7.1 I 8.4
I 5.0 I 6.3 I 13.&8 I
- I 1.3 I 1.8 I 4.¢ T
- ——— e ——— ——————— b ————— — - +
CCLUMN €0 45 5¢ 166
TCTAL 36,1 26.9 34.¢ 10C.0
CHI-SQTAFRE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE .
12.3434; " 0.0121

KUMBER CP MISSING CBSFRVATICNS = 249

|
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I
|
i
|
|
t
|
!
i
|
|
I
i
|
I
l
|
|
i
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|
|
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93
0f  those  victias still = bothered - by  their
victimization!s), 44.6%X were rlaced in the  Ltigh seve;it}
gLoOuE, '3u-7x vere ranked as medium severity victims, and
20.u% wvwere classified in the low severity categcry.
5.10.8 A§sistance
' Statistically there were no significant differences among
the cbjective severity victims in terms of asking someone
for g;sistance rafter the victimizationls). Vevertaeless,
the :ajorityI of those who asked fcr assistance were high
chjective séverit} victins :38.6!)-' Furtheracze, 55.7% of
the righ objective severity victias, 51% ¢of the pedium
groug, and 49.2% <¢f the low group asked sonmeone for
assistance. This resulted in 93 crime victims (or

E3/1€9=52.17%) wvho turred to scmecne for assistance

inzmediately after their victimization(s)a

The low objective <severity victims whe reguested
assistance had 40% whc turped tc a family memter or other
relatives for help, 53.3% dJesired the assicstance of a

neightour or frierd, ard 53.3% informed the police.?

a

2 The reascn why these percentages do not tctal 100% is
because each respondent npay have turned to uwore than one
rersen or groug of reople for assistance.
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Table 50: OBJECTIVE SEVERITY YICTINS WHO ASKED FOR
ASSISTANCE

A Comparison of 1lcw, Bedium, and High Otjective
- Severity Victims in Terms . of Asking Soweone for
Assistance Immediately After Their Victimization{s).

NUOMBEE COF MISSING CBSFRVATICNS = 245

i

|

|

|

i

i

|

|

CCONT I ' ' |

ROW PCT IOEJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTINS BOW [

CCL PCT I TOTAL |

T0T PCT I 1OW I MEDIUM I HIGE I |

——————— e —-—— + |

I 29 I 25 1 34 1 83 3

YES I 33.0 I 28.4 I 38B.€ I S2.1 |
I 49%.2 I 51.0 I 55.7 I . 1

I 17.2 I 14.8 T 20.1 1 {

P —— +— —-—— [

I 30 1 24 I 28 I 79 |

NO I 3B.0 T 30.4 I 31.¢ I 46.7 I
I 50.8 I 49.0 I 471.C I |

I "17.8 I 18,2 I 14.s I 1

= + . + ——— ]

I I I 2 I 2

NOT SURE I I I 100.C 1 1.2 |
I I I 3.3 1 |

, I X I 1.z 1 |

- e p— + _—— i

“CCLUMN 59 49 61 169 |

TOTAL 34.9 25.0 36.1 100.0 - |

- i

CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNITICANCE |
—————————— [ —— ——— ke et ————— I
, |

4.5033¢C 4 0.3422 {
|

|

1

—d

Among those in the medium ckijective severity grcup vho

sought assistance, 51.9% requested help from a family member
s

——

cr other relatives, 2%5.9% asked a neighboﬁi or f£riend, and

59.3% talked to the police.3

3 The reasco why these rercentages do nct tctal 100% is
because each respondent rway have turned to gore than one
person or group of vteople for assistarce.
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Table 51: ASSISTANCE FRBCX FAMILY REQUESTEL BY LOW
QOBJECTIVE VICTINS

The Frequency of Lcw Cbjective Severity Victims who
Asked Fanily or Other BRelatives for 2ssistance
Irzpediately After Their Victimization!s)a

-

. VALID
VALUE LABEL  VALOE FREQUENCY  PEBCENT
N0 _ 0 18 600
TS 1 12 40.0
TOTAL 30 100. 0
HEAN -400 STL ERR -091
MODE .00¢ STD DEV .49¢
SKERNESS -43C NETIAN .00¢
VARIANCE - 248 MISSING CASES 3z

bt S S s S — G S— g Pl S — —— e E— Sl mhan S —— —

[ S Sk Al Pt e e e e pAa e e e da e e A AL S e oy

Table 52: ASSISTANCE FROM FRIEND REQUESTEr BY LOW
OEJECTIVE VICTIHNS

The Frequency of Low Objective Severity Victims who
Asked a Neighbtour or Friend for Assistance Inmediately
After Their Victimization(s).

- VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE TREQODENCY PERCENT
RO 0 - 14 46.7
IES 1 16 53.3
TOTAL 30 100.0
NEAN . 3233 STL ERR .0912
MODE 1.000 STC DEY <507
SKEWNESS -. 141 MELIAN 1.00¢C
VARIANCE - 257 MISSING CASES 3z

br e ot s e s hms o kY e man DOV et o — — o m—
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Takle 53: ASSISTANCE PRCM ECLICE REQUEBSTEL BY 1OW
C OBJECTIVE VICTINS

The Frequency of Lcw Chjective Severity Victims who
Asked the Pclice for Assistance .Immediately After
Their Victimizaticn !s).

VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUEKCY PERCENT
KO _ 0 14 46.7
YES 1 16 53.3 -
TCTAL : 100.0
MEAN .533 STD ERR .093
MODE 1.00¢C STL DEV .507
SKEWNESS -. 141 MECIAN 1.00¢C
VABIANCE . 257 MISSING CASES 3z

e e i e e NP i A mm U e e S P ms S S N e e ar m— o

U

Table 54: ASSISTANCE FRCE FANILY REQUESTEC EY MEDIUM
CEJECTIVE VICTINMS

The Freguency of M™ediurc Chkjective Severity Victims wvho
asked Family or Other Relatives for Assistance
Imnediately After Thelir Victimization!s).

L]

VALID
VALUE LABFL  VALUE FREQUENCY  PERCENT
NO -0 13 481
YES 1 14 51.9
TCTAL 27 100.0
MEAN -518 STTC ERR .09¢
®ODE 1.000 STL DEV -50¢
SKEWNESS -.07¢ MECIAN 1.00C
VARIANCE - 259 MISSING CASES 26

—— —— e e - -

b e
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T e 55: ASSISTARCE FBRCE FRIEND REGUESTED EY MEDIUN
OBJECTIVE VICTINS

Mrhe Freguency of Mediur Chjective Severity Victims whe
Asked a Neightoumr or Friend fcr.Assistance Immediately
After Their Victimization!s).

VALID
VALUE LABEL  VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT
xC 0 20 781
YES ) 7 25.9
TOTAL 27 100. 0
S
MEAN . 259 STLC ERR . 086
XCDE .000 STL DEV. Y
SKEWNESS 1. 164 MEDIAN .00¢
VARIANCE . 199 NISSING CASES 26 -

[ e Shm M pmm s S e e S e g ey Sl v b s b e S t— o— Y

e i i e e v e e e S A ek e e ay ey oy e it e o

—_
Those vho asked someone for assistance witltin the high
objective severity category, S1.4% approached a family
member or other neiétives, 3.1% Qent to a neighbour or

friend, and 43.2% called the police*

——— ———— —

* The reascn wvhy these percentages do nct tctal 100% is
because each respordent may have turned to rcre than one
ferson or group of pecople for assistance.
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Table S6: ASSISTANCE FROM POIICE RECQUESTED EY BECIUN
OBJECTIVE VICTINS ’ .
The Frequency of KMediut Oljective Severity Victims who
Asked the Folice for Assistance Inmediately After the.
Victimization{s).

, VALID
VALUE LABEL  VALUF FREQUENCY PERCENT
NO - 0 11 40.7
1ES 1 16 59.3
TOTAL 27 1000
MEAN .593 STT ERR .09¢€
MODE 1.000 STC DEV . .501
SREWNESS ~_1359 MECIAN 1.00¢C ]
 VARIANCE . 251 MISSING CASES 2¢€

e e e e —
L

e ———— -_—— —_ -

Table 57: ASSISTANCE TROM FAMILY BEQUESTETL BY HIGH
OBJECTIVE VICTIMS

asked Their Family or Other Felatives for 2ssistance

I

{

i

] : .

| The Frequency of High QObjective Severity Victims who
|

i Immediately After Their Victirization(s}.

|

1

.
|

}

|

I

|

|

|

) i

\ VALID {
i VALOE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT |
|

| WO 0 13 48.6 |
{  YES 1 19 S1.4 1
| |
| ——- -- i
| TOTAL 37 100.0 i
1 - |
I NEAN -514 STC EBR .08z |
{  MODE 1.000 STC DEYV .507 i
|  SREWNESS -.05¢ MECIAN 1.00¢C I
|  VARIANCE .257 MISSING CASES 2¢ I
| {
1 J
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ASSISTANCE FRCM FRIEND REQUESTEL BY
OBJECTIVE VICTINS

Table 58: HIGH

The Freguency Victios who
Asked a Neighbbour or Friend fcr Assistance Irmediately

After Their Victimization!s).

of High Cbjective Severity

L]
|
|
|
i
!
|
|
|

VALID |

VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY - PERCERT u

NC . 0 24 64.9 1

YES 1 13 35.1 i

|

—mmmm—— e |

TCIAL . 37 100.0 |

|

MEAN -351 SIL ERE - 08¢C §

FODE -000 STL DEYV -484 |

SKEWNESS - 64S MECIAN .00C i

VABIANCE .234 MISSING CASES 2% !

. S _ ;
Table 59: ASSYISTANCE FRCM FCLICE REQUESTEL BY HIGH

Pt s b St Pt A it M P e mart Pt e et mm— et e e

OQBEJECTIVE VICTIMS

The Frequency

of High Cbjective Severity Victiss whe

.
i
|
|
1
]

Asked the ©Pclice for Assistance Iomediately After |

Thelr Victimizaticn!s). |

’ ]

vaLio - |

VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY FEBECENT |

|

NC 0 21 56.8 |
IFS 1 16 43.2 ~—
I

______ ——— —————— I

TOTAL 37 100.0 |

{

MEAN ~432 STT ERR .08z |
MCDE - 000 STEL DEV -502 |
SKEWNESS - 284 MECIAN -00C |
VARTIANCE -~252 MISSING CASES 2% |
' |

|
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5.10.5 Precantions : : i ’

High objective severity victims, -on the average, had
taken slightly more precautions than low objective severity
victims. However, the difference in mwmean sSccres vas
rargiral as the t test denotes: Low Objective Severity
Victirs, N=55; ¥ean=0.76, SC=0.77; High Cbjective Severity
Victims, %=S9, #Mean=1.39, S$0=1.16; t=-3.42, =0.9201. No
significant differences in means were found between leow and
zediuvm, and mediuz and high objective severity victims.

/

Fecr the most part, the precautions taken by the ckjective
severity victims wvere to install mew locks (Mediunm Cbhjective
Severity Victims=16.7%; Bigh Chjective Severity
Victims=26.7%), and make sure that ail their dJdoors and
windows were locked {low Obijective Severity Victims=14.3%;
Mediur Objective Severity Victims=43.8%; High Cbjective

~

Severity Victims=40%).S

-

\.

[y

S Each respcndent could have taken pore than one precaution-
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Table 60: LCW OBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTINS &HO LOCKED.

DLCRS ANL WINLCWS

The Frequency of Lcw (Cltjective Séverity Victims who
Made Sure all Their Deocrs and Windows were Lccked As a
Result of Eeing Victimized

VALID

VALJE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT
NO 0 48 85.7
YES 1 8 14.3

TCTAL 56 100.0
FEAN -4z STC ERR -04%
MODE -000 STD DEV -353
SKENNESS 2.09¢ METLIAR .=00¢C
VARTANCE - 125 MISSING CASES €

b o e o . e S e S S me MM R i Gt G et S S e aam e o

—— o e E— e e e i G Am mea et e e e Pt S et ewe e e -

Tatle 61z MECIUM GBJECTIVE SfVERITY VICTINS WHO
INSTALLEE NEW LCCES

The Frequency cf Mediur Otjective Severity Victias who
Installed %ew lLocks as a Result of Being Victimized.

J v

VALID

VALUE LABEL  VALUE FREQUFNCY PEBCENT

NO 0 .40 83.3

YES 1 8 - 16.7

TOTAL 48 100.0
“MEAN 2167 STLC ERR .054
NODE .00¢ STC DEV <377
SKEWNESS 1.847 MECIAN .00¢
VARIANCE <14z MISSING CASES <

b e e e e e e e e e e R G e tme S e  —— S o
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Takle 62: MEDIUM OEJBCTIVE VICTIMS @HC LCCKED DOORS
ANL WINDCWS

— S —

The Prequency of Medium Ctjective Severity Victims whc
Made Sure all Their Deccrs and Windows were Lccked as a
Result of Eeing Victimized.

oo e e e b e e b mee b et M — e — . — - )

]

!

|

o

VALID 1

VALOE LABEL  VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT 1
|

5O | 0 27 6.3 ]
YES 1 21 43.8 1
]

—————— —————- |

TOTAL : 100-0 !

I

MEAN .. 438 STC ERR .07z |
MGDE -000 STD DEV -5C1 |
SKEWNESS - 260 METIAN .00¢ |
VERIANCE -281 MISSING CASES g |
_

O B
i . i
| Table £3: HIGH CEJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTINS WHO |
| INSTALLELD NEW LCCKS |
N |
| The Frequency of High Chjective Severity Victims whc |
| Installed New Locks as a Result of Being Victimized. |
] |
1 ]
i l
l |
| . VALID !
| VALJUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT !
] : |
| xC . 0 . 44 73.3 |
i YFS - 1 16 26.7 i
| I
| * I ———=- ]
| TCTAL 60 100.0 [
1 |
| MFAN .267 STC ERR .05¢ i
! MCDE -00¢ STLC DZV -448¢ I
! SKEWNESS 1.083 MECIAN -00¢C i
t VARIANCE . 135 MISSING CASES z 1
{ |
L -

|
|
|
|
i
I
I
|
|
|
|
|
i
i
I
|
I
|
!
|
|
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Takle 64: HIGH OBJECTIVE SEVERIT
DCQRS ANT WINDCSS
X

-TTTT

The Frequency of High Obkjective-
Made Sure all Their Docrs amnd Win
Result of Eeing Victimized.

™y

. .
r-.——_—————-.—--——.———C—-

VALUE LABEL VALUE FERFQUENCY

NO .0 36

YES R 2%
] TOTAL 60
BEAN .500 STC ERR
MODE .000 STL DEV
SKEWKNESS =415 MELCIAN
VARIANCE .26y *ISSING

¥ VICTINS WHC LOCKED

Severity Victims who
dows were Lccked as a

.VALID
PERCENT

60.0
40. 0

a - 064

CASES z

be Ere e Tt e e St e WS M Sme sni G i ame e st ot g ol

Desgite the lack of statistical s
total of 7 victims who had moved, an

stayed home mere often, _both

ignificance, 6 out cf a
d 5 out of 7 victims who

as a result cf being

A

victinized, were classified as high objective severity

-

victims.,

c.10.56 Ancmia

The mean levels of ancmia among

low, medium, and high

objective severity victims vere not significantly different.

All three groeops, on the average,

-

anomia. This was exemplified by the

1. Low Chkjective Severity victims,

expressed Jow levels of

t tedts listed Lelow:

Mean=1.£7,

SD=1.27; Mediux Otjective Severity Viﬁiims, N=52,

Mean=1.87, SD=1.37; t=-0.7€¢, p=

0.u4. -
) /Ai\ f

A

’
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2. Low CLkjective Severity Victies, N=61, Mean=1.67,
SD=1.27; High Objective Severitf Victins, ¥=60,
Mean=2.1, SP=1.27; t=-1.8%, p=0.07.

3. Hed}um Cbjective Severity Victiams, NQSE, ¥ean=1.87,
SD=1.37; High Objective Setérity Victins, N=60,

Mean=2.1, SC=1.27: t=-0.94, p=0.35.\

£.10.7 Attitudes Towards the Police

The 2ajority of victips within e€ach objective severity

grourt apéroved of the use of physical force by the pclice in

certain s;tuatlcns-- However, of tE9ff,!EE,EEBEp*eﬁ—ﬁ—/—-H¥///’/-

telonged to tte lou categcry, 38% were ranked in the medium

groug, ard orly 26.&? were classified as high ckijective

severity victiams.

A
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1 Table £5: OBJECTIVE SESERITY VICTIHS FHC NMOVED
I . .
!/ A Comparison of Lecw, Medium, and High. Objective

Severity vVictims in Terms of Moving Because of Their
Victimization{s). — .

|
l . .
] CCONT T
l ECW PCT IOEJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTI¥S .ROW
| CCL PCT I . TOTAL
t 7CT PCT I 10W I° MEDIUM'I HIGE I
] ——————— e ¢
I I 1 %f\1 1 € I 7
1 YES-HAVE MOVED I - I Y433 I 85.7 I 4.3
{ I I 2.0 I 10.%t I
R I 1 I 3.7 I
|i§>\// . + $——tmm——t
l - I I p z I ]
) YES—PLAN TO YOVE I I I 50.C I 2.4
| - T 1 Io3g I
1 I I 1.: I
i + tm—————t
I N I 4 1 150
{ NO 1 I 31.3 I 91.5
| 1 I 82.°% I
[ I 28.7 I
| +m————— +
I I I 3
i DCN'T KNCOW I LI 66-.7 I/ N1.8
| I I -c {

1 I "X 1.z
] e — e = —————
1 . CCLUMN cg 57 164
1 TOTAL 35.4 29 34 € 100.0
I _
| CBI-SCUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE

N ———————— ———- e

I | ; Z’
\ 11.47898 € C.0747
|
]
|

NOMBER CF MISSING CBSERVATICNS = 250

’

L ot o it i = e - - —— — e =]

“~

<

by it o i e e e e e man A e e e — e i S e e i bt o —

.
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Iable 66: OBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTIMS WHO STAYED HOME

MCRE OFTEN
A Comparison of Lcw, Mediunm, and gigh Chjective

Severity Victims in Terms of Staying Home More Often
Because of Their Victirizaticn(s).

CCUONT I
HEOX PCT IOEJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTINS ROw
CCL PCT I TOTAL
T0T PCT I LOW I MERIOM I HIGH I
———————— e ——— —— -+
I I 2 I c I 7
YES ) I 28.6 I 7Ti.u4 I 4.1
I I 4.1 I 8. I
I I .2 I 3.C I
R e e ———,
I 59 12 41 I 51 1 151
NO I 3%.1 1 27.2 I 33.8 I 89.3
I 983.3 I +83.7 I 85.¢ I
I 36.9 I 24.3° 1 30.z I
+— - ————————
I 1l 1 £ I 4 I 11
NOT SURE I 8.1 I S4.5 I 36.4 I 6.5
I 1.7 1 11z2.2 1 6.7 I
I «.6 I 3.6 I 2.4 I
R el el T ——y
\ CCLOMN €0 49 6C 169
TCTAL 35.5 29.0 35.°5 100.90
1]
CHI-SQUAERE C.F. SIGNIFICANCE
10.51667 4 C.0326

NUMBER CF MISSING CBSERVATICNS = 245

'
L——..——.————.—.—.——m--—-_—_._—_-———————.—.-..—_—————_-I
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Table 67: ATTITULES TCWARLS THE POLICE AMONG
OBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTINMS
A Comparison of Lcw, Medium, and Hzgh ijectlve

Severity Victims in Terms of Their Approval cf the Ose

of Physical Force by the Police.

COUNT I
EQR PCT IOEJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTINS
CCL PCT I
TOT PCT I IOW I nznxun I HIGH
_—— —_—— - — -
I 43 I 46 I 3z
YES I 35.5 I 38.0 I 26.4
I 71.7 1 88.5 I 52.°¢
I 24.9 _I 26.6 I 18.%
- e S
I 12 1 4 I 1¢
NO I 35%.3 I 11.8 I 52.€¢
I. 20.0 1 7.7 I 29.°%
I 6.9 I 2.3 I . 10.u
P ————p——— -
I 5 1 2 I 11
NOT SOURE I 27.8 I 31.7 I 61.1
I 8.3 1 3.8 I 18.¢C
I 2.9 I 1.2 I 6.4
t——————— o ————— ———
CCLUMN €0 52 61
TOTAL "34.7 30.1 35.32
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
17.85321 4 0.0013
NOMBER QF MISSING CBSERVATICHNS = 2§41

RCOW
TOTAL

83

69.9

34
15.7

18

X
+
I
I
I
I
-+
I
I
I
I
-
I
I 10.4
I

I

173
100.0

h—..-u—;-———.-_-—-———-—-——.--—-.—-————_.——n—.—-———_—nu—._——d
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511 A_Comparison of Suhijective Sewerjty Victias

S-11.1 Types of Crimes Suffered

In comparison to the lcw- and the mediunm grougs, the high
subjective severity victims had the largést‘ freguercies of
robbery {83.3%) and assault with a gun {30%)- The
fréguencies of burglary were 31.7% and 63.3% fcr the medium
and the high subjective severity victims, respectively. . The
freguency of ghysical éssault agong tke subjective severity
victims was not statistically significant. Nevertheless,
48.6% of those vwho were Physically assaulted wvere .ﬁigh~
_subjective- severity victims, Finallvy, positivé
relationships were revealed concerning the frequencies of
theft and vandalism ir relation to the subjective severity
rankings. Ir cther wecrds, as the frequencies of ‘these two
¢rimes increased, the degree of subjective severity
increased as well. s a vresult, the higtk sugjective
'severity victims had the greatest percentages c¢f theft

(38.5%) and vandalisr (57.4%).
)
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NUMBER CF MISSING CBSERVATICKNS

-
| .

] Table 68: TOTAL SUEJECTIVE SEVERITY SCORE EY ROEBERY
1 : .

| & Comparison of Icw, Mediur, and High <Suobjective
| Severity Victims in Terms of Being a Victina of
] BRctbhery. 3

!

1

|

i

| COONT X .

| EQW PCT ISUEJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTIMS RON
| CCL PCT I TOTAL
i TCT PCT I LCW I MEDIOM I HIGH I

{ - — el S e

| I I 1 I T I 6
| YES I I 16.7 I 33.3 1I 3.6
| T I 1.6 I 9.1 I

] I I .6 I 3.0 I

| e ——— e —————— tm———— +

I X 51 1 60 I 4e 1 160
| N0 I 31.9 I 37.5 I 30.€6 I 95.8
1 I 100.0 I 9B.4 I 89.1 I,

1 I 30.5 I 3%.9 I 29.3 I

| e s At 5

| I I I 1 I 1
| ROT SUORE I I I 100.C I .6
| I I I 1.8 I

i I I I -6 I

| m—————— pm————————— +m———— +

| CCLOMN 51 €1 5¢ 167
I TOTAL 30.5 36.5 . 32.¢ 100.0
l ' ~

| CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE

ey Fa -==- T

|

i 5.5382¢C 1 0.0490

|

| = 247

1

| -

|
]
1
{
|
|
1
i
i
!
i
i
!
!
|
1
|
i
!
{
]
i
|
|
]
!
|
i
|
1
|
I
|
|
1
!
!
|
]
!
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Table 69: TOTAL SUBJECTIVFE SEVERITY SCCRE BY BUEGLARY

A Comparison of Lcw, Mediue, and H

Burglary.

igh Suakjective
Severity Victims in Terms of Being a Victinm of

|
~ CODNT I. ‘
"~ FEOW PCT ISUEJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTIAS
CCL PCT T
TCT PCT I 1LOW T MECIUM I HIGH I
—— e -+ - ————4
I -1 13 I 28 I
YES I I 31.7 I 68.3 I
I I 21.7 I 50.¢ I
I I 7.8 I 16.% I
tm——————— o ——————— +
I 51 1 46 I 2 I
NO . I 41,5 I 37.4 I 21.1 I
I 100.0 I 76.7 I 47.3 I
I 30.7 I 27.7 I 15.7 I
o ————— P —————— t——————— +
) I I 1 I - 1 I
NOT SURE T I 50.0 I 50.C I
I 1 1.7 I 1.5 I
I I -6 I <€ I
e ——————- +- et —_— +
CCLUMN 51 60 5z
TOTAL 30.7 36.1 33.1
CEI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
39.02267 4 £.0000

NUMBER CF MISSING CBSERVATICKS = 248

ROW
TOTAL

41
24.7

123
T4.1

16€
1000

A
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Table 70: TOTAL SUEJECTIVE SEVEBITY SCCBE BY PHYSICAL
ASSAULT

A Copparison of Lcw, Medium, and High Subjective
Severity Victims in Terms of Being a Victim -of
Physical Assault.

-y

CCONT I
FCW¥ PCT ISUBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTIMS ROW
CCL PCT I TCTAL
I0T PCT I IOW . I MEDIUM I HIGH I
-------- m————————— -+ -+
I 12 1 19 I 2t I 56
YES I 2T.4 -I 33.9 I uy.6& I 33.9
I 28.0 I 3%.7 I 45.%5 1
I 7.3 I 1.5 I 15.:2 I
e e -t —_————
) I 38 1 41 I 2¢ I 108
NO - I 35.2 T 38.0 I 26.% I 65.5
I 76.0 I 68.3 T S2.7 I
I 23.0 I 24.8 I 17.&8 I
torm————— t———————— ——————— +
I I I 1 I 1
NOT SURE I I I 100.C T -€
X I 1 1.8 I
I I I L€ I
t——————— tm—————— ——————— +
CCLUMN S0 60 5¢ 163
TOTAL 30.3 3e.4 33.3 100.0
CHI-SQUAEE D.F. SIGRIFICANCE
7.98212 4 _ 0.0922

pu}

NOBBZIR OF MISSING CBSERVATICNS = 249

be o e e e s e e e i e o T TS e . e e . R e AR M e bt i o o m— ey i amt et o
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Table 71z TOTAL SUBJECTIVE SEVERITY SCORE EY ASSAULT
WITH A GUN

A Comparison of Lcw, Medium, and High Subjective
Severity Victims in Terms of Feing a Victim cf Assault
with-a Gun.

CCUNT I
EOW PCT ISUBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTIINS EOW
COL BCT I- TOTAL
TQT PCT I LOW I MEDIUM I HIGH I
e im e = e e e e et e = e = -
I I 3 I 12 I 15
YES 1 I 20.0 I 80.C I B.9
' I I 4.8 1 21.4 I
I I 1.8 I 7.1 I
o —————— i ———— e e +
{ 1 s1 1 58 I g4 I 153
NO I 33.3 I 37.9 I 28.€8 I 90.5
I 100.0 I 93.5 I 78.€ I
I 30.2 I 34.3 I 26.C I
————————— R +
I 1 11 I 1
NOT SURE I I 100.0 T I -6
I I 1.6 I I
I I .6 I I
e mm e — e ————p ————— ——— ¢
CCLUMN 51 62 S5¢ - 169
TOTAL 30.2 36.7 33.1 100.0
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
13.7849¢C 4 0.0009

NUMBER CF MISSING OBSERVATICNS = 265
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KUMBER CF MISSING CBSERVATICKS = 247
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Takle 72: TOTAL SOBJECTIVE SEVERITY SCORE EY THEFPT I
|

A Conparison:c¢f Lcw, Nedius, and High Subjective |
Severity Victims in Teras of Feimg a Victim cf Theft. |
|

COUONT I I

FORW PCT ISOUPRJECTIVE SEVERITY VICIINS ROW |

COL PCT I TOTAL |

TQT PCT I 1LOW I MECIUOM I BIGH I l

B it e -+ - + {

I 37 1 43 I SC I 130 |

YES I 28.5 I 33.17 I 385 I 77.8 |
I 72.5 I 69.4 I 92.f I |

I 22.2 I 28.7 I 29.% I {

o= — -t — — — ]

I 1 I 18 I @ 1 34 |

NO I 41.2 I 52.9 1 5.5 I 20.4 |
I 27.5 I 29.0 1 3.7 I i

I 8.4 I 0.8 I taz I i

p———————— te——————— t——————— + |

'Y I 1 1 I Z2 I 3 |

NOT SORE I I 33.3 I 66.7 I 1.8 |
I I 1.6 I 3.7 I -

I I .6 I 1.z I T

———————— ——— —-— -+ |

CCLUMN 51 62 . 5% 167 |

TOTAL 30.5 37.1 32.3 100.0 |

i

CHI-SQUAEE D.Fa SIGRIFICANCE I
———— ——— — — —— e ————— — e ———— o — I
{

15.19€24 4 C.0043 i

|

1

l

J




Table 73: TOTAL SUBJECTIVE SEVERITY SCORE BY
VANCALISH

A Comparison of Lcw, Medlium, and High <Subjective
Severity Victims in Terms of 3Being a Victim of

NOMBER CF MISSING CBSERVATICKES = 247

o P,
| |
| |
| {
{ |
| H
I |
| Vandalism. |
| . |
l CCONT I . I
| EOW PCT ISOUBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTIMS RCR |
| CCL BCT I . ' TOTAL |
| TOT PCT I 1OW I MEDIUM I HIGH I 1
| IV RS S A S i
| T . 11 I 18 I 3¢ I 68 |
| YES . I 16.2 I 26.5 I S7.4 I 40.7 |
! I 22.0 T 2S.0 I 70.% I i
| I 6.6 I 10.8 I 23.4 I l
i : o m——————— e —_— -— + |
{ I 36 1 49 I 14 I 91 |
| NO® : I 39.6 I 45.1 I 15.4 I 54.5 |
| I _72.0 I 66.1 I 25.% I |
| T "21.6 I 24.6 I 8_4 I |
i e ——— e ——————— —_————— + i
| I 3 1 3 I 2 I 8 ]
i NOT SURE I 37.5 I 37.5 I 25.C I 4.8 |
l . I £.0 I 4.8 I 3.6 I |
I I 1.8 I 1.8 I 1.2 I 1
| pmm——— = —— e —m e m = , |
i CCLUMN 50 62 5¢ 1 |
i TCTAL 29.9 371 32.¢ 100.0% |
i ' ]
| CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE |
| e -——— ——mem——————- |
i l
i 31.36341 + 4 0.0000 1
i i
| I
| |
L -

5.11.2 Incidents of Victimization

Similar to the findings ccncerning the objective severity
rankings, a direct relationshir was also foundé betwveen the

incidents of victimization and subtjective severity.

o
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o |
| 1
] Table 74: TOTAL SCBJECTIVE SEVEERITY SCOEE BY THE |
| ‘ INCIDENTS 1
i ) . |-
| A Comparison of Lcw, Mediuk, and High Subjective |
| Severity Victims in Terms of the Number of Different |
| Crimes that Tkey have Suffered. - 1
| |
l CCONT I : 1
| F0W PCT ISUBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTIINS RCW i
i ) CCL PCT I TOTAL |
i : 70T PCT I LOW I MEDIUM T HIGH I |
| INCIDENIS ——=———— —+——————— b — e} . |
{ 1 I 42 I 38 I I 76 1
| I SE.3 I 44.7 I I u5.0 |
i . I 8zZ.4 I S4.8 I I |
I I 28.9 I 20.1 I I i
| e — e e e 1
; 2 I s 1 ra BB 2z I 52 |
i I 17.3 T 40.4 I §2.3 T 30.8 |
i I 17.6 I 33.9 I 39.: I |
1 I 5.3 I 12.4 I 13.¢ I |
l bm——————— p———————— m——————— + 1
| I I 7 I 24 I 31 {
{ I I 22.6 I 77.4 I }is. ]
| I I 11.3 I 42.% I I
| I 1 g.1 I 14.z I |
| e i i e e |-
! 4 T I I - 71 7 1
I I 1 I 100.C I 4.1 |
| I I I 12. ¢ I i
| I I I 4.1 I ]
] tm—————— $m———— - t——p———— I
| 5 I 1 I I I 3
| I T I 100-.C I 1.8 |
| I I I S.4 I |
{ I I I 1. ¢ I |
l R e S e a2 !
| CCLUMN 51 - 62 S € 169 |
1 TOTAL 30.2 36.7 33.1 100.0 |
] |
1 CHI-SQUAERE T.F. SIGNIFICANCE |
l —————————- - —— e ]
} |
i 96.30307 8 €.2000 i
{ |
| KUMBER CF MISSING CBSERVATICKS = 245 ]
1 !




116

S.11.3 Emctional Reacticns
] . ‘\'_" R i . - N - . . -
Statistically significant differences it mears were found

tetween low and medium suljective severity victigs, and low

and bhigh groops c¢n emotional reactions. Tte emoticnal

reactions undergone Lty the low subjective severity victims

uere), on the ave:a'ge, negligible. The victims who indicated

a medium or a bkigh segsfity level sufifered a nmean- score of

apprcximately one emctional reaction. The t tests were as

.follcvs:

1. Low Suljective Severity Victims, N=49, Mean=0.29,
SD=0.68; Medium Subjective Severity ?ictims,’ N=60,

. Mean=0.9, SD=1.47; t=-2.88, p=0.005.

2. Low Sﬁtjective Kewerity Victims, N=49, Mean=0.29,

SD=D.68} High Suljective Severity Vvictias, N=52,

Mean=1.231, S§f1.13; t=-5.%%, p=0.000.

The largest frequencies of emotional reacticns undergone

by medium sulkjective severity victims includgd a fear of
entering their residence ({14.8%), a fear of wal;zng alcne at
night, 718%), sleeplessness (11.5%), and nervousress 16.4%).
Cn.thea other_haﬁd; the high subjective severity victims
exhitbtited a fear of beinglalone (25%), a fear of entering

their residence [16.7%), a fear of walking alcpe at night

{24-1%), and sleerlessmess (18.5%).¢ .

¢ Zach respcrdent could have indicated more thar one

—w- emctional reactiona
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Takle 75: FEAR OF RESIDENCE AMONG _MEDIUNM :=UBJECTIVE:

SEVERITY VICTINS .
The Frequency . of Medium Sutjective Severity Victims
who had a Fear of Entering Their Eesidence as a Besult
of Being Victimized. -

r -

_ VALID
VALOE LABEL  VALOE FREQUENCY PERCENT
NO 0 52 85.2
YES | 1 9 14. 8
A
TOTAL: " 61 1000
NEAN IRTY: STD ERR TY:
MODE -000 STD DEV -35¢
SKEWNESS 2.038 METCIAN .00C
VARIANCE - 12€ MISSING CASES 1

o e S S S —— — — v— e Aduh el Gk Sl A GRS i Gm Gvms mma
»

a4

bt i mian @ e s e BT ey Gt W e g A e e S W — vme v o

' ]
An increase in subjective severity was accorpanied Ly an
e

'incrgifé in the ©percentage c¢f victims who were still-
S

tothered by their victimization {s). ~ Accordingly, the high
subjective severity categcry had the btighest rercentage of

victims [S5.3%) who were still trcubled in some way.

-

—
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Table 76: FEAE CF  WALKING ALONE AMONC  MEDIOM.

SUEJECTIVE VICTINS -

The Frequency of Medium Sulbjective [Severity Victinms
vho had a2 Fear of %alking Alcne at™Night asc a Eesult
of Being Victinmized.

“y
[t mee e e e s S S — — T — o Bl —— — — tum - — —

1

i

1

|

i

{

l

|

|

. éf A VALID }
VALUE LABEL VALUE FBEQUENCY PERCENT i

' — |

NO 0 30 82.0 |
YES 1 - 11 . 18.0 ~ |
|

m————— —_———— I

TCTIAL 61 100.0 |

I

MEAN . - 130 STL ERER ~ -05C i
MODE . . 00¢C $TL DEV . - 38BE |
SKEWNESS 1.70¢% MECIAN -00C I
VARIANCE -15¢C - MISSING CASES 1 |
|

— [E— - — —

|

}

Table 77: SLEEPLESSNESS AMCNG MEDIDM SUBJECTIIVE |
SEVFRITY VICTINS |

|

The Frequency of Medium Suljective Severity Victims
who Suffered from Sleerlessress as a Result o¢f EBeing |
Victimized. ]
|

|

' . VALID !

VALUE LABEL VALUE - FREQUENCY PERCENT t
- ) l
NC _ 0 © 54 88.5 |
YES - 1 7 11.5 1
- % :

TOTAL - |

_ * |

MEAN -11% STL ERR 1 |
MODE .000 STC -321 |
SKEWNESS 2-.U47¢ MEDIAN -0CC |
VAEIANCE « 103 MISSING CASES 1 |
1

J

\
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Tatle 78:-

The Frequency

NERVOUSHNESS

of Medium

AMCNG MEDION SUBJECTIVE

SEVERITY VICTINS

Subjective Severity Victims

.
P e A U s S b S En R S E— . vy S e A m— e S m— W i ey -

—
1
|
i
i
|

who Suffered from Nervousness as a BResult of Being |

Victimized. i

- i
) VALID |
. VALJE LABEL VALUE;”EBEQUENCY PERCENT - |
' - ) P A
XO 0 51 83-6~ |
YES 1 10 T6. ]
g .
z |
: ————— - == |
TCTAL 100.0 |
* - l
MEAN ‘ . 164 STD ERR .04t i
®oDE ¥ ©..00¢C STC DEV <372 i
SKEWNESS 1.862 MECIAN -00¢C i
VARIANCE - 138 MISSING CASES 1 {
) !
- — -— - -
:
A
Table 79: FEAR OF " BEING ALCNE AMONG HIGH SOUBJECTIVE

SEVFRITY VICTINS

The Freguency cf
had a Fear of
Victimized.

ATUE LABEL

XC
TES

MEAN

MODE

SKREWNESS 1
VARIANCE

High
Belng

VALIDE
0
1
TOTAL

- 250
.000

- 188§

« 1391

C_—

Sutjectize Severity Victims who

Alone as a Result c¢f Eeing
L
- VALID.
FEEQUENCY PERCENT
<39 75.0
" 13 25.0
100.0

STD ERR .061
STL DEV 437
MELIAN .00¢

MISSING !%SES 4

b e S e M e R e S A dAme im M e Sk e et G S s e o
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{
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Table 80: FEAR bF BRESIDENCF AMCNG HIGH <SUBJECTIVE
SEVERITY VICTINS

The Prequency of High Sultjective Séverity Victias who
had a Fear of Entering Their Residence as a Result of
Being Victimized.

VALID
VALUE LABEL VALOE TFREQUENCY PERCENT
¥O 0 45 83.3
YES 9 g 16.7
TOTAL 54 ©100.0
MEAN . 167 STL ERR .051
MODE .000 STE DEV .37¢
SKFWNESS 1.84¢C MECIAN .00¢
VARIANCE. = .42 MISSING CASES 2

— —— e o - it . ———

1

——

Lt coms oo b i bt Amm Y ams me Sl e e et e gy A Gl s B G et

Table 81: FEARE OF WALRING ALCHNE AMCNG HIGH SUBJECTIVE
SEVERITY VICTIES

The Freguency of High Subjective Severity Victiss who
had a Fear of walking Alcne at Night as a Fesult of
Being Victimized.

. VALID

VALUE LABEL VALDOE FHEQUENCY PERCENT
NO .- 0 41 75.9
IFS 1, 13 24.1
TOTAL 54 \//‘ 100.0

MEAN ' L241 STD ERR .05%

¥ODE . 000 STL DEV -43z

“SKEWNESS 1.248 MECIAN .00¢

VARIANCE .18€ . MISSING CASES z

e e e e e e g e o e o e e
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Table 32: SLEEPLESSNESS -AMONG JIGH SOBJECTIVE
SEVERITY VICTINS

The Frequency cof High Sutjective Severity Victims who
Suffered frocm Sleerlessness as a Result of Being

-
-——H-———_q——-—_n—-_~—_—_—_~?

]

i

|

}

|

|

|

Victimized. |
o . i
VALID |

VALUE LABEL VALUE FEEQUDENCY PERCENT i

|

O 0 b4 81.5 I
YES 1 10 18.5 |
[ '

------ ———— |

TOTAL S4 100. 0 I

|

EEAN .- 185 STL ERR -0532 |
MODE -000 : STLC DEV -39z {
SKEWNESS 1668 METIAN -00C |
VARIANCE - 152 MISSING CASES z I
|

]

.

5-.11.4 Agsistance

The victims' tendency to ask somecne for assistance had a
significantly rpositive association with the level of
severity. As the results show, 20% of thoée wheo turned to
someogne for help were low severity victims while 37.6%
classified thenxselves in the rmediumwr severity groug, and
42.4% rated themselves as high severity victims. A total of
85 «<¢rime victims [or 8S/162=52.5%) requested assistance

immediately after their victimization(s).
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_Table 83: SUBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTINS STILI BOTHERED |
BY CRINFE i I

’ |

A Conmparison of Lcw, Mediug, and High Subjective }
Severity Victims in Terms of Still Being Bcecthered by |
Tkeir Victimization(s). . |
i

l

- CCONT I |

ECW PCT ISUBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTIIMNS BROW {

COL PCT I TOTAL |

ICT PCT I ICW I MELIUON I HIGH I |

o +— -4 + —_—— i

& o I 5 1 16 I 2€ I 87 g
YES I 0.6 I 34.0 I 55.3 I 29.6 |

I 0.4 I 2€6.7 I 51.¢ I |

I 3.7 I 10.1 I 16.4 T }

+— —-— - —_——— |

I 41 3 40 I 17 I 98 |

NO I 43.8 I 40.8 I 17.2 I 61.6 |

I B85.4 I 66.7 I 33.3 I |

I 25.8 I 25.2 I 10.7 1 !

e, . -—4+ -—— ]

- X 2 I 4 I g I 14

XOT SORE I 4.3 I 28.6 I S7.1 I 8.8 |

I 4.2 1 6.7 I 15.7 I !

I .3 I 2.5 I 5.C I |

t—————— e —— + ——— I

- CCLUNN 48 60 51 159 |

. TOTAL 30.2 37.7 3241 100.0 |

|

CRI-SQUARE - D.F. SIGNIFICANCE |
——— e e e [ — - !

. l

29.542¢E¢ 4 C.0000 ~

R

NUMBER OF MISSING CBSERVATICNS = 255 i
e )

In post cases, the lew subjective severity victims who

asked for help turned to a family member or otker relatives

{S0%), neighbour or friend Ha4%), and/or the. police

7 The reascmn vhy these Fercentages do not tctal 100% is
because eachk respondent may have turned to rore than one
Eerson or group of pecple for assistance.



(r

123

SCHMEONE FOR ASSISTANCE

NUMBER OF MISSING CBSERVATICANS = 252

Table S4: SUBJECTIIVE SEVERITY VICTINS W®EO ASKEC

A Comparisor of Low, Medium, and High Subjective

F

!

{

{

l

|

| Severity Victims in Terms of Asking Scxeone for
| Assistance Immediately Xfter the Victimizaticn(s)-.

i

|

i COUNT I

| - FCW¥ PCT ISUBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTINS HCH
I CCL PCT I TOTAL
i TCT PCT I LOH I MEDIUNM X HIGH I

]- —-——4 — == - ——

] I 17 1 32 I 3 I 85.
| YES I 20.0 I 37.6 I 42.4 I 52.5
i I 36.2 I 52.5 I 66.7 I

| I 10.5 I 19.8 1 22.2 1I

| +—— - + —_———

1 I 30 I 29 1 1€ I 75
i NO I 30.9 ~ 3.7 I 21.2 I 46.3
] I 63. I 47.5 I 29.¢ I

| I 18, I 17.9 I 9.9 I

i +— —_———1 + -

i I I I 2 I 2
i NOT SURE I I I 100.C X 1.2
i I I I 3.7 I

I I I I 1.z I

i = -— —_———————

I .CCLUNN 47 . 51 'S4 162
| TOTAL 29.0 37.7 33.32 100.0
|

| CHI-SQUAFE C.F. SIGFIFICANCE

l ——— ——— ————— —— e ——————— —

|

] 14.83554 4 0.0051

|

|
1

1

.
by e e e e s e e e e s R e e o T P ME bt e SR e At e et e e G b et ke s VD el MRS e e

(50%).7

Pamily or relatives [47.1%), neightour or frierd I32.4%),

and the police (52.9%) u%re asked for help the most by the

redium subjectlve severlty victims who desired it.?
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Taktle 85: ASSISTANCE FBCX FAMILY REQUESTEL BY LOW
SUBJECTIVE VICTINS

The Freguency of low Subjective Severity Victims who
Asked Family 0or Other Relatives for 1Issistance
. Imrediately After Their Victimization!s).

VALID

VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT
O 0 9 50. 0
1ES . 1 9 50. 0
TCTAL 18 100.0

MEAN -500 STC ERR 121

SODE .00¢ STC DEV -514

SKEWYESS .00¢ . METIAN -50¢C

VARTANCE -26°¢ MISSING CASES 3:

it St e e e e mm g et et duin e m— et Smm Semp S — Sk pows ammw dma ol

[ e s s e s i o e -t SEA S et B G alme o Y

Table 86: ASSISTANCE FROM FRIEND BEQUESTEL BY LOW
. SUBJECTIVE VICTIHNS

The Freguency of Low Subjective Severity victims who
Asked-a Neighbour or Friend fcr Assistance Irmediately
After Their Victirization({(s).

VALID

VALUE LABEL VALUE FREGQUENCY PERCENT
ND 0 10 55.6

YES 1 8 54,4 .
TOTAL 18 100.0

MEAN -uay STC ERR -121

MODE -000 . STL DEV <511

SKEWNESS - 244 " MEDIAN -00C

VARIANCE -261 MISSING CASES 3:

bl L M Sl v Sime e Sww e b At Al el e . svms e LA SRS dme et mm— o

SRR T
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Takle 87:  ASSISTANCE FRCMN EOLICE REQUESTEL BY 1lOW
SUEJECTIVE VICTINS

The Preguency of low Sabjective Severfty Victims who

Asked the Pclice for Assistance Ipnediately After

Their Victimizaticn!s).

VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT
NO 0 S 50.0
YES ) 1 S 50.0
TCTIAL 18 100.0
MEAN -500 STU ERE - 121
MQDE -0G0 STL DEV - «5T4
SKEWNESS .000 MECIAN -50C
VARIANCE -26°¢ MISSING CASES 2

Table 88: ASSTISTANCE FROM FAMILY "BEQUESTEL EY MELIUNM
SUBJECTIVE VICTIMS )

The Frequency of Medium Sutjective Severity Victims

who Asked Farmily or Cther GFelatives for 2ssistarce

Immediately After Their Victimization (s).

VALID
VALUE LABEL  VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT

RO 0 13 52.9
YES 1 16 . 47:1

TOTAL 34 100.0
EEAN 47 STL ERR .087
MODE .000 STD DEV 507
SKEWNESS -123 METIAN -oo0¢

VARIANCE - 257 BISSING CASES 2¢&

™~

b i A e eve e e ek e e e man arh e mm dieh hr e — i mam s o]

o”
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Table B9: ASSISTANCE PROM FRIEND REQUESTEC EY MEDIUM
SUEJECTIVE VICIINS

The Frequency of Medium Suljective Severity Victiams
who Asked a Neighbour or Friend for 2ssistance
Iomediately after Their Victimization({s).

VALID

VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY FERCENT
X0 0 23 67.6
YES 1 11 32.4

N -

\

\ . —— i —— e —

TOTAL 34 100.0

MEAN .324  STD ERR .081
XODE . 000 STL DEV .47¢
SKEWNESS -790 MELCTIAN - 00C
VARIANCE .225 MISSING CASES 28

-—_—————-.____——_—-‘_—-—T
L.—.—n.—.-——-.———.—...—-—.——-—-—-——-——-—-4'

"

r S

1 !

i abYe,90: ASSISTANCE FRC¥ PCLICE REQUESTEL EBY MEDIUY
SUBJECTIVE VICTIMS

] ThelFrequency of Medium Sukjective Severiiy Victims
vho/Asked the Folice for Assistance Immediately After
Their Victimization |(s}.

|

|

|

l

|

l

i

}

* |

| : VALID 1
| VALOE LABEL - VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT |
i - i
| KO 0 16 471 |
|  YES : 1 18 52.9 i
] |
| mmme—— - |
i TCTAL 34 100.°0 1
i l
{  MEAN .52¢ STD ERR .087 |
|  NODE 1.000 STC DEV -507 1
I  SKEWNESS - 123 MBDIAN 1.00¢ ]
|  VARIANCE -257 MISSING CASES 2€ |
1 {
L — - —— 3

The high subjective severity victins who needed
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assistance went to their families or relatives (51.3%),

neighbours or friends (38.5%), andsor the police (51.3%).°

Tn

Table 91: ASSISTANCE FROM FAMILY REQUESTEL E2Y HIGH
SUBJECTIVE VICTINMS

The Frequency of High Subjective Severity Victims who
Asked Fapily or Other Relatives for 2ssistance
Iomediately After Their Victimization(s).

. VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PEBRCENT -

. 0 19 u8.7
YES 1 20 51.3
TOJAL 39 100.0

MEAN -513 +STL ERR -081

MODE 1.000 'STC DEV -50¢€

SKEWNESS -. 052 MEDIAN 1.00¢C

VARIANCE - 25€ MISSING CASES 17

H—_.—————-—-_———m———*_—-—q
b o momt il o A e T ke S S S ek AN el M Sh e kel e "
.

& The reascn why. these percentages do not tctal 100% 1is
because each resrondent may have turned to gnore than one
person or group of people for assistarcea
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Tarle 32: ASSISTANCE FRCM FRIEND REQUESTEL BY HIGH
SUBJECTIVE VICTIAS

The Prequency of High Subkjective Severity Victims who
Asked a Neigbbour or Friend fcr Assistance Irmediately
Rfter Their Victimization(s).

VALID

VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT
K0 0 24 615
YES 1 : 15 338.5

TOTAL 39 100.0
MEAN -38¢ STC ERR .07¢
MODE -C00 STLC DEV -493
SKEWNESS - 4384 METDIAN -00C
VARIANCE 243 MISSING CASES 17

e e

h—-—-n—--—-—--—-——o—u-—-—-—.—-u—.—-.—_..—_—_.-1

Takble 93:F ASSISTARCE FRCN PCLICE REQUESTET BY HIGH
SUEJECTIVE VICTINMS

The Frequency of High Subtjective Severity Victiams who
Asked the ©Pclice for Assistance Immediately After
Their Victimizaticn[s).

VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT
NO 0 19 48.7
YES 1 20 . 51.3
TOTAL 39 100.0
MEAN -513 STL ERR -081
MODE 1.000 STL DEY -50€
SKEEKNESS -.053 MECIAN 1.00C

VARIANCE -25¢ MISSING CASES 179

__.—————_.__—-_—.-ﬁ———-——m_.—-—-]
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Be 11.5 Precautions -

There were statistically significant differerces of means
among low, nediuvm, and high subjective severity victins.
The lov severity victies bad a mean scere of 0.7 as oppoéed
to 1.05 for the mediom grcup and 1.60 for those in ‘the high
severity category. These were out of a possible total of
eight (8) precéutions that the‘victims could have taken
since their victiwization !s). Hénce, the differences in the

]
mean number of precautions taken by each severity grcur of

victims wvere srpall. The results were expressed by the
subseguent t testss: 2
1. Low Subjective Severity Victims, N=46, Mean=0.57,

SD=0.81; Medium Subjective Severity Victims, N=57,
Mean=1.05, SD=0.88; t=-2.51, p=0.004.

2- Low Sutjective Severity Vicéims, N=346, Mean=0.57,
SD=0.81; High Subkjective Severity victinms, N=53,
Mean=1.€0, SD=1.12; t=-5.3%, p=0.000.

3. Medium Subjective Severity Victios, N=§?, Mean=1.05%,
SD=(0.48; High Sutjective Severity victims, N=53,
;ean=1.60, Sr=1.12; t=-2.56, p=0-095; |

%
The most frequent precauticns taken Ly the subjective
severity victiﬁs are summarized kelow:

1. Low Shbjective Severity Victims: Made sure all their

doors and windcws were locked 14.9%).
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Medjus Subjective Severity Victims: -~Ipstalled new

lofﬁil;1ni); and made sure all their doors and windows

e cked (33.3%).

]

" High Subtjective Severify Victims: Bought insurance or

increased their insurance coverage [15.7%}; installed

~>new  locks (30.2%); nade sure all their deers and

vindows were lccked (49.1%); and avoided éoing cut a

<&

night 15.1%).°

Table 94: LOW SOBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTIMS #HC LOCKED
DCOES ANL WINDOWS

‘The Freguency of Lc¢w Sulkjective Severity Victims vho

Made Sure all ‘Their Loors and Wwindows were Locked
Since Their Victimizaticn{s)- :

: ) VALID
VALUE 1ABFL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT
NO - 0 49 85. 1
YES 1 7 14.9
_——— e
TOTAL 47 \\\xlﬂé-o
MEAN - 149 STL ERR -05:2
MODE .004Q STC DEV -36¢
SKEWNESS 2.038 MEDIAN .oocC -
VARIANCE -13¢C MISSING CASES 4

T R e s |

9 Eack respondent could have taken more than one€ rrecaution.

r
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Table 95: MEDIUN SUBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTIMS ®HO

INSTALLEL NEW LOCES

The Frequency of Medium Subtjective Severity Victims
who Installed New Lccks Since Their Victimization!s).

VALID
VALUOE LABEL VALUE TFREQUENCY PERCENT
K0 0 49 86.0
YES 1 8 14.0
TOTAL 57 100.0
MEAN <40 STL ERR v <04
MODE =000 STLC DEV - «35¢C
SKEWNESS 2.1327 MEDIAR .00C
VARIANCE =123 MISSING CASES <

.‘.

h____..___).—-.._.__—..........._._.-..__-_-..

B

e

Table 96z MEDIUM SUBJECTIVF VICTINS WHO LCCEZED DOORS

AND WINDCWS N
The Frequency of Medium Suljective Severity Viectims
wvho Made Sure all Their ©Doors and ¥indows vere locked
Since Their Victimization(s).

_ VALID
VALUE LABFL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT
NC 0 38 66.7
YES 1 19 33.3
TOTAL ‘57 100.0 N
MEAN 332 ° STD EBRR . .063
NODE - 000 STC DEV ~U7€
SKEWMNESS . 726 METIAN .00¢
VARIARCE . 22€ MISSING CASES €

b S e e S = e Ml B G e b dime o — i —
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Table 97: HIGH SOBJECTI
INSGRANCE
L]

The Freguency cf High S
Bought or Increased Th
Their Victimizatian (s).

VALUE LABEL _ VALUE
N0 AR
YES -1

TCTAL
MEAN . 151
MODE .000

‘SKEVNESS 2.007

VARIANCE 2137

b s e e e et b e e e ey ML A G TS e e i e o

J ;
VE SEVERITY VICTIMS %HO EQUGHT

ubjective Severity Victims who
eir Insurance Cowerage Since

VALID
FREQUENCY PERCENT A%
45 T B4.9
8 15.1
53 100.0
STL ERR .05¢C ‘
STD DEV -361
MEDIAN -00¢C

MISSING CASES =z

r
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Table 98: HIGH SUBJEC
INSTALLEFT NEW

The Freguency of High §
Installed New locks Sinc

VALUE LABEL VALDE

NO 0
YES 1
. TOTAL
MEAN <302
ODE -00C
SKEWNESS .888
VARIANCE .21°%

TIVE .SEVERITY VICIINS WHO
LOCERS

uktjective Severity victims who
€ Their Victimizatior{s).

ettt I SR e T —
.

VALID
FEEQUENCY PERCENT

37 €9. 38

16 30.2

53 100.0
f
STC ERR -064 1
STCU DEV -46: ]
MELIAN -00C {
|
|

HISSIN@\EASES 2 _(

L




Table 93:

The Frequency cf Higﬁ

Made Sure all Their Doors

Since Their Victimization {s)-.

HIGH SDBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTIMS &HC LOCKED
DOORS ANL HINDOWS

Windows wére

Sutjective Severity Victims who
and

Locked

ﬂ—_-ﬂg————————“"——'————nﬂ

The Freguency of HBigh

Avoided

Victimization'’s).

AVCIDED GCING OUT

VALUE LABEL

NC
YES

MEAN
BODE
SKEWNESS
VARIANCE

Going Gut at Night Since
VALID
VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT
0 u5 84.9
1 8 15.1
TCIAL 53 100.0
-151 STCL ERR -05¢C
- 000 STLC DEV -361
2.007 MEDIAN -00¢
- 131 MISSING CASES 3

—
|
|
N
|
i
I
|
|
1 ‘ - °  VALID
| VALUE LABEL  VALUE PREQUENCY PERCENT
| .
I N 0. 27 50.9
| YES 1 26 49.1
| e
| TOTAL 53 100.
|
I MNERN -491 STC EBR -06¢
|  MODE .000 STD DEV 1505
|  SKEWNESS® -03s MEDIAN .00¢
|  VABIANCE - 25°% MISSING CASES 3 .
| &
L e NS
—
®
Table 100: HIGH SUBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTINS  SHO

Subjective Severity Victims who

Their
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The relationship retween suljective ’severity- and the
tendency to "move . tecause cf victimizatico uas' not
statistically significant. However, 5 out of 6 respondents

vho did move because cf their victimization{s) were high

subjective severity victirs.

Similarly, the chi-sguare associated witk subjective
severity and the propensity to stay home more often due to
victimization was nct significant at the .05 level.
Regardless, the few whe did stay home more often as  a
conseguence of bteing victimized were "all higk subjective

severity victims.

i
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Table 101: SUBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTINS WHC_MOVED

A Comparison of Lcw, Medlur, and High Subjective
Severity Victims in Terms cf Moving as a Result of
Being Victimized. '

CCONT 1 *

YES-HAVE

YES-PLAN

NO

DON'T EKNO

CHI-SQUARE

11.64977

NUMBER OF H

50W PCT ISUBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICIINS
CCL PCT I

TOT PCT I LOW I MEDIUN I HIGH I

,—————— -4 -+ ——
I 1 1 I < I
MCVED I I 16.7 I 83.3: I
I 1 1.7 1 9. ¢
I - I -6 I 3.2
S -4 + ———
I I 1 I 3
TC MOVE I I 285.0 I 75.C
I I 1.7 I 5.¢
I I« .6 I 1. ¢
b e e ——————
I 47 1 55 I 4z
T 32.6 I 38.2 I 29.:Z
f 97.9 I 94.8 I 82.4
"I 29.9 I 35.0 I 26.¢
fm——————— fm———————— f—————— +
I 1 I 1 I 1 I
W I 33.3 I .33.3 I 33.2 I
I 2.1 1 1.7 1 2.0 I
I LB 1 -6 I -€ I
e m—m e ——— fm——————— +
CCLUNMN 48 58 51
TOTAL 30.6 36.9 32.°5
D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
) 0.0703
1SSING. OBSERVATICKNS = 257

ROW
TOTAL

-3
i
|
|
|
|
|
|

1
!
|
|
1
|
i
{
l
|
1
|
I
|
[
|
|
1
l
i
1
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!
{
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|
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|
1
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I
|
|
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Table 102: SUBJECTIVE SEVERITY .VICTIHS WEQO STAYED
HCEE MCEE CPTEN

A Cosmparison of Low, Nediug, and High Subjective
Severity Victims in Terms of Staying Home rpore Often
as a Result of Their Victimization(s).

CCUNT I
FO¥ PCT ISOUBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICTIAS ROW
N COL PCT I TOTAL
TOT PCT I LOW I MEQIUX I HIGE I
———————— — - P———————— +
I X I 701 7
YES I I I 100.C I 4.3
I I I 13.:2z I
I I I 4.3 I
tmm—————— e e e —— . g .
I 48 _I 55 I 4z oI . 14S
NO I 33.1 I 37.9 I 29.C I 189.5
I 9$8.0 I 91.7 I 79.:z I
I 29.6 I 34.0 I 25.% I
+- -+ + - +
. I 1 I 5 I 4 I 10
NOT SURE I 10.0 I 50.0 I 40.C I 6.2
I 2.0 I 8.3 I 7.5 I :
I -6 I 3.1 I 2.8 I
<. +— -+ + +
CCLUMN 49 60 53 162
TOTAL 30.2 37.0 32.7 100.0
CHI-SQUAEE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
17.41330 u 0.0016¢

NOMBER CF MISSING CBSERVATICNS = 252

.
by cme e e A mmm et T mme PR S et Y e MRS e e A MR eme dme S e e dree S . e e e A Gl e A S
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Nec sigrificant differerces in means were found among the
subjective severity victims on ;ncmia scores. Ihe =mean
anomia sc?:es for these groups cf victims were low. The t
tests revealed thke following: |
1. Low Sukjective Severity Victims, N=51, ;gan=1.63,
SD=1.34; " medium Suhjeciive Severity. Victdaf, N=60,
Mean=1.83, SD=1.32; t?—0.81; %=0-Q2- |
2. Low Subjective Severity victiés, =51, ﬁean=1-63,
SD=1. 34; High Sulkjective éeverity Viétims, N=54,
Mean=2.09, SD=1.26; t=-1.E3, p=0.07.
3. Mediun Subjective Severity Victims, §=60, Mean=1.83,
T 8D=1.32; High Sultjective Severity Victims,  N=54,

Bean=2.09, SD=1.26;.t=-1.07, p=0.29.

5.11.7 Attitudes Towards People

The high ({33.3%), and egpecially the mediume ({57-1%)
categories, had tke lr:u:gest\I percentages cf subjective
sevérity victins who felt that wcst people woulé try to take

advantage of thesm.
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Tabkle 103z ATTITUDES TOWARDS EEOPLf/ AMONG SUBJECTIVE
SEVERITY VICTIMS ’

A Comparison of Low, Mediurm, and High Sabjective
Severity Victims ir Terms c¢f Their Percegtions of
People's Tendency tc be Fair.

]
|
|
|
{
|
|
i

, X |
CCONT I 1
EOW PCT ISUDBJECTIVE SEVERITY VICIIMS ROW |
CCL PCT I . - TOTAL |
70T PCT I 1CRN I MEDIUM I HIGE I |
—— e e e e + —— i
. . I 2 1 12 I 5 I 21 i
TARE ADVANTAGE I 9.5 Y S57.1 I 33.3: 1T 12.7
I 5.0 T 20.0 I 12.7 I 1
. I 1.2 X 7.3 I 4.2z I |
+— -4+ - ——— - + i
. ) I 23 1 40 T 38 I 111 |
DEPENDS I 29.7 I 36.0 I 34.2 T 67.3 |
T 660 I 6€.7 I 6%.1 I l
I 20.0 I 24.2 I 23.C I |
———————— t—————————— e e e = |
I g I - 2 I 2 I 13 |
DON'T ENOW I 69.2 I 1s.4 I 115.4 I 7.9 |
I 18.0 1 3.3 I 3.¢ I i
I 5.5 I 1.2 T 1.z I ]
+- -4 et + |
I 6 I 6 I 8 I 20 |
TRY TC BE FAIR I 30.0 I 30.0 I 40.C I 1221 1
I 12.0 I 1¢.0 I 1.t I ]
I 3.6 I 3.¢ I 4. I ]
——— - —————— ——— + i
CCLUMN c0 60 5¢ 165 ]
TOTAL 30.3 36.4 33.:3 “100.0 |
H
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE ]
e ——— ——— — ——— e —————— ——— I
H
15.34882 3] 0-0177 !
l
KUMBER CF MISSING CBSERVATICKS = 249 ]
;
~
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5.12 _Summary of Findiégg

5. 12.1 Demograpbjic Status

- The comparison of nop-victims of crime to the vwvarious
groups of crime victims revealed significant‘differences in
terms of sex. In all cases, a larger percertage of the
males than c¢f the females were ir the crime victims
category. The greater pcrtion of fenales_uere non-victims
cf ¢crime. Differ%nces in sex, however, were not fcaund

wvithinr the cbjective\ nd the subjective severity grCufps.
AL J

E_12.2 Angmia

The ¢t tests in each relaticoship did not exhibit any
differences in the mean levels ¢f anomia. On the average,
the non-victims of crime as 'well as the crime victiaos

indicated low ancria sScores.

5. 12-3 Attitudes Towards People

gverall, +the results regarding attitudes tcwards pecple
were inconsistent with each cther. For examrple, ~a larger
percentage of the law subjective severity victims than of
the non-victims of Erime vere uncertair abcut gpeople's
tendency to be fair. Eowever, mcre of the medium subjective
severity victips than of the ﬁon-victims of crime felt that

& R

most people try tec e fair- Furthermore, a larger

rercentage of the high okjective severity victinms than of
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the non-victiss of crime indicated that most of the time
people are locking out for themselves. When tte subjective
severity victims were corpared to each other, the medium
category had the greatest porticn of- resrondents who
telieved that most pecple would try to take advantage of
them, 2 com;arison'of the otjective severity grecups to each

cther revealed no significant differences.

5.12.8 Attitudes Towvards the Judicial Systes

The nor-victims of crime 1ip comparison tc the crime
victims as a whole, the individuﬁl groups ¢f objective
severity victims, and the nediunm subjective severity victims
had a larger progortion of its menkers who regarded the
courts® treatment of cririnals as too lenienta In this
respect, differences did not appear witkin the ckjective and

the subjective severity categories of crime victires.

5.12.5 ~“Attitudes Tovards the Eolice

With excerticn of the mediur objective severity victinms,
the non—-victims of crime had a'higher rercertage of 1its
meabers than the crize victims who approved of the use of
physical force Lty the police ip certain situaticnsa Within
the chjective severity categery a larger portiocr of the less

severe victims tban the high group also approved of its use.

-

bl
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However, attitudes towards the use of physical force by the
police produced no differences among the subjective severity

victims.

S5-12.6 TYpes gj-grines .

The frequepcies of all - six crimes (robbery, burglary,
physical assault, assault with a gun, theft, arnd vandalism)

were highest among the high Severity victinms.

5.12.7 Incidepts of Victiamization

The incidents of victimization were directly related to

the severity rankings.

5.12.8 Emctional Beactions

On the average, the low severity victims indicated almost
nc emotional reactions while the medium ard the high
severity victims experienced approximately ore emotional

reaction. The emotional reactions most commonly regported by

both medium and high severity victims were:

1. Fear of being alcne.

2. Fear of entering their residénce er rooms within their
residence.

3- Fear of walking alone at night.

4. Sleefplessnhess.
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5. Nervousnpess. (Most freguent among medivum subjective

severity victims.)

Qualitative data exposed additional emotidns experienced
ty the criﬁe victins. A relatively small numkber of the
victims (14,/177=7.9%) said that they felt a c¢reat deal of
anger and revenge- toward the percetrator. Fever .crime
victims [8,177=4.5%) wvere afraid of being victimized again,
and some of the Fkurglary victias (8/42=9.5%) repccted an

invasion of privacy.

Finally, severity had a rositive relationship with still

being bothered Ly the victimization {s).

S.12.9 Assistapce

-The majority of «crime victinms, particularly the high
severity victims, asked someone for assistance inmpediately
after their victimization{s). The pecple most frequently

requested -for help by the crime victims vere:

1a Family cr other relatives.
2. Neightour c¢r friend.
i Police.

-
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5.12.10 grecautions

The'érime victims took an a;erage of apércximately one
precaution sihce their victihization{s)- The most frequent
precautions that they took included:

1. Hadé sure all theirldoors and windows were locked.

2. Installed pew locks. (¥ost frequent among medium and
high severity victirs.)

3. Bought insurance or increased their insurance
coverage. (uést frequent among high subjective
severity victims.)

4. Avoided going out at night. (Most fregquert among high

subjective severity victims.) '

Aside from the lack of statistical significarce, the high
severity victims wvere the mest likely to stay at home more
often and/or move to a npewv location as a resclt of being
victimized.

( .

Other precautions mentioned ty the crime victims involved
a greatef sense cf cauticon in general (25/177=14.1%). This
included placing goods in a safe place, carryirg small sums

c¢f money, ards/or keeping the house .lights on at night.

“1
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DISCUSSION

6.1 Introductjan '

Anomia was the central focus of this thesis. U:fortugately,
the comparative analysis of this vwvariabl€e did npot produce
significant differences tLetween the crime victims and the
noﬁ—victims cf crime rpor among the crime victims themselves.
Rowever, given the resuits, a discussion is uar;gnted in the
following areas: (1) the differences in terms of demographic
énd socio-eccnomic status, (2) the role played by severity,
{3} the emotioconal reactions <¢f crime victims, [4) the
assistance requested by victims of crime, (5) the'attitpdes
towards peo;le in general, (6) the attitudes towards the
criminal justice syster, and 77) the rrecautions taken by
crime victims. The purpese of such a discussion is not to
estalblish irrefutable axioms, but rather to generally

expourd on the facts and stimulate new questions.

- 4y -
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£-2 Demographic and_Socio-Ecomomic Status . .
Higher rates of victimization among males than femalés
are common in all victimization surveys, as was the case in

this study (Hipndelang et al., 1978: 4 & 8). A= d matter of
fact, Hindélang et a*z ncte that marital statas, age, and
‘family i;come are also strongly related to victimization
IPp. S-8ff). The conmon denomipator for these variables is
lifestyled It 1is the ' intervening factor that links

demcgraphic and socio-economic status to tte —rates of

victimizaticn {p. 241).

Tc illustrate this poirt, Hindelang et al. {1978) state
that females are socialized-to stay home more than males.
RS a result, the greater Bobility and uoré .outside
activities afforded to wmales make them more susc ptikle to
victirizaticn than ferales (g. 248) - Lo this
proposition is not entirely correct. Contemporary
socialization enables loth males and females tc participate
“in activities outside the heme. Thus, a mcre clausible-
explarcation is that the toistercus and aggressive Lkehaviour
typical of males may account fer their greater propensity

towards crime and vulneratkility tc victimizatior.

N\

'
Il

0f course lifestyle seems to account for the differences
in victirizationr rates ip terms of age and marital status.

For instance, adclescents between the ages of 16 and 19, and .
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individuals uﬁo aré either single, divorced, or separated
are highly wmobile and conduct a large proporticn of their
daily activities outside c¢f the home which increase the
likelihood of victimization Hindelang et al.; 1978: 6-8ff &

247-289ff) -

Income has a similar atfect on ‘t;; rates of
victimization. Because the rmore affluent can afford
segregation in housing, transportation and leisare
activities, they speﬁd a small proportion of their time in
public places reducing their chances of being victimized (p.
249)

—

Consequently, a more_diverse saﬁple of respordents in
terms of dewographic and socic;ecohomic status, 1in this
thesis, wmight have exposed other Qifferences tesides those

tased on sex.

6,3 Yictimjzatjon and Severity

Severityvy, in this s;udy, was neasured in twc wWays. The
first was the total ckjective severity index score. The
size of this score derpended on the number and tyre(s) of
crime{s) suffered. Thus, the direct relationship found
tetvecen the total okjective sevgfity index . score and the

incidents of victimizaticn was due to the manter in which
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objective severity was calculated; that is, an,incregse in
the number of different crimes experienced produced an
increase in the total cbjective severity index score. The
second measure was the total suljective severity scére- The
pagnitude of this score was ccntingent ﬁpén the. 1ictiﬁ's
severity rating of the victimization {s). Bitker a positive
or negative associatice between the incideqts of
victimizaticn and the total sutjective severity score™yere
Eossible. The result was a‘bcsitive relationship denoting
that an increase in the total sultjective severity score
corresponded +to an increase in the number c¢f different
crimes suffered.  This demonstrates that when victims
experience a number of different ciimes, they tend to rate
the events as highly severe. In vwiew of this fact, the
domination c¢f each crime by the high subjective severity
victims reveals that the majority of victims in each crime
category suffered other victimizatioas, and corsidered then

to Le severe.

t

: *
Additional evidence showed a ‘pigP Pearson correlation

{r=.7) between the total cbjective,severity index scores and
the total subtjective severity scores. This sukstantiates
tﬁe fact that thé severity of victimiiation can ke measured
toth objectively and 'subjectively. Hence, the arguments
presented by Barkas (1978: 14¢-150) and Barq and Sangrey

L TN
{1979: 32-33) are both correct. The iapact c¢f crime on a
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victim can be deterained bty €ither the typecé) of crime(s),

" or the degree of the violaticn(s) as percéived'by the
victim.

Finally, the objective ranking of crimes from the sost
severe to the least severe was assault with a qun, phfsical
assault, rottery, burglary, theft, and vandalism. This,
along with the high Fearson correlation between the
cbjective and the subjective severity scales, sapport
Barkas' (1978: " 149-150) premise that crimes ,of violence
!sutch as assaunlt with a gun, physical assault, and rctbery)
have a2 greater impact ‘on the victim than prcperty crimes

{suck as burglary, theft, and vandalism)a.

Succinctly, the severity of criminal victigization is a
function of the number of diffé{ent crimes experienced, the
victime's perception of the i&cident:s), and the tyrels) of

crime {s) suffered.

[ Emotional Reacticns of Crime Victias

-In spite of +the sigrificant pumber of crime victims who
were still  bothered by their victimizaticen!s), the
cvervhelming majority did net pgrceive the episcde{s) as the
Worst experience s in their lives. In this study, the

medium and the high severity victios mentiored, on the
L
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average, one_enotioﬁal reaction: But what were the most

-~

frequent reacticns?
- s
Researchers, 1in Eﬁe area of victimology, have found the
emotional reacticms of crire victims to include denial,
confusion and .shock, anger, nervousness, fear, guilt,
'physical upset and nausea, Renory loss, . isclation,

suspicion, sleeplesspess, depression, and a2 hcst of cthers
<

{Barkas, 1978: 150; Taylor et al., 1983: 21: Bourque 1in

S
Waller, 1982: 12; Smith in Viano, 1976z 203-217: BAserican
iy
Psychiatric Asscciaticn's DSM III  (1980) ir Bulman and

Frieze, 1983: 2). In this thesis, fear, anger and revenge,
sleerlesspess, and nervousness all wmanifested themselves.
In addition, 'a few cf the victi were fearful of being

victimized again, and a small percentage of burglary victims

regarded their victimization as an iq{ésion of frivacy.

- ~. f 4

The most freguent emctional reaction regpcrted by the
crime victims was fear. 0f course, four tyfes of rhobic
reactions were obératicnalized in this stud}'s‘guesticnnaire
vhich could have accounted fer this result. However, Haiier
and Ckihire (1978) also-found that fear was one of the most
frequently mentioned reactions ty burglary victims, aside
from anger and the initial 'surgrise\pf gﬁe occurrence {p.

3 .

37 - In their research, the specificvfears of burglgiy

victims were the fear of being alone and fear of entering

- ~
]
-
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their residence or rocxs, within their residencg'(pp.38—39).
This coincides with some of the findings of this thesis.
The crime victims, in this ‘case, also specified the fear of

T -

being alone and fear cf entering theilr resi erce oOr rooms

within their residence as’ common reactions. It additicn to

these phobias, they indiééted.a. fear ¢ uaikiag- aleone at

n{ght- ':

Feelings of fear,:  according to Bard and Sargrey (1979),
' <

‘rare commpon and often the nmost difficult emoticn “that face

victims of crimea They sometimes develop pholic reactions

to particular places or situations associated with the

victimizaticn {s) ip. W4zff). Naturally, scoe hufgla;y

victims would bhave a fear of e¢ntering their residence or
roons vithin their residencg .ktecause tﬁis i= where the
violation{s)‘ﬁccurred and, as sone bugglary victins telieéve,
this is where it could hapren again (uéguire,; 1980z ,265).
Similarly, viétims whe are afraid of being aicze or to walk
alone at night may have been victimized while in one of
these situations or they nay fee€l vulnerable being albpe or,
as a few victinms in this sawple documented, they may also
fear a geoccu:rence of their victimization !s).
EN

The small pumber og burglarf victims who regarded their

ﬁictimizaticn{s) as an'iDVas;on of privacy cap ke explained

/

in the following manners: .

-

G
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L

"Most Tpeople feel their hcmes to be places of
refuge and safety, shelters from the dangerous
outside. ®e breathe easier btehind cuor awn
familiar doors. Ard our homes are our nests,
filled with the people and the tbings we lcve.
The burglar intrudes on this security and grivacy-
Burglars guite literally threaten us where vwe
live® !Eard and Sangrey, 1979: 18). -

1Y

' Hence, burglary upsets the victip's sense of security within

the home [Maguire, 1980: 270).

Other prcminent reactions exrressed by crime victims are-
intense anger toward the criminal and the wisk for revenge
(Bard and Sangrey, 193$: 44-45; Waller and Okibireo, f 1978:
373- Aléhough these feelings were Treported ir this study,
the accuracy of their freguency vas -hin@ereﬂ by the fact
“that -these categqpies were not included in fhe
questionnaire. In ;iew cf the results obtained by previous
tesearch, the inclusion, of aﬁger and reveng; vithin the
desiqn of the questiocnnaire would haveJresulteé in a larger

number of victims who experienced these emctions.

pl

6.5 _Assjistapce Requegted By Crime Victims -

Three grours ¢f peorle were mest freguently reguested for
help ° by the crime. victims iamediately =after  their
victipization{s). These groups included the faniiy er other
relatives, neighbours cr friends, and the poliéé. Afart

]
from the police, the overvhelming majority of crime victinms
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did not Seek professicnal help, but rather ttey asked the

reople closest to them for assistance.

While somé victims cf crime entangle thémsélves in their
work as a. way of distracting themselves from tke emoticnal
trauma of being victirized, other victims prefer to talk
about it !{Bard ard Sangrey, 1979: &41). As Bardé and Sangrey
assert, "Family and friends can be most helpful...by being
nurturing and ccoforting, allowiryg the victim tc find his or
her own recuperative rhythm, and thus sugrporting the
struggle™ !(p. 40). Thus, the Lest assistance that a persén
can cffer a crime wvictir is to listena It may Le very
painfﬁl for the listerer, bEut fhe victim shorld never be
disccuraged from talking ;pout the event; regressicn of
éhese emoticns can ke extremely damaging- Iy expressing
one's feelings about the victimization!s) tc supportive
. people, the intensity of these enmotions will eventually
diﬁingsh {Bard and Samgrey, 1979: U42-44ff).

Crime victims call the police for -any pumbet pf.}éascns-
The major omnes are: (1) out of a personal obligation, {2)
apprehension e¢f the offender, {3) reqguired for insurance
claims, and {8) with the hope of increased ceighbcurhood
protection by tﬁe rolice (Smith and Maness in NcConald,
1976z 8SW). Yhatever the reascn!s), the police are usually

the first people that the victim talks to after the crime.

%—.
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At this stage, the victino is often in a state of shock and
extr;mely vulneratle. Therefore, it is very isportant that
the peclice treat the situation with utmost delicacy !Bard
and Sangrey,. 1979: 11 7). Along with the routine
investigaticn, the - pclice  should be sympathetic,
understanding, willing to listen'tA the victim, aand respond
to the call as guickly as pcssitlea These ccnsiderations
can attentuate +tle initial impact of the victimization!s),
and‘providé the victinm with a greatir sSense of'security and
comfort. HJowever, the fpolice who are indifferenmt to the
victim's needs, disccurteons, impatient, and delay in
resgerding to the call can further viclate the victim and
exacertate the emoticnal ispact of the victimization(s)
{Maguire, 198C: 2?2; Fard and Sangrey, 1979: 117; Barkas,
1978: 161 .

6.6 Victimization, Attitndes Towards People, and Anomia

Contrary to the érgunents rresented Ly Erile Durkheinm
{1938} and Rai T. Erikson !in Davis and Stivers, 1975),
researchers, such as Jchn Corpklin {1975:. 58), have claimed
that crime ueakqg§ social sclidarity. They add that' the
unification of a coxmnnify due to crime rests ugor a
negative clirate of distrust, suspicion, . hostility,
retribution, regression, and exclusien [Conklin, 1975: 68;

Bead and Mays in Conklin, 9$75: S53). It is alsc argued that

]
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crime is accompanied ty a permanent change in the victims?

perception of otbers (Bard and Sangrey, 197%: 47): from one

cf trust to distrust (lejeune and Alex, 1973: 284; Bard and

. Sangrey, 1579: 14).

‘\

The findings in this study, npeither prove ncr refute the
socially 1integrative cr disintegrative aspects of crime.
Instead, they suggest that, in npost cases, victims?
attitudes tovards otber people in terms c¢f fairness,
helpfulneés, and trust wvwere not significantly different fronm
the non-victims cf crime. This means that victimiz;tion
does pot urdermine the victims? previously heléd assumptions

about people.

Another rpossikility is that ycung people, =such as those
in this sample, adjust tetter to ad%ersity than older
groucs. Besides, these respcndents were all univefsity
s;udents constituting the top rpercentile of educated youth.
Therefore, their faveratle chances .for success pay have
bolstered their semse cf optimisc and opinion of pecrple moré

than, for example, the pocr, the sick, the elderly, and the

unemgployed.

More importantly, victimizaticn had no affect on feelings
of apomia. In cther words, it did not exacerbate the crime

victins' feelings of estrangement fronm society. Cn the

\
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average, both the crime victims and the non-victims of crime
‘l

felt -socially integrated with a strong sense of

L
"self-to-others Lelongingness.® . ’

These results were similar to those obtainec bty Smith et

al. (1978). They <fcund that turglary and rchbbery do rot

affect anomia. Their explapnation 1is ¢ r...for nmost

reople, burglary and robbery are one-time e iences that
pay lead to some inpediate ad justments h bebavior kEut do
not result in significant shifts in attitudes™ ({p. 399).
According to Smith et al. [1978&8: 400) as well as DeFronzo
(187¢: "32), a disruption of «cne's interacticr patterms or
one's perception of it increases anomia; Subsequently,

higher rates of victimizaticn wculd ke reguired tc¢ induce

such a condition or gpercegticn (Smith in Viano, 197¢&: 217) .

6.7 Victimization and Attitudes Towards tgé Criminal

Justice Systen

L
The majority of crime victims and non-victims c¢f crime

were in favcur of the use of physical force by the poiice in
‘certain situations. They also thought- that tie ccurts are
not harsh enohgh vith crimirals. These cb;ervations
<correspond to those attained y Hindelang and Gottfredson

(Ln XcDonald, 1S7€: 61). Their findings revealed that 7 out

of 10 respondents apprcved of tcugher law enforcement, and

L]
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-seventy-five percent rated the courts' treatment of
crimininals as to; lenient.
’ A more interesting fact is -that a iarger- fropecrtion of
the non-victims than of the «crime victims supported the
poiice use of physical force, and believed that the courts?
should punish cripinals mcre severely. DeFronzao {1979: 30)
found similar results between those fearing victimization

——

and crime victims. Those whe feared beinc victimized
aprroved of tougher law enforcement and barskter sentenses
for criminals.  Victizization, o¢n the other tand, had no
significant affects on these items. DeFronzo offers no
explanatién for these differences  in attitude.
Fevertheless, he documents an irportant observation that may

accournt for tthem.

In Defrbnzc's (1979: 20} study, fear of victimization
produced a npegative relationshir to voluntary organization
pmemberships. Hovever, the peorle irn this categery endorsed
the spending of money to solve urban problems, ltut were less
in favour of appropriating funds for welfare and isproving
the condition of. Elacks. Altbﬁugh the crime victims wvere
not significantly interested ie rchanging the sitvation of
blacks, they did support voluntary oré%nizaticns. urban

improvement, and increased srending for welfare.
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The more liberal attitude exgressed by crime victims in
comparison to those fearing victimization suggest two
approaches to decreasing crime. - Theoretically, it agppears
that victims are more ccncerned with changing the social
conditions that are conducive tc criere as opposed'tc persons
fearing victimization whc are more 1interested in 1its
‘deterrence through the sgrict aprlication of the law. Thus,
non-victims of criame aré rore in favour of punishment after
thé conmissicn c¢f an coffense while crime victims are more
likely to advocate preventive =measures before victimization
€an ©OCCUr. lending credence tc this hypothesis, Waller and
Okihiro {1$78: 90) contend that, "Fear of victimizatior is
pore closely linked tc retribution than is ancer at actual

victinizaticn."

An alternative interpretation is that, for cost people,
the reality and the exgerience cf being victimized is not as
bad as the apticipatory fear of victimization. It appears
that the kncwn lessens the anxiety of the urknown. As
stated by West [1S84: 175), "...the incident has concretized
a vague anxiety about érime into the specific [usually

minor) incident threy themselves experienced."
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6.8 Precautions Takep By Crime Victiss

In opposition +to the distancing hypothesis prcposed by
Miransky and langer {}QKQi_ 400), the crime victims did not
'try to distance themselves from the event{s) by not becoming
more security conscious. Instead, the crime victims took,
o the -average, ' one precaution since their
victimization(§). Specifically, there was a freguent use of
locks among éi& groups of crige victims, as described in
other studies (Hallef and Okihire, .1578: 48; Maguire, 1680:
266) . In "addition, the installaticn of nev lccks vas most
fregquent amcng medium and bhigh severity victins while the
high subjective severity victims were the ﬁost likely tc buy
iqsurancé or increase their coverage and avoid going ocut at
night. Therefore, the number cf possible precautions that
vere taken ly the «crime victims 1increased with severity.
Janoff-Buimanp and Frieze [1983: 10) support this ebservation
by the fact that, 1in their research, the serious crime of
robbery -~ amctivated the victins to take additioﬁal
precautions, such as refraining from. nocturnal activities
outside the honme. In this study, the overall rrecantions

vere miner tut practical.

Except for a very ssall number of crime victims, serious

-

preventive measures, such as mcving tc a new reighbourhood

-

ands/or staying at horme nore cften, were nct detected.
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Hindelan et al. {1978: 2z4~-22%) best e€xplain this

kehaviour \in the subsequert passage:

"...for most pecrle, the behavioral effects of
Crime...appear mcre as subtle adjustments in
behavior than as major =shifts in what car be
called ‘'behavioral policies.t That is, rather
than making =substantial ckanges in what = they do,
people tend to change the ways in which thkey do
things. Por.examrle, an individual might continue
to go out in the e€vening fcr entertainment..., Lut
the same individual @wsight modify his or - her
behavior by taking a2 taxi rather than walking, by
going cut with others rather than alome, or by
avoiding places -that _have ‘'bad reputatiomns.®
Likewise, the sare individuvual, when at home, may
begin tc take extra precauntions such as installing
dead-bolt locks or leaving lights on.™

According t¢ scme authors, the nodifications 1im security
behaviour restore the crime victim's sense of ccntrol,

autonomy, ané ccopetence (Janoff-Bulman and Frieze, 1983:

10; Maguire, 1980: 26€&).

8.9 Sunmary

Generally speaking, there vere higher rates of
victimization among males than fewmales. The severity of the
victimizaticn(s) -wvas contingert upen the type(s) of
crime{s), the extent cf the viclation(s) as experienced by
the victirn, and the auusber of differeant criges that the
individual suffered. Cn the average, while the low severity
victims were not affected emoticnally, the medium and the

high severity greoups did repecrt at least ore emoticnal
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reaction.. The more ccemcn resgenses included a variety of
phobias, sleeplessnesgi and nervousness; and less
freéuently, anger and revenge, and the invasicn of privacy
felt by burglary victims. Although the vast pmajority did
Lot feel thét being a-victim of ‘crime was the wcrst thimpg in
their lives,. some vere still bothered ‘by their

victimizati¥cn [s).

-

In their adversity, the majcrity of crime victiss turned
" to their families or other relatives, neigh%gurs cr friends,-
and/or the Folice for assistance. Criminal victinizgtion
did not change the victims' attitudes towards pecple nor did
it ircrease their levels c¢f anomia. It did, bcwever, alter
their view of the criminal justice systen. Crime victinms
uebgh less in favour <cf strict law | enfcrcement and
retribution than ncn-victiﬁs cf crime. Finally, the crinme
victims.tock an average cf cne rreventive neasure. These
were subtle precautions, depending on the severity cf the
victimizaticnlis), but enough to renew their “sense of

security and contrcl.



CHAPTER VII

CCHNCIOSIONS

7.1 Iaplications

Initially, the thesis prcposed in this study was that crime
victims exhitit higher levels of anomia than ncn-victims of
crime. The research fiﬁdings, however, cortradict thfs
presﬁpposition. In this saepple, most of' the respondents
were young, highly educated, and occupied funmcticnal
rositions in'society. These factors may have accounted for
the cbserveé_ lov levels of ancrmia. If a sazple of less
"fortunate™ individuals had bteen interviewed, tigher levels
of aromia weculd probatly have been obtserved. As a result, a

conditional thesis is proffered:

Criminal victirizaticn does nct exacerbate feelings of

anomia among sccially functicpal individuals!

[T T T T
L e

8y the same tcken, the secopnd and tbe third noll hypbtheses
are accepted with some modification.

. Among victims of <rime vwhe are socially functional,
anomia is not related to " the tyrpe!s) of crime!ls) that

they experience.

- 161 -
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Among ¥victims of crime who are socially functional,
anomia is not related to the perceived severity cf the

crimeis).

Further analysis'of the data suprorts the fcurth and the

£ifth null hypotheses.

Crime victims dc not have a sore negative attitude

tovards people thar ncn-victims of crime.

-
-
-

/
/

Crime victiss do not bhave a more negative attitude

tovards tlke crimical justice system than nen-victims of
|

crime.

However, bhased on the results, the first and the last null

bypotheses are rejected. TInstead, the subsequert hypotheses

are rresented:

Crime victims experience scme emoticnal reactions as a

result of their victircizaticn!s).

The more ccmron ezotional reactions suffered by crime
victims are fear, sleeplessness, nervousness, and anger

ard revenge.

Crime victinms underga minor changes in security

tehaviour as a result of their victimizatior]s).

N
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. The most freguent precaaticn taken by crime victims is
to make sore that all their doors and windows are
locked.

~

-

/-£\gpe possible precautions takem by the mcre severely
' affected crime victims include the installation of new
locks, buying insurance increasing their ccvgfagg,
and/or aveid going out at ::35{:"
Finally, additional }esearch h;potheses are pro;oseé:

- ¥ales suffer higher rates of victimization than females.

. The severity of the victimization(s). is cortingent apon
three factors: (i) the type({s) of-crime(s),’ (ii) ‘the

extent of thﬁ’?géhma_as perceived by the victim, and

(111) the numter of different crimes suffered.

. Crime victims are less 1in favour of strict 1law

erforcement and retritution than non-victims of crime.

. Subjective severity is directly associated-’:ﬁth the
crime victims' reguest fer assistance.
v .
. Irmediately after the victinmization(s), crime victims
request assistance fror family or other relatives,

-+

neighhours or frierds, and/or the police.
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7-2° Recomsendations
J=2  Becommendations

Future research concérning the impact of crire on victims

.could adopt the following recommendations:

1. As previounsly suggested,';thg sample shculd be more
demographically and socic#economically diverse so as

to test for possible differences in these areas..

2. Bather than dividing the sample into twuc categories,

it could ke divided into three groups: <crime victies,

those féglipg victimization, and those whc have
heither béen victimiz;d ﬁor fear victimization. This
vould reveal the role played by the anticipatory fear
of victimization that might ctherwise be suppresged
vithir a general non—iictim'categori- )

i. Fach statement ccﬁcerning the eonomia-ancorzia continuum
should te examined separately instead of ¢rougping then
into cne variatle.

4. ¥ith regard to the. acomia scale, the ’‘pcssible
responée; should ke extended from ; dichotorized
varialkle to a five-pédint scale. Suck a change would
increése the accuracy of thé scale By Eeasuring the
extent to vhiéh the respondents feel anomic.

Se Thervalidity of TeFronzo's [1979: 32) assertion that

.tictimizaticn ~ hinders the establishmeat -of new

'telationsh;pg_and in;ieéses‘the hostility tovards and

the isolaticn of strangers should be investigated.

—

-\
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6. The number of epotional itees should be more

exhaustive. 'Por irstance, guilt, self-tlame, -the'

blaming of che:s,.denial,\fonfusion, shock,‘ chysical

upset, nausea, hemory loss, ; sense of i;clation, and
depression are categories that could all te added.

7. A very interesting topic of rTesearch would be to

examine the differences Letween crime victiss vwvho

recover frca their victimization(s) and those qhb do

not.

3.3 Final BRemarks
Thé results of this thesis bhave depicted criminal
victimizaticn as a comparatively fkemign evert with few

negative repercussions. In many cases, victiwmization is a

minor episode accemparied by subtle, sheort-lived
consequences. Yet, this should not overshadow and
underestimate the potential gravity of criminal,

-+
victimizaticn. At the other end of the spectrcm, there are

a smaller number of victims whc experience heinous crizes
that result in both'physical apd emotional scars which are
often permanent. Sheuld ‘QE, then, neglect the .needs of
crime victims because the more sgveté cases fail to be
st;tistically significant ;hen goolea together with their
more npumerous, but less severely victimized, couﬁterparts?

Bach crime victim should ke regarded as a wronged perscn and

[} “
-
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deserves the gtmost consideraticn fron tesearchér$. society,

and especially tke criripal justice systen.

-

» | 4

—
Belatively fev studies have ccncentrated on the ispact of
/ofininal - victimization. The @main  thrust of pgrevious
vi olcgical research has tLeen on ntle victim's

participaticn in and Tespconsibility for the crize" (Bard and

Sangrey, 197S: 97). Although this researchk is not the

'ﬁefinitive siudy in victimology, it has given us a Letter
understanding of the crime victim's plight in relaticr to

the structural fupctiomalist perspective.

i

I

In retrospect, structural furnctionalism did not prove to
be the ideal approach to understanding the imract of crime
on victiems. Since thkere were no differences in terns of

between crime victims and pon-victims of crime, it

appear that criripal victimization is not a
ysfunctional relationsh%g,hetfeen victin and society, but
rather a personal conflict Letween victinm and cr}minal. It
is, therefore, a question of the victinm?'s defir}ticn of the
sitnation, and “"the Fatterss - of behaviour, action, and
interaction™ that result from .the victimpization [s) {(Ritzer,

1981z 26).



A. 1

The

APPENDII A

Pilot Study

following guestiors fpertain specifically to the last

yeaf only; that is, ketween Janugary 1, 1984 and Tecenmker 31,

1984.

1. Did anycne take scmetiairng directly fros
you by using ferce—--such as stickup,
mugging, or threat?
yes 2 no 3 not sure
2. Did anyone break intc or somehow illegally
get into your bhomesarartsent?
1 yes Z no 3 not sure
3. Bave you reen punched, keaten, cr assaulted
by anctter person? :
1 _ yes z no 3 not. sure
4. Have you been threatened with a gum or chot at?
1 ____ Yes p; no 3 not sure
5. Did anyene steal'sonething from you wittcut
you being awvare of it uptil after the
incident?
ﬂoT yes - 2 -~ no 3 not sure
6. Did anycne intentionally damage somethingfg

- that you cwn?

1 _ Yes Z ne 3 ‘not sure

o ——

- 167 -
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The Departrzent ef Sociolegy and Anthropolegy at,.gpe
“ Dniversity of Windsor is conducting a study ccncerning the
impact of crime on society. Your co-operation in this study
will help tc imprcve cur uvnderstandirng of the sccial and the
psychological effects of crire. Any informaticn that you
give in this questionnaire'- will be kept §§r'ct1y

confidential.
Thank -you fcr your co-cperation.

BLEASE DC NOT WRITE YOUR KAME ON THIS QUESTIONNAIRE!
1. Sex: 1 _____ male p. fenmale
2. ¥hat 1is your marital status?
1 single ] separated
2 married s divorced
3 vidoved 6 living
together
3. Would you indicate to what age
category you belong?. -
_ younger thap 18
18-24
25-34
38-44
45-54
55 and cver
4. To what religicus group do you
kelong?
____ none-
'Reman Cathelic .
____ Eastern Rite Catholic
Greek (cr ERussiarn) Orthodox
Jeuish
Protestant {What denomination-
is that?)

e —— .

D ——

N s W -

Ve W - O

{Specify)
5 cther (Specify)

5. {If a member of a religicus groug)
About how oftepn dc you usually
attend religiocus services?

1 aktcut conce a veek or more
2 -2 or 3 times a month
3 atout opmgce a month



g several tipes a year
5 akoat opce a year
6 - less than once a year

B 7 never )

€. What year are you in wniversity?
-0 prelimipnary— 3 third

1 first 4 fourth
2 _ second 5 other

{(Specify)

7. - What is your major field of study
in upiversity?

{Specify) _
If undecided, check here _ -
B. Do you own or rent the residence yqu

live in?

1 rent -

.2 cwn

-3 roce and beard

i live with rarents

S otker (Specify)

9. Questions 9{a) to 9{f), rertain

spec1f1ca11y to tke last year only;

"that is, between January ‘1, 1984 and

December 31, 1983.

fa)y Did aryone take something dlrectly fro:
you by using force--such as a stickup,
mucging, or tkreat?

1 yes p no 3 not sure

{If ves)

On the following =cale frox 1 tc 5, how
severe would you say this ircident was
to you? {[Circle cne nuster.)

Not severe Extremely

at all - 1 2 3 - q 5 severe

{(b) Did anyone break into c¢Ir somehow illegally

get into your hore/apartment?

1 yes z no 3 __ __ not sure
'If yes)
On the following ,scale from 1 to 5, how
severe wculd you =say this incident was
to you? !Circle ope runmker.)

Not severe _ Bxtremely

at all 1 2 3 4 S severe

v

ic) Have you been punched, teaten, or assaulted

169



© severe wounld you =ay this ircident was

-

by anotkter perscn? :
1 yes p; no 3 not sure

-

(If yes) ’

oh the following scale from 1 to 5, how
severe vwould you =ay this incident was
to you? [Circle cne nuater.)

Rot severe : Extremely
at all ~. 1 p 3 4 5 severe

-

{d) Have you teen threatened with a gunm or

shot at?
1. yes z po 3 not sure
!Tf yes)

Cn the fcllowing ccale froe 1 to 5, how
to you? {Circle one namker.)

Not severe Extrerely
at all 1 Z 3 & 5 severe

i€} Did amyorne steal something frem ycu
vithcot you teing aware of it until
after the incident?
1 yes pi no 3 not sure
- _— —_— \

!If yes) :
On the following qcale froz 7 tc 5, how’
severe would you say this ircident was

to you? (Circle one numte:-) v e
Not severe Extrenmely
at all 1 z 3 8 S severe

{f) Did anyocne intentionally damage something
that you cwn?

-

1 yes 2 no 3 not sure

If yes)

Cn the folloving =cale from 1 tc 5, how
severe would you say this incident vas
to you? [Circle one number )

Not severe _’  Extrenmely,

at all 1 z 3 4 5 severe
A !;

If yog,responded "yes" to any one of the

guestions frcm 9(a) to.9(f), please

answer all of the remaining guestiocns.

If you responded "no" tc all of the
questions frem 9a) to S!f), please

170
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skip to guestions 18 to 24,

10. Do you recall exactly in whickh month tte
latest crime against ycv occurred?

1 yes 2 ne -
(If yes)
In which month{s) did it/they occur?
(Specify)
(If no)
Do you recall the season!s)?
1 Spring (Apr., May)

Sumger [Jure, July, Aug., Sept.)

Fall {Oct., Nov.) '

Winter (Pec.,*Jdan., Feb., Bar.) g
ne - -

11. Have you suffered from any of the
follcving as a result cf being a
victim cf crimefs)? !Check all
relevant ansvers)

1 " fear of being alcre
2 fear cf entering your
residernce or roces

within your residence

"fear of strangers

fear of walking cutside

alcne at right

sleerlessress

keadaches

nervousness .

apything else? Explain.

£ W

[T

w -~ ovu

9 no/ncne
12. Does/Do the crime!s) against you
in the past year--that is, bhetween
January 1, 1984 apnd Deceamber 31,
19834--still bother you today in anyway:
1 ____ fyes Z ____ no 3 not sure
{If yes)
In vhat way(s) does it Lother you? Explain.

13. Is being a victim of crime(s) the
vorst thing ttat has happened
to you inm your life?

1 yes z no 3 not sure
14. Did you turn to anyone for assistance
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impediately after the crimels)?

medical dcctor i
psychiatrist or psychologist
cther {Specify)

1 __ ‘Yes z o 3 not sore
'If yes) '
Who were they? I!Check all relevant answers)
1 Spouse
2 family semlter or other relatives
3 neighbtour or friend
4 lawyer
S peolice
6
7
8

What help did you get? Explain.

Al

15. what precautions have ycu taken since
vyou bave teen a victim cf crimeis)?
{Check all relevant ansvers)

1 bought a handgen or reveolver

2 ____ bought insurance or increased
insurance coverage

3 installed a kurglar alara2 in K
the home [housesgarage)

4 ____ installed new lccks cn doors ’“J
and windowus

5 zake sure all dccrs and
windovs are locked

6 avoid going out at night

7 avoid strangers

8 cther precautions (Specify)

0 . nche

16. HEave you moved or dc ycu planm to
move because cf fear of crinme
resulting free your personal
victimization(s)?

1 yes - tave moved
2 yes - plan to ncve
3 o ‘
L ~_don't know -
{If yes)
. Why?

3

17. Since you'tve Pkeen a victin cg\pr'meﬂ
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do you stay hcme more coften?
1 yes p no 3 not sare

Altkough you iay not agree or disagree

completely with apy cf the following
statements, please i:dicate whether

you tend more to ag

e cr disagree

with each statement.

" (a)

(t)

fc)

(d)

e)

19.

20.

There is little use writing to public
officials because cfter they aren't
really interested ir the probleas of
the average man. .

1 agree p; disagree

Nowadays a persop has tc live pretty
nuch fer today and let tomorrow take
care of itself.

1 © agree 2 __ _ disagree

In sprite of what some feople say,
the lot ¢f the averagp man is
getting worse, nct Fketter.

1 agree 2 disagree

It*s hardly fair to bring children
intc tke world with the way things
lock for the future. .

1 agree 2 ____ disagree

These days a person doesn't reall
know vhom he can ccunt cn. .-
1 ____ agree 2 ____ disagree
Po you think that mcst people
would try to take advantage of
you if they,gct the chance, or
vould they try tc¢ be fair?

1 would take advarntage of you

2 depends

3 ____ den't know s
u would try to be fair

Would you.say that most of the
time peorle try to ke bhelpful,
or that they are mostly just
looking out fer themselves?

1-____ try to be helpful

2 depends

3 .. don't know

q just lcoking out for

themselves
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21. Generally speaking, would ycu

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

say that sost pecple can be
trusted or that ycu can't be
too careful in dealing uith

pecgle?

1 most people can te trusted
2 depends

3 ____ don*t know

8 can't be toc careful

In general, dc ycu think

the courts in this area

deal toc harshly or not
harshly enough with criminals>?

1 too karshly

2 atout right

3 dcn't know . . -
4 not harshly enough

Are¢ there any situations you
can imagine in which you

would aprrove of a roliceman >
striking an adult male citizen?
1 ____ 7yes 2 no 3 not sure

Do you favour. or ofpose the death
peralty for persons convicted of
marder?

1 -favour 2 cppose

3 ___ don't know

What 1s I{was) the approximate annual
inccne of your parents? .
{Adult_ students please indicate your
aprreximate amnual incche.)

(If_you are married, please indicate
you and your spouses combined

annual incoge.)

1 under $£10,000

$10,000-1¢5,999

$20,00C-29,999

$30,000-39,999

$40,000-45,999

$50,000 ¢r mcre

What is your father's
occupation? Descrilte the
kind of wvork he does in

twe or three words. (If
deceased, what was his
occufpation?) {Adult students
please descrite the kind of
vork ycu do in two or three
words.)
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Adult students are these who
attend university but are no
lcnger sugpperted finapcially

professional !doctor, lawyer,
certified accountant)
business manager, official,
farm cwner, prorrietgr -
seni-professional (teacher,
firemar, social worker)
clerical c¢r sales vorker
craftsman, forezan

operative or factory worker
{truck driver)

service worker |[waiter, laundry
wcrker)

unskilled, dcmestic, or farm
wvorker

nc ansuer

by their parents. For example: .

they
wvork

attend university part-time,
full-time, and pay for their

cwn accommodations.

3.3 The Concepts Defined

I. gCuestjons Agpplicakle to Both the Victims and Non-Victims

cf Crime
A. Demographic Cuestiors ‘ -
Item 1 Sex: 1. Kale 2. Female
Item 2 Marital Status: 1. Single
° 2. Married
3. Widoweg
4. Separated
. 5. Divorced
6. living Together
Item 3 Age: 1. Younger than 18 2. 1824
3. 25-34% 4. 35-44
S. 45-54 6. €5 and over
Item 4 Feligion: O. None 1. Eoman Catholic

2. EFastern BRite Catholic

3. Greek (or Russiamr) Orthodox
4. Jewish

5. Protestant 6. Other
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Iten 5 (If a memkter of a téé%éigg;-gronp)
- BFeligiositys 1. Alcut once a week or scre

2. 2 ¢x 3 times a month
3. Alcut once a montt
4. Several times a year
5. Akcut once a year
6. Less than once a year
7. Never

Item 6 Year in Uriversity: » Preliminary 1'. Pirst

2. Secoad 3. Third
. 4. Pourth €. Other

Item 7 Major Field cf Stundy: 0. OUndecided
: 1. Social Science
2. Science 3. Arts
b 4. Business
S. Human Kiretics
6. Engineering
: +-71e Educatior
Item 8 1living Arrangement: 1. Bent 2. Oun
3. Room and Bceard
4. Live With Farents
S. University
Residence
6. Cther

B. Crimes -
“ Item 9 GEHobbery: The taking of property
in rossession of its rightful
cwner ky force or intimidaticn,
with or without the use of a
wearon., A robktery means that
criminal and victim have
» cenfrented each other..
Item 10 Burglary: The offender illegally enters
a residence. The offender may
or may not use force [fcr example,
breaking down the door) tc gair
entry.
. Item 11 Physical Assault: The cffender used
: rhysical force against
the victim with or
without the use of a
¥eapon. N
Item 12 Assault ®ith A Gun: The offender shot at or
threatened tc¢ shoot
the victim with a gun.
Item 13 Theft: The taking cf property wittcut the
consent of the rightful owrer,
4 ' and the owner had nc knowledge
\ cf the crire until after its
gccurrence.

Ytenm+314 Vandalisa: The intentional damagirg
cf rroperty without the
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consent of the r1ghtfu1
cwner.:
. The possible respcnses to Iteas 9 through 14 are:
1. Yes -2. No and 3.° Not Sure.

One reasor for. including these crimes - is ttat théy are
nstudied in. 2ost majeor victimizationisprveys" (Gaqualo in
Galaway and Hudson, 1981: 99 & 102).  Hore impcftantly,
since the wictin _must be ipnterviewed, murder vict%ms were
excluded aleng with these whe are upaware " ef being
victimized, such as victics ¢f consumer fraud.: In'addition.
the respondents must define themselves as victigs. In which
case, victims yho consent tc¢ crimes such as ganbling,
prostitution, and drug abuse do not always defire thelselvés
as victims;. ‘hence, they were exclu@gd from thé study as
vell. iﬁgﬁlly, a victim has to be %dentified. Therefore,
the victimization of large organizatioens, schools, ~and
government cannot be studied in this way (Garcfalo 1in
Galaway and Hudson, 1981: 101-102).

]
&
Item 15 Types cf Crime:
A\ Viclent: If the respondent answvered "yes"™
tc any cne of these ‘
crimes--robbery, physical assault, .
and assault with a gun—-and
ansvered "no" tc all the’other
crimes, then he/she is
categorized as a violent crime
victinm.
. Property: If the respondent ansvered "yes"

: to any cne -of these
crises—=-burglary, theft, and
vandalism-and answereé "nc" to
all the cther crimes, then
kesshe is categorized as a
praoperty crime victinm.

. ) Both: If the resrondent ansvered "yes"
¢ tc acy che of thgse ) =N )
’-
« % - !
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crimes--burglary, theft, ard
vandalisp~—and "yes" to any cne
of these crimes—-rotbery,
physical assault, and assaclt
with a gun—~then the persocr -
is categorized as being beth
a preperty and viclent crise -
: victim, .
Item 16 1Incidents ¢f Victimization:
It includes the number of
different crimes suffered
by the victim. Since there
. are a total «<f six crimes,
- the total possitle ¢ -
inciderts cf victimization
is six.

Unfortunately, it does not
specify whether the crimes
were thke grcduct of cne
ircident or they occurred
cn serarate cccasions.

. Finally, the numter of
- : tines that a respondent
wvas a victin to any cne

crime is rot indicated.

Itex 17 Crime Victirs and Xon—~vVictias of Crime:

Lrime victims: If the respondent
answered "yes"™ to any oneg’-
of tte cuesticos cecncerning
the six crimes then the :
respendeént is classified as .
a crime victim.

Non-Victizs: If the respondent

. ansvered "no" to all ot the

guestions concerning the six
crizes thep- the respondent is
classified as a non~victiam of
cripme.

C. Angnmia Scale .

Ttem 18 Ancmia: A conditicn of the individual.
It pertains to the individual's
serpse of self-to-others
belongingness. In other words, it
is one's subjective feelirngs cf
estrangement from society. It
is marked ty feelings of lonelipess,
horelesstess, and distrust.

The statements cceprising the sczle are
concerned with the-following issces:



179

. 1. Community leaders are unconcerped with

Fecgle's needs.

2. People*s goals cannot Le éccouplished
in a society tkat is unpredictatle

and lacking order.

3. People are receding from the ‘¢oals

already achieved in life.

4. Life is meaningless- and the future lcoks

tleak fcr cne's children. _
S. People cannot count on izmediate
relaticnships fer social and
psycholegical support.
The possible respcerses tc each statezent are:
. 1. Agree 2. Cisagree
Possiltle scores range from C to S. Cne pcirct
agree.
D. Questions Pertaining to Attitude- -
{i) Attitude abcut pecple in generall
Tter 1S5 Are cost cectle fair? 1. sould take
- cf you
2. Lepends
. 3. Don'"t krcw

personal

for each

advaptage

4. Would try tc ke fair
Item 20 Are ceople gostly helpful? 1. Try to be
— - helgful
) 2. Defends

3. Dor't

know

4. Just locking
cut for
thezselves

Item 21 Can most pccple ke trusted?
1. Most pecrple can ke trusted’
2. Derends 3. Lcp't xnow
4. Can't e too careful
by the criminal justice system-
Ttém 22 The courts' treatment cf criminals
) 1. Toc harsh
2. About right
3. Dent't know
4. Not harsh encugh
Item 23 Certain situations warrant
the use cf force Lty the police?
1. Yes 2. No 3. Not Sure
Ttem 24 <Capital Funishzent:
1. Favcur Z. Oprcse 3. Don't krew

-

7. Sogio-Egonomic_Status

p—

711} Attitude about the treatment of crizinrals

Itep 25 Father's Anpual Irpcome: 1. Under $10,000
- 2. 510,0(0-15,999

3. $20,0C0-29,999

4. $30,0€0-39,999

-~ . S. 3u0,000-45,959
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€. 350,000 or more
Item 26 PFather's Occugpaticn: 1. Professional
‘e.g. Decctor)
2. Nanager, Cwper
3. Semi-Prcfessional
e.g- Teacher)
4. Clerical cr Sales
Worker
5., Craftsman, Foreman .,
6. Cperative or
Factory WwWorker
7. Service ucrker
le.g. waiter)
8. Unskilled

IY¥. Questicns Apclicable Only t¢ the Victigs of Crime

A. Subiective Severity cf Crimes

Ttem 27 Severity cf Bcthery

Item 28 Severity of Burglary

Ttem 26 Severity of Physical Assault

Ttem 30 Severity of Assault With 3 Gun

"Item 31 Severity of Therft

Item 32 Severity of Vandalism

The possible respcroses to the aktove iteams are cn a
scale 0of 1 to 5 frem not severe at all to
extrerely severe, respectively.

B. Time cf Victimizatjion : -
Item 33 BRecall the ronth cf the latest crime:
1. Yes 2. Nc .
Ttez 34 {If ves) Mcrth cf-Cccurrence:
01. Jarvary CZ. February
03. Prarch 04. April
05. may 06. June 07. July
08. Aucust 0S. Segptenber
10. Cctecker 11. Ncvember -
12. TLecenter
Item 3° {If no) Season of Cccurrence:
1. Scring (Arr., ¥ay)
2. Suamer !June, July, lug., Sept.)
3. Fall {(Cect-, Nov.)
4. Winter ([Dec., Jan., Febk., HMar.}
5. hc

C. Emotiopal Reactions_ to Victimization
Trem 36 Fear of being alone.

Jtem 37 Fear of entering cre's residence.

Item 38 TFear of strangers. oo

Itep 39 Pear of walking outside alcne at right-
Jtem 40 Sleeplecssnecss
Ttem 41 Headaches
Jtem 42 Nervousness
Item 43 Other

’

)
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Item 44 NosYNone .
The possible respcnses to iteas 36 through 44 are:
0. No 1. Yes :

By addincg together items 3€ to 43,
a new variat is created called
Emotional Reéactions. The total
possitle score is 8. The larger
the score, the more emotional
reacticns tite victim suffered.

/ -
Itea 45 . Stall tcthered by the victizizaticn? 1. Yes
: 2. No
3. XNot
Sure

Iten 46 The victimization 1is the worst thing in
one's life?
1. Yes 2. Nc . Not Sure
r'. Assistarnce Beceived
Ttem 47 Did the victim seek assistance?
1. Yes 2. N¥¢ 3. Not Sure
(If ves) ¥ho were they? '
Item 4B Srouse
Ttem 49 Farily/Relatives
Ttem S0 WNeighbcur/Friend
Iter 51 Lawyer . N
Ttem 52 Pclice
ITtem S3 Medical LCoctcecr
Ttem S4 -SYCblatIlqt/DSVChClongt
-Ttem 55 Other
The 30551b1e respenses to itens 48 through S5 are:
0. No 1. Yes

F. Behavioural Changes in -Terms of the Precautions

Taken

Item 56 Sought a hardgun cr revaolver.

Ttem 57 Bought insuracce or increased insurance.

Item 58 Installed a burgqlar alacs.

Ttem 59 , Installed new locks.

Ttem 60 Lock all docrs and windows.

Ttem 61 Avcid gcing out at night.

Ttem 62 Avoid strangers.

Item 63 Cther precauticns.

Item 64 Ncne

The possible respcoses to items 56 through €4 are:
0. No 1. Yes

By ¢ togetter iteus 5¢ to 63,
a neu variatle is created called
Precautions. The tctal tossible



score is 8. THe larger the
score, the aore precautions
the victim tcok.

Ites 62 Move or plan to move Lecause of tte
victimizaticn(s).
1. Yes-have reved 2. Yes—plan t¢c mave
- ‘ 3. No 4. Zcn't Know . '
Item 66 Stay howme dcre often because of tke
victimizaticn{s). :
1. Yes 2. Nc 2. Not Sure

182
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