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ABSTRACT

This paper simultaneously explores the relationship between social status, routine activity theory, and repeat victimization.
This study compares the effects of lifestyle with key social status variables like gender, race, and sexuality, on varying
degrees of victimization to answer the question: do routine activities or social status predict repeat victimization? This
research is a secondary data analysis using two waves of the Canadian Victimization Survey from 2004 and 2009. Both
a logistic regression and multinomial logistic regression are used to analyze the possible causes of repeat victimization.
Opverall, social status is influenced by lifestyle when predicting victimization; however, key social status variables predict
high levels of victimization such as identifying as gay or lesbian or being an Aboriginal Canadian. The most powerful
indicator of victimization was if a victim had been previously arrested themselves. The results of this study suggest that,
while lifestyle is a strong predictor of victimization, minority groups are still at risk of being victimized at higher levels.
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INTRODUCTION

The relationship between Routine Activity Theory (RAT),
social status, and repeat victimization is complex. The three
areas are rarely studied simultaneously; thus, little is known
about the interaction of repeat victimization with social status
(i.e., income, sex, age, completion of high school, race, Aborig-
inal Canadian status, sexuality, nativity, and an urban-rural
identifier) and RAT. By studying repeat victimization, an
examination of the causes of victimization can be explored
across varying levels of severity and propensity. The majority
of empirical tests on prior victimization use binary measures
of victimization. In this paper, three levels of victimization
will be studied: a binary measure of occurrence, a measure
contrasting repeat and single victimization, and a measure
of high repeat versus repeat victimization. The measures
each paint a different picture of victimization and the
implications of differing measurements warrant exploration.
Both social status and routine activities will be examined to
verify whether the previous weight given to RAT in stud-
ies can be maintained as victimization levels increase. One
would assume that if RAT successfully explains singular
victimization, then as levels of victimization increase, the

variables associated with RAT would also become stronger
predictors of victimization. If routine activities theory cannot
account for repeat victimization, it could raise serious ques-
tions regarding the strength of the theory. Does RAT predict
multiple victimizations or does one’s social status predict
multiple victimizations? The present study offers insight into
this question to help clarify the relationship between RAT,
social status, and repeat victimization.

This research will address the following three research
questions. First, how is social status (i.e., race, socio-economic
status, gender, and sexuality) related to the probability that
an individual will suffer from repeat criminal victimization?
Second, do lifestyle and opportunity differences (specified
by RAT) explain social status differences in repeat victimiza-
tion? Third, are social status characteristics moderated by the
effects of routine activities on victimization?

Background

Repeat victimization refers to a pattern whereby the same
person, household, or place is victimized more than once.
Because of the prevalence of repeat victimization, a small
proportion of victims represent a disproportionate amount
of victimization (Pease, 1993; Perreault & Brennan, 2010;
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Nazaretian & Merolla, 2013). For example, in Canada, just
13.5% of victims represent 54% of all victimization (Gabor
& Mata, 2004). Repeat victimization has been of particular
interest to crime prevention researchers and criminal justice
practitioners since the 1970s and has gained greater exposure
in the 1980s as a result of the Kirkholt Burglary Prevention
Project in the United Kingdom (Forrester et al., 1988). Kirkholt
is a public housing community in England that suffered from
rates of burglary far higher than the national average. The
study focused on individuals who had already been victims of
burglary, finding that repeat victimization was more probable
than first-time victimization. The crime prevention project
implemented crime reduction techniques based on reduc-
ing the opportunity for crime to occur in places it already
had. This study demonstrated that cost-effective methods of
crime prevention could be developed by focusing on those
individuals, households, and places that are most likely to
be repeatedly victimized (Forrester et al., 1988). As well as
aiding in developing crime prevention efforts, research on
repeat victimization has also helped researchers calculate
more accurate rates of crime and has influenced the way
measures of victimization have been constructed in surveys
(Laycock, 2001; Nazaretian & Merolla, 2013; Lauritsen et al.,
2012). Research on the rates of crime that include repeat vic-
timization demonstrates victimization surveys underreport
crime. Specifically, in Canada, they underreport violent crime
more than property crime (Nazaretian & Merolla, 2013).

To date, the bulk of theory testing for repeat victim-
ization involves repeat property crime (Farrell et al., 1995;
Johnson et al., 1997; Tseloni et al., 2004; Johnson, 2008).
More repeat victimization theory testing is needed for non-
property-related victimization. Research indicates that repeat
victimization is most prevalent for the most serious violent
crimes such as sexual assault and assault (Farrell, Tseloni,
& Pease, 2005; Pease, 1993). Previous research on the causes
of repeat victimization uses opportunity theories focusing
primarily on the environment in which a crime occurs as
the most important influence on crime prevalence (Felson
& Clarke, 1998; Tilley et al., 2002). Although criminologists
target multiple aspects of the criminal environment, the most
prominent theory used in studies of repeat victimization is
RAT. Routine activities theory dictates that the most signifi-
cant cause of crime is the opportunity for it to occur, defined
by three factors. For a crime to occur there must be a lack of
capable guardianship, a motivated offender, and a suitable
target (Cohen & Felson, 1979). The last situational factor “a
suitable target” has also been operationalized as including
the lifestyle of the victims. For instance, individuals who
are victimized repeatedly might frequent dangerous areas
or otherwise engage in behaviours that increase their risk
of criminal victimization. Miethe et al. (1987) explain that
RAT incorporates lifestyle theory, but it is a more complete
explanation of victimization because it considers both the
lifestyle of the victim and the environment of victimization.
The proportion of individuals who are repeatedly victim-
ized is seen as evidence that criminal victimization is based
on opportunities, because these individuals have specific
attributes that make them a consistent target for criminal
offenders (Tseloni et al., 2004; Farrell et al., 1995).

Much of the existing research on repeat victimization has
focused on police presence in high crime areas, the physical
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characteristics of high crime areas, and how the mapping of
crime patterns can be used to focus police efforts on “hot
spots” where a large amount of crime occurs (Farrell & Sousa,
2001; Farrell et al., 1995; Menard & Huizinga, 2001; Polvi et
al., 1990; Ratcliffe, 2002; Tseloni & Pease, 2003). The research
focused on how to reduce repeat victimization often uses
experimental methods that alter the opportunity for a crime to
occur by manipulating the physical environment. This research
has generally shown that when the opportunity to commita
crime is manipulated, a reduction results (Short et al., 2010). For
example, numerous studies have examined parking locations
that suffer from repeated car theft. The studies indicate that
by increasing surveillance in the area, changing the physical
characteristics of the hot spots (lighting) can lead to a reduc-
tion in car theft (Levy & Tartaro, 2009). Additionally, there is
little evidence of displacement, or criminal offenders simply
choosing new parking lots, because there was no significant
increase in car theft in nearby areas (Johnson et al., 2012).

This example of repeat victimization research also show-
cases two related trends in the field. First, the research in this
area tends to be limited to property crime; and second, there
is little focus on the impact of social status on the opportu-
nity for crime to occur. The present study will focus on both
opportunity and social status to determine whether the same
theoretical framework that is often used to explain victim-
ization is useful for explaining repeat victimization. Addi-
tionally, this research includes an analysis of both property
and violent crime, broadening the previously narrow focus
used in other tests of RAT. Research shows that victims of
assault and sexual assault are the subpopulations of victims
who suffer the highest level of repeat victimization (Farrell
et al.,, 2005). International patterns of repeat victimization
indicate that the likelihood of being a repeat victim increases
as the severity of the crime increases (Farrell et al., 2005).
For instance, Pease (1993) argues that the pattern of repeat
victims being subject to violent crimes is so pronounced
that he suspects that murder victims would suffer from the
highest level of repeat victimization prior to their murder. In
general, violent crimes against individuals are more likely
to be repeat crimes than are crimes against property (Pease,
1993). The literature on victimization fails to fully explain
whether repeat victimization is simply the consequence of
the same factors that put one at risk of victimization to begin
with or whether it results from a more complex explanation.
For example, Lauritsen and Quinet (1995) looked beyond
opportunity-based theories of crime and examined the effects
of the victim labeling process.

Social status is an important factor to consider when
examining repeat victimization as many of the factors that
contribute to the notion of social status have been linked
to an increased risk of victimization: sex (Johnson & Sacco,
1995; Fox et al., 2009); race (Peterson & Krivo, 1999); age
(Lauritsen et al., 1992; Sampson & Laub, 2003); income
(Gannon & Mihorean, 2004; Daly, Wilson, & Vasdev, 2001);
education (Lochner, & Moretti, 2004, Machin et al., 2011);
sexuality (Herek, 1990); nativity (Reitz & Banerjee, 2007);
Aboriginal status (Brzozowski et al., 2006). These variables
(as discussed below) are missing in the majority of research
on repeat victimization despite it having been demonstrated
in previous studies that they predict both criminal offending
and victimization.
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This research is of importance to the Canadian popula-
tion because Canada suffers from high rates of repeat vic-
timization. For instance, in 2004, just 10% of Canadian crime
victims represented 60% of all criminal incidents (Perreault
& Brennan, 2009). In addition to the skewed amount of crime
repeat victimization represents, this effect is exaggerated for
the most serious crime types; just two percent of the Canadian
population accounted for 60% of all violent crime victimiza-
tions (Perreault & Brennan, 2009). Given the degree to which
repeat victimization plagues Canada, further research is
needed to inform policymakers and practitioners interested
in implementing crime prevention measures.

A review of the literature in this field will demonstrate
two things. First, research that has examined opportunity theo-
ries of crime (versus social status) has not used repeat victim-
ization as the dependent variable. Second, research on repeat
victimization has not addressed the relationship between
social status characteristics and multiple victimizations.

Opportunity Research Missing Repeat Victimization
While the research focused on repeat victimization has
ignored social inequality in its explanation of crime, there is
research in the opportunity theory literature that includes
inequality. The majority of research in this area comes from
lifestyle theory research, but social inequalities are also
included in more formal tests of RAT (Cohen & Felson,
1979). Research in this area has examined the link between
inequality and lifestyle. Cohen et al. (1981), in their earlier
work, specifically explored the connection between social
inequality and predatory victimization. While they found
some connection between inequality and victimization,
it suggested that path analysis would be a useful tool for
explaining crime. For instance, the researchers found that
people in their study were racially and economically seg-
regated and that those who live in poor neighbourhoods were
both more likely to be a poor minority and more likely to be
victimized. However, when they controlled for lifestyle and
proximity to poor urban areas, they found that income, race,
and gender did not have direct effects on the risk of assault
(Cohen et al., 1981). Using a tiered measure of victimization,
unlike the Cohen study, may uncover the direct effect or the
partial effect of inequality on victimization when control-
ling for lifestyle. While not directly looking for the effect
of inequality on victimization (instead of controlling for it),
other research on the topic has placed opportunity above
inequality in explaining crime (Jensen & Brown(field, 1986;
Miethe et al., 1987).

One important study on the connection between oppor-
tunity theories of crime and inequality is by Cao and Maume
(1993). In their research, they found that lifestyle and urban-
ization were strong predictors of robbery. However, they
also found that the influence of inequality on robbery was
mediated by lifestyle. The findings suggest that urbanization
and lifestyle are not causal elements of victimization but are
mechanisms of the effects of social status. Their work prompts
further research on the connection between said variables
since these relationships are currently underexamined.

While inequality is not the missing variable in lifestyle
theory victimization research, the previously discussed
studies lack consideration of repeat victimization. The major-
ity of the work cited is American and, until recently, the
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National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) did not have
an easily accessible measure of repeat victimization because
multiple victimization incidents were recorded as series of
incidents without a record of the exact number of victimiza-
tions (Ybarra & Lohr, 2002). Research in the field of repeat
victimization has been met with enough acknowledgment
that the United States Census Bureau has been persuaded
to change their data collection to better measure exact levels
of repeat victimization (Lauritsen et al., 2012). Thus, prior
research in this area could not use victimization as a variable
with scale. This research not only expands on the work of
previous repeat victimization research, but it also expands
the research on RAT (target suitability/lifestyle) by adding
the variable of multiple victimizations.

To date, one study does account for all three of the crite-
ria: inequality, opportunity theory, and repeat victimization.
Tseloni et al. (2004) study residential burglary across three
nations: England and Wales, the United States, and the
Netherlands. Their research uses a continuous variable
instead of a dichotomous one for victimization. The study
also tested for opportunity theories of crime while control-
ling for some variables measuring inequality. One difference
in the cited work and this research is the choice of control
variables. The race variables they used indicated only whether
one was white or not white. In addition to the race variable
being limited, the economic variable was not ideal. Instead
of measuring the exactincome or bracket of income for the
participants, their employment status was used. This sta-
tus indicated whether the participants were unemployed,
employed part-time, or employed full-time (Tseloni et al.,
2004). The researchers found that opportunity was a much
stronger predictor than employment status when predicting
repeat victimization. The purpose of the study was to test
RAT and Lifestyle theory; thus, it was not designed to test the
effect of inequality on victimization. This research builds on
their work, using more measures for social status.

Repeat Victimization Research

The crime pattern referred to as repeat victimization has been
documented as a global phenomenon. Every victimization
survey, whether it is the Canadian Victimization Survey
(CVS), British Crime Survey, NCVS (United States), or the
International Crime Victimization Survey (ICVS), shows a
pattern whereby a small proportion of victims represent a
larger proportion of crime (Farrell & Bouloukos, 2001). The
pattern of repeat victimization is sometimes used to support
the notion that criminals capitalize on the same opportunities
for those who have been victimized multiple times. The asser-
tion is that the opportunity surrounding certain victims is so
great that they are victimized time and time again. Thus, vic-
timization can be attributed to their lifestyle, the environment
they live in, or some combination of the two. People who are
victimized time and time again are presented as appealing
victims. While the connection between opportunity theories
of crime and repeat victimization seems obvious, little has
been done to explore the connection between social status
and repeat victimization.

Repeat victimization literature can be broken down into
three categories of research (methodological, prevention/
policy, and theoretical). There is a plethora of research argu-
ing that repeat victimization is an important methodical
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concern for victimization surveys (Planty & Strom, 2007;
Lauritsen et al., 2012). While this research proves repeat vic-
timization should be addressed in the victimization survey
methodology, it does not make any inferences about the
theoretical connections between repeat victimization and
social status or lifestyle factors. However, the literature in
this field does emphasize the importance of repeat victim-
ization for victimization research, as it demonstrates how a
small number of individuals account for a large proportion
of all victims of crime. For example, Planty and Strom (2007)
show that if repeat victimization is included in the NCVS,
crime rates increase by 62% in 2000 to as much as 174% in
1996. This difference in rates can lead to major differences
in conclusions about the prevalence of crime in the United
States. The authors point out that, in 1996, only 9,969,943
crimes were reported by the government using the NCVS;
however, when repeat victimization is included, the number
of crimes is closer to 25,546,326. Similar findings have been
documented using data from Canada (Nazaretian & Merolla,
2013) and the United Kingdom (Farrell & Pease, 2007). Given
the effect that repeat victimization can have on crime rates,
itis important for scholars to understand the etiology of
repeat victimization.

The increases in crime rates found when accounting for
repeat victimization are not evenly distributed across all
crime types. Instead, research on repeat victimization clearly
demonstrates that the more serious crime types in society are
more heavily influenced by repeat victimization (Farrell et al,,
2005). The ICVS, which surveys 16 countries, demonstrates
that violent crime is more prone to repeat victimization than
property crime. Based on analysis of victimization across
these 16 countries, 43% of victims of sexual assault and 39%
of assault victims suffer from repeated victimization while
only 15.7% of personal theft and 9.3% of car theft victims were
repeat victims (Farrell et al., 2005).

While excelling in crime prevention and measurement
strategies, the field of repeat victimization research has lacked
theoretical development. Farrell et al. (1995) clearly outline
how the effect of repeat victimization on crime prevention
policy has “outpaced” the theoretical understanding. The
lack of theoretical development of repeat victimization is
surprising since it has such a strong influence on crime
rates (Johnson et al., 1973; Zeigenhagen, 1976; Sparks et al.,
1977; Hindelang et al., 1978; Feinberg, 1980; Reiss, 1980;
Gottfredson, 1984; Farrell & Pease, 2007; Nazaretian & Merolla,
2013). The theoretical link between repeat victimization and
opportunity theories has more often been assumed rather
than tested because of the logical link between opportunity
and repeat victimization.

Social status, just like RAT and opportunity theories of
crime, has along history of being linked to victimization. The
connection between income and victimization proposed by
Gannon and Mihorean (2004) and Daly et al. (2001) demon-
strates that a decrease in income is associated with an increase
in the likelihood that individuals will be the victims of violent
crime. The effect of social status on victimization is not limited
to financial inequality but is also established for racial and
sexual minorities, as well as for immigrants (Peterson & Krivo,
1999; Herek, 1990; Reitz & Banerjee, 2007). Within Canada,
governmental research by Perreault and Brennan (2009)
demonstrated that Aboriginal people experience high rates
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of victimization and also have a low social status in the coun-
try. This link between the social status of Aboriginal people
and victimization is also discussed by Dickson-Gilmore and
La Prairie (2005), who identify challenges Aboriginal victims
experience as unequal members of Canadian society.

Given the gaps in the research that have been described,
this research is warranted. Specifically, this work will look at
repeat victimization, RAT, and social status simultaneously
to further develop the field’s theoretical understanding of
why repeat victimization occurs. Not only is it hypothesized
that repeat victimization will be better explained by includ-
ing social status and RAT in a singular analysis but, for the
etiology of this crime pattern to be understood, social status
cannotbe ignored. The environmental context in which crime
occurs is shaped by and linked to social status.

METHODS

Data and Sample

The data used in this research is taken from the CVS, which
is similar to the NCVS and is conducted as part of Statistics
Canada’s General Social Survey every five years. Respondents
selected for the CVS are asked about their experiences with
both personal and property crime victimization experiences
over the past year (Statistics Canada, 2009). However, one key
difference between the CVS and the NCVS is that the CVS
asks respondents for the details of up to 20 crimes per crime
type. Because of this unique feature of the CVS, itis an ideal
dataset to use to study the precursors of repeat victimization.
For this research, the samples from the 2004 and 2009 survey
periods are combined. These two survey years are identical
in content (Perreault & Brennan, 2010). We combined the 2004
and 2009 sections to obtain an adequate number of individu-
als atall victimization levels examined. The target population
of the survey is members of the Canadian population aged 15
and over who do not live in institutional settings. This popu-
lation is thus almost identical to the target population of the
larger General Social Survey (GSS). For the 2004 survey, 23,766
respondents were included in the sample. For the 2009 survey,
19,422 respondents were included in the sample. The total
combined sample includes 43,188 individuals. The response
rates are 75% for 2004 and 61.6% for 2009. All analyses are
weighted using the Statistics Canada—provided weights that
correct for a differential response.

Dependent Variable

The dependent variable for this study is victimization. Several
specifications of this variable are included in the multivar-
iate analyses presented below. In the CVS, the variable total
incidents is the rawest measure of victimization. The original
variable continuously measured the total number of times an
individual in the sample reported being victimized, either
for violent or property victimization. Thus, this measure
represents the total number of crime incidents reported by the
respondent in the survey (Statistics Canada, 2009). Responses
to this variable range from 0 to 132 victimization incidents,
and the mean number of victimizations for the total sample
was 0.63 with a standard deviation of 3.11 (see Table I). The
crimes included in this analysis are sexual assault, robbery,
physical assault, breaking and entering, motor vehicle theft,
theft of household property, vandalism and theft of personal
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TABLE | Sex, Sexuality, and Racial Rates of Victimization
Sample Size Total Incidents SD Victimization Repeat Victimization High Repeat

Total sample 43,000 0.63 3.11 271 10.5 3.1
Male 21,297 0.65* 3.07 28.3* 10.9* 3.2%
Female 21,903 0.62* 3.16 26.0 10.2 29
LGBT 734 1.41* 5.19 44.2%* 24.9* 10.8*
Heterosexual 42,466 0.62* 3.09 25.7* 10.2 3.0
White 35,467 0.62* 3.01 26.6 10.1 2.8
Visible minority 10,152 0.69 3.75 271 10.7 3.3
Aboriginal 820 1.01* 3.08 36.8* 17.9* 6.6

Source: Statistics Canada, GSS Victimization Survey Cycles 18 and 24
N = 43,200

**p < O]

*p < .05

property. Prior research has demonstrated that the pattern
of repeat victimization is most prominent for those suffering
from the most serious crimes, making the combination of
these types of crime an acceptable choice (Farrell et al., 2005).

Any Victimization vs. No Victimization. The first depen-
dent dichotomous variable used in this study was any victim-
ization. For this variable, 0 represented no victimization and 1
represented all degrees of victimization. For the total sample,
271% of respondents indicated being victimized (Table I).

Repeat Victimization vs. One Victimization. The
dependent variable, repeat victimization, was also dichotomous
and, again, used in logistic regression models for the entire
sample and five subsamples. The variable was coded as 0 or
1, with O representing one victimization and 1 representing
anyone being victimized more than once in the given survey
period. Constructing the variable this way made it possible
to directly compare singular victims of crime with repeat
victims; 38.8% of the victimized sample indicated that they
had been the victim of more than one crime.

High Repeat Victimization vs. Repeat Victimization.
High repeat victimization was the third and final dependent
variable used in the logistic regression models. The vari-
able is dichotomous, with 0 indicating the individual had
been victimized twice within the survey period and 1
indicating that the individual had been victimized three or
more times. This variable compared repeat victims of crime
with those who suffered high levels of repeat victimization.
The cutoff of three victimizations for high repeat status was
chosen because the Canadian government currently caps
all victimization counts at three for use in the calculation
of official governmental statistics (Nazaretian & Merolla,
2013; Statistics Canada, 2009). Thus, if differences are found
between these two categories of victims, the case can be
made that Statistics Canada should reconsider the capping
level. Of all repeat victims, 11.3% indicated that they had
been victimized three or more times. Table I illustrates the
different victimization rates and occurrences based on race,
sex, and sexuality and indicates that LGBT and Aboriginal
Canadians had the highest rates of victimization at 1.41 and
1.01 incidents, respectively, on average. Looking at the percent
of victimization experienced by these different groups, again,
LGBT and Aboriginal Canadians experience the highest
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rates of victimization, at 44.2% and 36.8%, respectively. In
addition to experiencing high rates of victimization, these
two groups also experience statistically significantly higher
rates of repeat victimization and high repeat victimization:
24.9% of LGBT Canadians experienced repeat victimization
and 10.8% experienced high repeat victimization, while 17.9%
of Aboriginal Canadians experienced repeat revictimization
and 6.6% experienced high repeat victimization (Table I).

Independent Variables

The independent variables in this research can be divided into
two broad categories. The first category includes variables
used to measure social status (see Table II). The variables
in this category include income (categorical variable with
13 categories), age, sex (0 = Male, 1 = Female), completion of
high school (0 = No, 1=Yes), race (0 = Minority, 1 = White),
Aboriginal Canadian status (0 = No, 1 = Yes), sexuality (0 =
Heterosexual, 1 = LGBT), nativity (0 = Canadian born, 1 =
foreign born), and an urban-rural identifier (0 = Rural, 1 =
Urban). Of particular interest in this research is the measure-
ment of sexuality. Studying the lesbian, gay, bisexual, and
transgender (LGBT) community sets this study apart from
most studies; this research utilizes a nationally representa-
tive random sample of this population (Statistics Canada
2004; 2009). Included in our sample is the 1.7% of the popu-
lation who self-identified as being LGBT during the survey
years. Having access to such a sample in this capacity is
uncommon; at present, Canada is one of few nations with a
nationally representative victimization survey asking
questions about sexuality.

The second category of variables is used to measure RAT.
Marital status, previous arrest, crime prevention, evening
activities, night work, night travel, and alcohol consump-
tion are all used to measure one’s suitability as a target. These
variables can also be viewed as lifestyle variables (Table II).
The link between lifestyle theories of victimization and RAT
is well established and has been discussed in the work of
Miethe et al. (1987). Composite variables were constructed
to measure capable guardianship and motivated offender. The
composite variable for capable guardianship was created by
combining five questions that asked respondents about the
presence and effectiveness of police in their community. The
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TABLE Il Variable information

Mean/%  Standard Deviation

Dependent

Victimization 271%

Repeat victimization 10.5%

High repeat victimization 3.1%
Control / Social status

Income 9.04 2.33

Age 44.53 18.18

Female (1=Yes) 50.7%

High school (1=Yes) 73.5%

White (1=Yes) 82.1%

Aboriginal (1=Yes) 1.9%

LGBT (1=Yes) 1.7%

Nativity (1=Yes) 21.9%

Urban 3.94 1.66
Routine activity and lifestyle

Capable guardianship 2.56 0.39

Motivated offender 1.27 0.40

Married (1=Yes) 50.9%

Previous arrest (1=Yes) 5.6%

Crime prevention 35.5%

Evening activities 25.09 35.06

Night work 8.69 16.73

Night travel 2.27 1.01

Alcohol consumption 3.31 1.74

Source: Stafistics Canada, Crime Victimization Survey Cycles 18 and 24
N = 43,200

composite variable motivated offender was created by combin-
ing eight questions that asked respondents about the level
of visible crime in their community. For example, one of the
questions was “How much of a problem are: ... people using
or dealing drugs?” (Statistics Canada, 2009).

Analytic Strategy

Given that the primary focus of this study is to investigate
the relationship of the independent variables to low and high
levels of victimization, eliminating outliers from the sample
to use an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression would
have eliminated a central contribution of this study. Thus,
victimization was investigated through four specifications of
the victimization measure. Three dichotomous non-mutually
exclusive specifications of victimization are used with the
logistic regressions. Each victimization category included
the higher rates of victimization within it. For example, the
victimization category included all victims, while the repeat
victimization category only included victims who had been
victimized more than once. For the multinomial logistic
regression, one mutually exclusive categorical specification
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was used (victimization = 1, repeat victimization = 2, high
repeat victimization = 3+). Predictably, most Canadians
reported little to no victimization, and a small number of
individuals reported high levels of victimization, making the
variable positively skewed and inappropriate for continuous
variable linear modelling techniques (e.g., OLS or quantile
regression). In addition to using a multinomial logistic regres-
sion, both a negative binomial and zero-inflated negative
binomial model were considered. Given that the data focuses
on victimization, we do not have a zero-inflated measure,
making zero-inflated models less appropriate. Similarly, the
data does not reflect overdispersion of the means, making
negative binomial models unnecessary (Long & Long, 1997).
After reviewing the structure of the data and considering the
intent to compare groups of victims based on governmental
techniques of capping victimization, a multinomial logistic
model was selected to compare different groups of victims
to non-victims. Comparing these groups is necessary due
to the governmental analyses treating victims of crime as a
single group by capping the dependent variable (Nazaretian
& Merolla, 2013).

RESULTS

When examining variation in victimization across the
entire sample, there were notable differences at all levels of
victimization based on elements of social status and oppor-
tunity. The first analysis of the effects of social status and
opportunity in relation to victimization is a multinomial
logistic regression, with the reference category being no vic-
timization. Table III describes the results from these models
comparing the three levels of victimization to non-victims
of crime. More important for this analysis than singular
significant findings were patterns of significance across
varying levels of victimizations (p < .05). Several variables
are not only significant across the models but have increasing
odds ratios, denoting that there is an increase in the variable
associated with an increase in the chances of victimization.
Of the social status variables, the variables that are significant
and have a consistent directional effect across the model are
age, Aboriginal status, LGBT, and nativity. As respondents’
age increases, individuals are less likely to be the victims of
crime. This effect is stronger as the level of victimization goes
up. Respondents who identified as Aboriginal Canadians are
1.36 times more likely to be victims of one crime, 1.65 times
more likely for two crimes and 1.7 times more likely to be
the victims of three or more crimes, even when controlling
for social status and lifestyle.

Although previous governmental studies identify
Aboriginals as the most victimized minority, LGBT indi-
viduals are also a highly victimized group in this sample.
Canadians identifying as LGBT are no more likely to be
the victim of a singular crime incident; however, they are
1.5 times more likely to be the victims of two crimes and
2.4 times more likely to be victims of three or more crimes.
Females and non-Canadian-born residents are less likely to
be the victims of repeat crimes. Immigrants to Canada are
slightly less likely to be the victims of singular crimes,
0.77 times for two crimes and 0.72 times less likely to be
victimized three times or more. Women, who in past stud-
ies have been shown to experience more victimization than
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TABLE Il Multinomial-logisfic regression reference group non-victims
Victims Repeat  High Repeat
Victims Victims
Exp (B) Exp (B) Exp (B)
Social status
Income 1.054**  1.093** 1.054**
Female 925** 946 .840**
Age 982** Q76** Q64**
High school 1.096** 966 .783**
White 1.101* 1.098 1.022
Aboriginal 1.365**  1.648** 1.708**
LGBT 1.161 1.502** 2.393*
Nativity Q07** JT74x* 716%*
Urban 1.081** 1.114** 1.087**
Routine activity and lifestyle
Capable guardianship .679** AAT** 265**
Motivated offender 1.474**  2.043**  2.463**
Married 966 .810** .815**
Previous arrest 1.490** 1.828** 2.742**
Crime prevention 1.686**  2.563** 4.501**
Evening activities 1.001 1.002** 1.003**
Night work 1.002* 1.005** 1.005**
Night travel 1.039**  1.085** 1.045
Alcohol consumption 1.032** 1.019 1.071*

Source: Statistics Canada, GSS Victimization Survey Cycles 18 and 24
N = 43,200

**p < 0]

*p<.05

Reference Category O = No Victimization

men (sexual victimization), are less likely than males to be
victimized when examining both property and violent crime.
Specifically, women are almost 0.92 times less likely to be
victimized once and 0.84 times less likely to be victimized
three or more times.

Beyond the social status characteristics of the victims,
there are several opportunity variables that predict victimiza-
tion. Individuals who experienced victimization are much
more likely to indicate that there was a presence of motivated
offenders in their community. Victims of one crime are 1.5
times more likely to indicate this, while victims of two
crimes are 2 times more likely to cite potential offenders in
their community as a problem. Individuals who experienced
victimization three or more times are 2.4 times more likely to
identify motivated offenders in their community than those
who were not victimized (Table III). Unfortunately, the vari-
able representing capable guardianship is notideal because
itis formulated based on the opinion of victims. It stands to
reason that someone who has been victimized might see the
presence of police in their community as ineffective.

The second strongest relationship from the multinomial
logistic regression is the connection between victimization
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and previous arrests. Individuals who had been arrested in
the past are much more likely to be victimized than those
who had not been previously arrested. Those who had been
victimized once are 1.5 times more likely to have been pre-
viously arrested. Those who had been victimized twice are
1.8 times more likely to have been previously arrested.
And, finally, those who had been victimized three or more
times are 2.7 times more likely to have been arrested than
non-victims of crime (Table III).

The final significant variable in the model, which is
consistent across all levels of victimization, is the composite
variable of crime prevention. Individuals who had been
victimized once are 1.7 times more likely to engage in crime
prevention strategies than non-victims. Those who were vic-
timized twice are 2.6 times more likely and those who were
victimized three or more times are 4.5 times more likely to
engage in crime prevention. Initially, the use of the crime
prevention variable was assumed to measure some sort of
opportunity-reducing techniques by individuals, which
would then have a negative relationship with victimization.
However, based on the strength of the relationship and the
direction of the effect, crime prevention strategies are most
likely to be initiated after victimization.

In Table IV, the control/social status variables are first run
independently of the opportunity variables (RAT and lifestyle;
Model 1), then these variables are added to demonstrate the
mediating effect of opportunity on social status (Model 2).
Based on Baron and Kenny’s (1986) approach to establishing
mediation, we determined that social status and lifestyle
characteristics were both predictive of victimization. While
almost all of the variables predict victimization in both mod-
els for single victimization in Table III, when comparing the
social status variables in models 1 and 2, the mediated effect on
social status of including opportunity is evident. For example,
the effect of education (high school) is completely mediated,
and for both of the minority groups in the model, there is a
diminished effect (Baron & Kenny, 1986). When opportunity
is added to the model, the effect of being LGBT and having
Aboriginal status is reduced, but not completely eliminated.

This same effect is evident when comparing single
victims with repeat victims in Table IV: when opportunity is
added to the model, the effect of being LGBT on victimization
is decreased. In the case of Aboriginal people, the effectis
completely eliminated. While the effects of social status are
reduced by opportunity for some categories, when looking at
LGBT status, for example, opportunity specifically decreases
the likelihood of LGBT victimization from 92% to 42%. Thus,
even when controlling for opportunity variables, the LGBT
community is still 43% more likely to experience repeat
victimization than the general population.

In the last column of Table IV, fewer variables predict
victimization differences between repeat and high repeat
victims; however, for those variables that are significant,
opportunity mediates the effect of social status. The effects
of income, Aboriginal status, and nativity are completely
mediated by opportunity. A reduction in the effect of social
status is shown for LGBT status and completion of high
school. The effect becomes more pronounced for age. Even
when accounting for opportunity, then, LGBT status still
makes respondents almost 1.7 times more likely to be a high
repeat victim than a repeat victim of crime.
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TABLE IV logistic regression nationally representative sample

Victimization Repeat Victimization High Repeat Victimization
N = 43,200 N = 11,707 N =4,536
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B)
Social status
Income 1.043 *x 1.063 *x 1.000 1.027 *x 967 * 991
Female 942 * 925 o 1.036 1.028 969 932
Age 971 * 979 o 082 o 992 *x Q76  ** 084 o
High school 1.117 *x 1.017 .883 ** .832 *x 825  ** .753 *
White 1.072 1.090 * 931 978 .879 940
Aboriginal 1.726 o 1.472 o 1.391 * 1.248 1.407  * 1.202
LGBT 1.861 il 1.401 ** 1.921 ** 1.428 *x 2.410 ** 1.694 **
Nativity .763 o .856 o 778 *x .876 * .755 * .888
Urban 1.090 *x 1.034 * 1.008
Routine activity and lifestyle

Capable guardianship .544 *x .569 *x 465 *x
Motivated offender 1.730 *x 1.579  ** 1.554  **
Married 910 o .852 o o1
Previous arrest 1.684 o 1.403 *x 1.740 o
Crime prevention 2.052 ** 1.755 *x 2.309 **
Evening activities 1.001 o 1.006 o 1.007 *x
Night work 1.003 ** 1.002 1.001
Night travel 1.051 ** 1.031 993
Alcohol consumption 1.031 *x 1.001 1.042 *

Source: Statistics Canada, GSS Victimization Survey Cycles 18 and 24
*45 < Of
*p < .05

DISCUSSION

As suspected in the case of the models that compare no
victimization with single victimization, the majority of the
variables were significant. Not only was this due to the large
sample size, but this effect is also because they were selected
based on their prior significance in previous research and
theoretical tests. Of particular interest in this research is
the question of whether these variables remain significant
predictors of victimization at varying levels of victimization
and whether they remain directionally significant.

As victimization became more severe, fewer variables
remained significant and even fewer variables remained
significant while operating in the same direction. The three
social status variables that remained significant across the
majority of the models are the completion of high school, age,
and LGBT status. Additionally, the effects of lifestyle medi-
ated all three of these variables (Table III). There are also five
lifestyle/opportunity variables that remained significantin all
of the models: previous arrest, crime prevention, the number
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of evening activities, capable guardianship, and a motivated
offender. For many of the opportunity variables, issues arose
concerning dependent versus independent variable confusion.
For example, the number of crime prevention strategies one
engaged in increased as victimization increased. This indi-
cates that engaging in crime prevention strategies is a result
of more frequent victimization, and, in a sense, is ineffective.
Other variables where causality was muddled include capable
guardianship and motivated offender. It is unclear whether
these variables are truly accurate responses by respondents
or whether victims’ views have been changed by being vic-
timized. For example, did the respondent’s view of the police
diminish because she or he had been repeatedly victimized, or
was a respondent who was repeatedly victimized able to accu-
rately report the quality of policing in their neighbourhood? In
future iterations of this research, this could be controlled by
comparing victims and non-victims who reside in the same
areas for their opinion on policing/capable guardianship.
The most powerful indicator of whether someone would
be victimized is having been previously arrested. This vari-
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able could be considered the ultimate lifestyle variable and
further strengthens the literature on the victim-offender
overlap. While the lifestyle/opportunity variables did not
consistently predict victimization through all of the models,
they did cause mediation in all of the logistic regressions.
So, although these variables did not solely explain victimiza-
tion, they did rule out certain social status variables. Further-
more, a mediating effect was also noted in the social status
variables that remained significant, indicating that victim-
ization is explained by both social status and opportunity
simultaneously versus reciprocal causation.

Some of the most compelling findings of this research
are the social status variables that remained highly signifi-
cant in the majority of the models. For example, the predic-
tive power of being gay or lesbian is highly significant in all
of the models and not entirely explained away by lifestyle
differences. While being Aboriginal was not significant in
every model, it was still a strong predictor of victimization,
which is in line with Canadian research on victimization
(Brzozowski et al., 2006). Further research is needed to
understand why certain groups are repeatedly targeted for
victimization in Canada, devoid of lifestyle differences that
would make them more suitable targets. Future research on
this topic should include research with specific subsamples,
such as the LGBT or Aboriginal population, to identify the
within-group causes/predictors of singular versus repeat
victimization.

CONCLUSION

While our research is a step towards gaining a better under-
standing of how lifestyle and social status characteristics
affect victimization, our study has limitations. First, we are
using secondary data provided by the Canadian Victimiza-
tion Survey. The data is not explicitly designed with the vari-
ables of interest in this study in mind. More precise measures
could be created to determine with more specificity whether
our findings can be replicated. Second, the restricted nature
of the data makes itimpossible to conduct post hoc analyses:
once the researcher left the facility, it was not feasible to
return to the data repository to re-run or revisit analyses of
interest. If the sample sizes differed between results within
20 respondents, results could not be exported. Finally, the
sample size of the data varies from one data collection period
to the next. While we expanded our sample size by combining
two waves of data, it would be preferable to use waves with
higher response rates, if possible. Although the current study
and data are not without limitations, they do offer insight into
an underexamined and important topic. Further, the results of
our study may provide insight into policies and practices
that may reduce the risk of victimization and revictimiza-
tion for vulnerable populations living in Canada. Taken in
combination with other studies on this topic, we are hopeful
that policymakers can use these findings to address risk fac-
tors and design policy for the at-risk populations identified in
this study. Victimization in Canada is not evenly distributed
and our crime prevention strategies need to be reflective of
this in both scope and funding.
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