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to a"t '" -J" ", Preliminary Findings 

Victims of Crime: 

\ J~ of the Canadian 
New Bulletin Se~ie~CQ\H5rrIOr. ~rban Victimization 

d I 'tht .\ 'f . I Survey As part of my Ministry's efforts to meet 
the rights and needs of the victims of 
crime, we undertook a survey which 
went to the community - to the people 
themselves, to ask about their victimiza­
tion experiences and responses to 
crime. More than 61,000 Canadians in 
seven urban centres across the country 
were interviewed in this process - prob­
ably the largest survey of this kind ever 
undertaken in Canada. Current crime 
statistics are based on reported crimes. 
or on pOlice interventions or on results 
of prosecutions. and are often con­
tradictory. They are all deficient in pro­
viding a true insight into actual criminal 
activity in Canada. 

\ This Canadian Urban Victimization 
, Survey provides us with an excellent 

source of information about the victims 
of certain crimes. the risks and impact of 
victimization. the extent and distribution 
of reported and unreported crime in our 
communities, and about public aware­
ness of. and participation in. crime com­
pensation and crime prevention pro­
grams. 

This is the first in a series of Bulletins. 
based on the victimization survey re­
sults. which will be published by my 
Ministry over the coming months. This 
first Bulletin provides general informa­
tion on victimization rates. the extent 
and distribution of crimes and the rea­
sons victims gave for failure to report 
crimes to the police. Future Bulletins will 

Programs Branch/ 
Research and Statistics Group 

ea WI OplCJl 0 partlcu ar concern to 
my Ministry: e1aerly victims; victims of 
violence by intimates and victims of vio­
lence by strangers; break and entry 
offences; motor vehicle thefts, vanda­
lism; public perceptions of crime and the 
criminal justice system; measurement of 
crime and victimization; and the social, 
environmental and seasonal factors 
which are related to risk of victimization. 

Some early results from the survey 
have already been included in the Re­
port of the Federal/Provincial Task 
Force on Justice for Victims of Crime. It 
is my hope that by publishing these spe­
cialized Bulletins we will make the sur­
vey results easily accessible to a wide 
variety of audiences concerned with the 
provision of services to victims, with 
effective policing, and more broadly, 
with the control and prevention of crime. 

Victimization surveys provide us with 
a vital new perspective on the complex 
nature and consequences of crime. I am 
confidentthat these reports will prove to 
be more than simply provocative. They 
will, I am,sure, inform our efforts to pro­
vide humane, equitable, effective justice 
and the continuing debates about how 
best to achieve these objectives. 

Bob Kaplan. P.C .• Q.C .• M.P. 
Solicitor General of Canada 

Until recently. little could be said with 
confidence about which Canadians 
were most likely to be victimized by 
crime or even how many were victim­
ized. Crime statistics such as the Uni­
form Crime Reports give virtually no in­
formation on the victims of crime nor on 
the incidence of crimes not reported to 
the police. 

Early in 1982. however. the Ministry of 
the Solicitor General with the assistance 
of Statistics Canada conducted a 
victimization survey in seven major 
urban centres: Greater Vancouver. Ed­
monton. Winnipeg. Toronto. Montreal. 
Halifax-Dartmouth. and SI. John's. The 
Canadian Urban Victimization Survey 
provides the most extensive information 
yet produced concerning the extent of 
reported and unreported crime during 
1981. the risk of criminal victimization. 
the impact of crime. public perceptions 
of crirne and the criminal justice system 
and victims' f,lerceptions of their experi­
ences. 

To develup a methodology for con­
ducting victin lization surveys in Canada. 
three major pretests were conducted. 
The initial pretest was conducted in 
Edmonton c.nd had, as its primary pur­
pose. a ccmparison of personal and 
telephone mterviewing techniques. The 
results c!f the Edmonton study indicated 
that ddta collected over the telephone 
were comparable to data obtained by 
the far more cosily method of in-person 
interviews. The second pretest was con­
ducted in Hamilton to test and to refine 
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the telephone interviewing procedures. 
This research led to the telephone in­
terviewing procedures used in the final 
pre-test, the Greater Vancouver Vic­
timization Survey (1979). Highlights of 
the findings from this pretest are avail­
able from the Communications Division 
of the Ministry of the Solicitor General. 

During January and February of 1982, 
Statistics Canal' -1 interviewers con­
ducted telephone interviews with a large 
sample of residents 1 aged 16 and older 
in the seven urban centres. People un­
der 16 were not interviewed, nor were 
their personal victimizations reported by 
others. To maximize reliability of recall, 
respondents were asked to report on 
only those incidents which had occurred 

I between January 1 and December 31, 
1981. 

Because of the very low incidence of 
some types of crime (such as sexual 
assault), very large samples are re­
quired to ensure that enough cases are 
"caught" to be statistically representa­
tive of all actual cases in the community 
under study. Sample sizes ranged from 
6,910 in one city to 9,563 in another, with 
more than 61,000 interviews completed 
overall. Costs of such a large survey 
would have been prohibitive if face-to­
face interviewing methods had been 
used. On the basis of these interviews, 
statistical estimates were made for the 
general population 16 and over in the 
seven cities. These statistically derived 
estimates for the population are used 
throughout this report. 

Victimization surveys can provide in­
formation about most, but not all types of 
crimes which are of major concern to the 
general public. Crimes such as murder, 
kidnapping, and "victimless" crimes can­
not be captured using survey tech­
niques, and were therefore excluded. 
Crimes committed against commercial 
establishments were also excluded from 
this particular survey. 

The eight categories of crimes in­
cluded in this survey are: sexual assault, 
robbery, assault, break and entry, motor 
vehicle theft, theft of househould proper­
ty, theft of personal property and vandal­
ism. These offences are ranked in de­
scending order of seriousness. Full def­
initions of the eight offence categories 
can be found in Appendix 1. 

Incidents which involved the commis­
sion of several different criminal acts 

1 The survey excluded commercial and in­
stitutional telephones. For a detailed discussion 
of the methodology used, consult the forth­
coming report from the Ministry of the Solicitor 
General, "Measuring Crime and Victimization". 
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appear in the tables only once, accord­
ing to the most serious component of the 
event. Thus for example, if sexual 
assault, theft of money and vandalism 
all occurred at the same time, the in­
cident would be classified in these 
tables as sexual assault. An incident 
would be classified as vandalism (least 
serious on the hierarchy) only if no other 
crime which is higher on the seriousness 
scale occurred at the same time. 

Analyses in this report are based on 
the general offence categories outlined 
above. At a later date it will be possible 
to make more refined distinctions be­
tween and within offence categories 
according to other factors such as: 
whether the incident was only attempted 
or completed; amount of damage, in;ury 
or financial loss incurred; type of 
weapon used; response of victims; loca­
tion and time of offence; number of 
offenders; number of victims; character­
istics of offenders; characteristics of vic­
tims. 

Uniform Crime Reports 
and Victimization Surveys 

One of the persistent problems faced 
by law enforcers, policy makers and re­
searchers alike has been the inability to 
determine accurately the incidence and 
distribution of crime in the community. 
Although Uniform Crime Reports now 
provide national police statistics which 
are based upon standardized definitions 
of crimes and standardized counting 
procedures, a significant gap is still 
known to exist between the number of 
crimes recorded in these reports, and 
the number which ac.tually occur. 

We know that there are regional and 
inter-category variations in victim and 
witness reporting practices, and in 
police recording practices, but until now 
no serious attempt has been under­
,taken to measure these differences 
in Canada. 

Data obtained from victimization sur­
veys provide an important complement 
to official police statistics because the 
issue of the so-called "dark" number of 
actual crimes is addressed directly. Vic­
tims are asked to describe both reported 
and unreported incidents in which they 
have been victimized, and to give their 
reasons for non-reporting. Such in­
formation allows us to examine vari­
ations in reporting rates, allows some 
measure of how victims define in­
cidents, and generally provides us with a 
better understanding of the functioning 
of the criminal justice system from the 

perspective of the victim than has pre­
viously been possible. 

As mentioned earlier, certain crimes 
such as murder or white collar crime 
cannot be captured using survey tech­
niques and are therefore ommitted, and 
the range of victims is similarly re­
stricted. In the present survey, for ex­
ample, incidents involving victims who 
live outside the survey area, victims who 
have no telephones or victims who are 
under 16 years of age are excluded. 
Similarly, our data include crimes CO/T1-
mitted against residents of the seven 
urban centres wherever these crimes 
may have occurred, but do not include 
crimes against non-residents (tourists or 
commuters) which may have occurred 
while they were in the city, or crimes 
which have been committed ,.Jainst 
businesses or public property. 

Risk of Victimization 
For the year 1981, there were more 

than 700,000 personal victimizations of 
people over 16 (sexual assault, robbery, 
assault, and theft of personal property), 
and almost 900,000 household victim­
izations (break and enter, motor vehicle 
theft, theft of household property and 
vandalism) in the seven cities surveyed 
(see Table 1). Fewer than 42% of these 
incidents had been reported to the 
police (Table 2). Quite simply, a large 
number of Canadians were victimized, 
many more than Uniform Crime Report 
statistics would indicate. 

Most of these incidents, it should be 
noted, did not involve those offences 
which evoke our greatest fears. There 
were relatively few sexual assaults or 
robberies, for example. Far more fre­
quent were thefts of personal property 
(Le. without contact), and assaults. Sim­
ilarly, theft of household property was 
the most frequent of household of­
fences, followed by break and enter and 
vandalism, with relatively few motor 
vehicle thefts. 

While in the public consciousness 
crime is generally equated with vio­
lence, in the experience of Canadians, 
crime is rarely violent. Canadians are far 
more likely to be victims of crimes 
against property than crimes against the 
person. 

This is not to suggest that the experi­
ence of victimization is therefore typical­
ly a painless one with little lasting effect. 
A good deal of research, for example, 
has shown that many of the victims of 
break and enter in particular experience 
some form of crisis reaction quite apart 

Table 1 

Seven Cities 

Incident Rates 

Personal Offences 

Type of Incident 

- All personal incidents 

- All violent incidents 

-Sexual Assaults 

-Robbery 

-Assault 

- Personal Theft 

Household Offences 

Type of Incident 

All household Incidents 

Break and Enter 

Molor Vehicle Theft 

Household Theft 

Vandalism 

Estimated 
Inc!dents 

702,200 

352.300 

17,200 

49,400 

285,700 

349.900 

Estimated 
Incidents 

898,400 

227,400 

40,600 

417.300 

213,100 

Population aged 16 and older in seven cities ~ 4.975.900 
Males c 2.357,000 

Females ~ 2.618,900 

Rates per 1000 Population 
16 and older 

Total Males Females 

141 154 129 

70 90 53 

3.5 0.8 5.8 

10 13 7 

57 79 39 

70 66 74 

Tolal householdS in seven cilies ~ 2,424.900 

Rate per 
1000 Households 

369 

94 

17 

172 

88 

Table 2 ' • 
Seven Cities 

~--- -- ---- - ~~-~- ---- ~--

Who are the Victims? 
When incidents are divided into the 

two general categories of personal of­
fences and household offences it is pos­
sible to calculate rates per thousand 
population or per thousand households. 
Table 1 and Figure 1 show that about 70 
incidents of personal theft per thousand 
population aged 16 and older occurred 
in the seven cities studied, and that the 
more serious the type of incident, the 
less likely it was to occur. Sex dif­
ferences are consid erable for each cate­
gory. Not surprisingly, women are about 
seven times more likely than men to be 
victims of sexual assault (including rape, 
attempted rape, sexual molesting and 
attempted sexual molesting), but they 
are also more likely than men to have 
their personal property stolen (theft of 
personal property). Men are almost 
twice as likely as women to be victims of 
robbery or assault (Figure 2). 

Risk of victimization is closely tied to 
age. Contrary to popular belief, howev­
er, elderly people are relatively unlikely 
to be victimized by crime. Those under 
25 had the highest rate of victimization in 
all c:!!;'yories of personal offences, and 
these high rates decline rapidly with in­
creasing age after this point (Figures 3 
and 4).ln fact, the actual sample counts 
of sexual assault and robbery incidents 
for those over 60 were so low that 
estimated numbers and rates are unre­
liable. 

Number of Incidents of Selected Types and Proportion not Reported to Police The relationship between income arid 
victimization is more complex. As one 
might expect, the higher the family in­
come of urban residents the more likely 
they will experience some form of 
household victimization or personal 
theft. Furthermore, there may be difl'er­
ences among income groups in their 
levels of tolerance for and awareness of 
some types of incidents. For example, 
higher income residents may be more 
sensitive to and angered by incidents of 
vandalism than are lower income resi­
dents. However, lower income in­
dividuals are as likely or more likely than 
others to suffer a personal violent 
victimization - sexual assault, robbery 
or assault (Figures 5 and 6; Tables 3 and 

Type of Incident 

Sexual Assault 

Robbery 

Assault 

Break & Enter 

Motor Vehicle Theft 

Household Theft 

Personal Theft 

Vandalism 

TOTAL 

Percent of 
Estimated Estimated Percent Percent 
Incidents Incidents Unreported Reported 

17,200 62 38 

49.300 3 55 45 

285,700 18 66 34 

227,400 14 36 64 

40,600 3 30 70 

417.300 26 56 44 

349,900 22 71 29 

213.100 13 65 35 

1,600.500 100 58 42 

U.S. Dlpartmeot Of JuaUce 4). 
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positive relationship shown for rates of 
sexual assault. 

When we examine the categories of 
people most likely to be victimized, 
many popular myths are exploded. Us­
ing the victimization data we can draw a 
profile of the victim of crime against the 
person: young unmarried male, living 
alone, probably looking for work or a 
student, and with an active life outside 
the home2 

- not very different from the 
profile we might draw of the offender. 
Significantly, the young male victim ex­
presses little concern about or fear of 
crime, even after he has been vic­
timized. 

Reported and Unreported 
Crimes 

As was mentioned previously, more 
than half of the incidents described to 
interviewers (58%) were never brought 
to the attention of the police. Combining 
results from the seven cities we find that 
the crime most likely to be reported was 
theft or attempted theft of a motor vehi­
cle (70% reported), and the crime least 
likely to be reported was theft of per­
sonal property (29% reported) (Table 6). 
Females had a higher reporting rate 
than males for sexual assault, robbery 
and assault, and generally speaking 
those 65 and over were also more likely 
to report incidents than younger victims. 

The most common reasons given for 
failure to report an offence were that the 
incident was "too minor" (mentioned in 
two-thirds of the incidents in which no 
report was made); that "police could do 
nothing about it anyway" (61 %); and that 
"it was too inconvenient" to make a re­
port or victims "did not want to take the 
time" (24%) (Table 7)3. For many, we 
have learned, the criminal justice sys­
tem seems too complex or confusing 
and perhaps the prospect of becoming 
part of the process - as a witness for 
example, seems intimidating, potentially 
costly in time and money and in­
convenient more generally. But the 
problems go beyond financial cost and 
inconvenience. 

When reasons for non-report are 
analysed by offence category it be­
comes clear that the pattern of reasons. 

2 These and other factors of risk will be the topic of 
a later report. 

3 Percentages do not add to 100 since victims 
could give more than one reason for failure to 
report anyone indicent. 

Table 3 '" 

Incident Rates by Family Income 

Annual Family 
Income 

Less than $9,000 

$9,000 - 14,999 

$15,000 -19,999 

$20,000 - 24,999 

$25,000 - 29,999 

S30,OOO - 39,999 

$40,000 or more 

Sexual 
Assault 

7 

4 

4 

3' 

1" 

3' 

2' 

Robbery 

13 

15 

14 

9 

7 

6 

12 

-------~ ---

Rates per 1 ,OO~. Population 

Assault 

61 

78 

60 

57 

52 

62 

69 

Personal 
Theft 

61 

70 

72 

77 

66 

80 

94 

, The actual count was low (11 to 20), therefore caution should be exercised when interpreting this rate. 
.. The actual count was very low (10 or fewer), therefore extreme caution should be exercised when 

interpreting this rate. 

Figure 1 

Incident Rates 175 

150 

125 

100 

75 

Per 1.000 50 
Populalton .. 
Per 1.000 25 

Households 

c::J 

Figure 2 

Personal Violent 

Sexual 
Assault 
17200 

Offence Rates 90 

Rates per 1,000 Population 
BO 

70 

60 

50 

TOlal 
40 

- 30 

Male c=J 20 

Femare 
10 

c=J 

Robbery 
49400 

Assault 
2B5700 

94 

70 

Personal Break & 
Theft Enter 

349 900 227400 

Type of fneldenl 

172 

BB 

HousehOld 
M V Theil Theil VandalIsm 

40600 417300 213.100 

79 

57 

Incident Rates by Family Income 

Annual Family 
Income 

Less than $9,000 

$9,000 - 14,999 

$15,000 - 19,999 

$20,000 - 24,999 

$25,000 - 29,999 

$30,000 - 39,999 

$40,000 or more 

Break & 
Enter 

83 

104 

103 

99 

99 

103 

113 

Motor Vehicle 
Theft 

8 

16 

19 

23 

23 

22 

20 

Incident Rates by Average Number of Evening 
Activities Outside the Home per Month 

Evening 
Activities 

1-9 

10-19 

20-29 

30 or more 

Sexual 
Assault 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Robbery 

5 

6 

10 

20 

Rates per 1,000 Households 

Household 
Theft 

99 

150 

176 

225 

208 

229 

241 

Vandalism 

41 

71 

90 

108 

123 

120 

128 

Rates per 1,000 Population 

Assault 

21 

38 

59 

119 

Personal 
Theft 

34 

54 

88 

118 

given by sexual assault victims varied 
from the average in some important re­
spects. The most common reason given 
by sexual assault victims for failure to 
report was that police could not do any­
thing about it (52%), but this was closely 
followed by 43% who cited concern 
about the attitude of police or courts to­
wards this type of incident. Overall, this 
reason for failure to report (concern 
about attitude) was given by only 8% of 
victims. 

Fear of revenge by the offender was 
also exceptionally common among vic­
tims of sexual assault. One third cited 
this as a reason for non-report. Overall, 
considering all offences, only 4% of non­
reporting victims gave this as a reason 
for their inaction. For female victims of 
non-sexual assault, fear of revenge by 
the offender was mentioned by 21 % of 
those who failed to report the incident 
(Table 8; Figures 8 and 9). 

Table 6. . 

Proportion of Unreported Incidents by Type of Crime in Seven Cities 

Vancouver Edmonton Winnipeg 

Sexual Assault 68 (5)tlJ 

Robbery 57 (6) 

Assault 66 (4) 

Break & Enter 39 (7) 

Motor Vehicle Theft 29 (6) 

Household Theft 61 (7) 

Personal Theft 71 (4) 

Vandalism 71 (6) 

Total 62 (7) 

85 (7) 

54 (1) 

68 (6) 

38 (5) 

23 (1) 

54 (4) 

70 (3) 

61 (2) 

58 (4) 

67 (4) 

58 (7) 

77 (7) 

38 (4) 

27 (4) 

53 (3) 

75 (7) 

62 (3) 

60 (5) 

Toronto 

60 (2) 

54 (2) 

64 (2) 

35 (3) 

28 (5) 

54 (5) 

70 (2) 

63 (4) 

58 (3) 

Halifax-
Montreal Dartmouth Sl. John's 

50 (1) 

55 (3) 

61 (1) 

34 (2) 

33 (7) 

54 (6) 

69 (1) 

64 (5) 

55 (1) 

71 (6) 

55 (4) 

65 (3) 

39 (6) 

26 (3) 

52 (1) 

72 (5) 

60 (1) 

58 (2) 

60 (3) 

56 (5) 

67 (5) 

32 (1) 

26 (2) 

52 (2) 

74 (6) 

73 (7) 

61 (6) 

Seven 
Cities 

62 

55 

66 

36 

30 

56 

71 

65 

58 

Range 

(50 - 85) 

(54 - 58) 

(61-77) 

(32 - 39) 

(23 - 33) 

(52- 61) 

(69-75) 

(60 - 73) 

(55 - 62) 

% 
0111. 

35 

4 

15 

7 

10 

9 

6 

13 

7 

(1) Numbers in brackets indicate the rank-ordering of cities within offence categories. A "1" indicates the city with the lowest percentage of unreported incidents, and 
a "7" the city with the highest percentage. 
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Predictably the majority of unreported 
incidents were those we might classify 
as less serious - involving no injury and 
little material loss. Indeed most victims 
cited the minor nature of the incident as 
their reason for non-reporting. Never­
theless, a significant amount of serious 
crime - even incidents which resulted in 
physical injury - was also unreported. 
For example, two thirds of the women 
who had been raped failed to report the 
incident to the pOlice.4 Here, concern 
about the attitudes of those within the 
criminal justice system is a major inhibit­
ing factor. Similarly, women assaulted­
particularly by intimates - are likely to 
report fear of revElnge as a reason for 
failure to report. 

Finally, the data reveal that victims 
were most likely to report incidents 
which resulted in significant financial 
loss - rather than those wich resulted in 
pain, injury and fear. For many, it would 
seem, reporting crimes is less an act of 
justice (or even revenge) than a far more 
utilitarian act - seeking redress, recom­
pense or recovery. 

Fear of Crime 
Although only 5% of the residents in 

the seven urban centres felt unsafe 
walking alone in their neighbourhood 
during the day, and 40% felt unsafe do­
ing so after dark, women and the elderly 
were far more likely to express fears 
about their night-time safety. Fifty-six 
percent of women said they felt unsafe 
walking alone in their own neighbour­
hoods after dark (compared to 18% of 
the men), and even more significantly, 
89% of the elderly (males and females 
combined) felt unsafe walking alone af­
ter dark. 

Fear of sexual assault no doubt feeds 
much of the more general fear women 
express. A full 65% of those who had 
been victims of such assault in the past 
year felt unsafe walking alone after dark, 
and 11 % even felt unsafe during the 
day. While the rates of sexual assault 
were relatively low when compared to 
other offences (about 6 per 1,000 
females), the emotional consequences 
of such an offence obviously merit 
special attention. 

4 In fact. women were somewhat more likely to 
report attempted rapes than completed rapes. 
The moral stigma many rape victims fear (and 
experience) may not apply to the same extent to 
victims of attempted rape. Reporting may there­
fore be less stressful for attempted rape victims 
than for victims of completed rape. 

Figure 3 

Personal Violent Offence Rates by Age Category 
Per 1.000 Population 

Sexual 
Assault 

Rate 

140- ........ 
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Robbery "-

20-~ _____________________ ~_:~=-_~::':::::.-_-:: 
Assault 
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For sexual assault and robbery. actual counts for 
those 60 and older were very low (10 or fewer). 
therefore. extreme caution should be exercised 
when interpreting these rates. 

Figure 4 

Personal Theft Rates by Age Category 
Per 1.000 Population 

Rate 
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Figure 5 

Personal Offence Rates by Family Income 
Per 1.000 Population 
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Figure 6 

Household Offence Rates by Family Income 
Per 1.000 Households 

HI('Jk. If" 
En!t't 

Molor 
VehIcle 

Hu,,!'.l'hl1!d 

Theil 

Rate 

250 

200 

100 

50 

/ 
/ 

/ 
/' 

/ 
/ 

/ 

/"- ./ -.........../ 

-............ 

ot::=:=1 
Less 9000- 1500()" 20000- 25000- 3000()" 40000 
Ihan 14 999 19 999 24 999 29 999 39 999 or 
9000 more 

Family Income 

Table 7 • ,.: __ ... . , . _ 

Reasons Given for Failure to Report Incidents to the Police by Offence Category 

Nothing Taken 

Police Couldn'l 
Do Anything 

Fear Revenge 

Prolect Offender 

Too Minor 

Inconvenience 

Personal Malter 

Reported to 
Another Official 

Negative Attitude 
of Police 

Overall % Unreported 

Sexual 
Assault 

33 

52 

33 

16 

26 

27 

43 

62 

Robbery 

47 

54 

10 

9 

56 

33 

22 

14 

55 

Assault B&E 

28 42 

51 58 

11 3 

16 5 

63 65 

24 20 

29 8 

7 7 

12 7 

66 36 

Theft 
M.V. 

51 

57 

56 

19 

.. 
30 

H.H. 
Theft 

8 

64 

3 

71 

26 

7 

7 

7 

56 

Per. 
Theft 

6 

64 

2 

5 

62 

24 

13 

27 

5 

71 

Vanda­
lism 

28 

69 

2 

3 

73 

25 

6 

4 

6 

65 

Number Unreported 11.000 27.000 185,000 81.000 12,000 227,000 243,000 136,000 

Columns do not add to 100~o since respondents could indicate more than one reason for failure to report anyone incident. 
Numbers may not add to totals given due to rounding. 
•• The aclual count was too low to make statistically reliable population estimates, 

Total 

179,000 19 

564.000 61 

40.000 4 

60,000 6 

606.000 66 

224.000 24 

123.000 13 

109.000 12 

75.000 8 

921.000 58 
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Figure 7 

Personal Offence Rates by Average Number of 
Evening Activities Outside the Home per Month 
Per 1 .000 Population 
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Helping the Victims of 
Crime 

We are now beginning to gain a better 
understanding of the real extent and dis­
tribution of criminal victimization in 
Canada, and with this will come an in­
creasing ability to allay some of our most 
unrealistic fears, and to direct attention 
to the most pressing needs of victims. 
The Canadian Urban Victimization Sur­
vey confirms the general trends found in 
police statistics - that most crime is 
directed against property rather than 
against persons, and that serious 
crimes are relatively rare. 

Although a great deal of crime goes 
unreported, most often these are crimes 
victims themselves perceive to be too 
minor. Nevertheless, as we look more 
closely at the experience of victims, we 
also learn about the vulnerability of par­
ticular categories of victims, and the vic­
tims of particular kinds of crimes. Many 
direct victims, in need of help and ser­
vices, never come into contact with the 
criminal justice system. With greater 
sensitivity in handling cases more will no 
doubt report incidents. But criminal jus­
tice system reform itself will not help 
those who fear revenge or reprisal by 
the offender or who seek to protect their 
physical or financial security, or that of 
their children by failing to report offend­
ers who are also husbands and fathers. 
These issues will be the topics of future 
reports based on the results of the 
Canadian Urban Victimization Survey. 

Percent of Non-Reporting Victims Citing Concern 
about Attitudes of Police and Courts Towards 
this Type of Incident 
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Table 8 . 

Reasons Given for Failure to Report Personal Violent Incidents by 
Type of Incident and by Sex of Victim 

Sexual 
Assault Robbery Assault 

Fear of Revenge by Offender 
~{, 0/0 % 

All 33 10 11 

Males 11 7 

Females 35 10 21 

Concern with Attitude of Pollee 
or courts to this type of incident 

Ali 43 14 12 
Males 12 11 
Females 47 19 13 

TOTAL Incidents 17.200 49,400 285.700 

incidents Not 
Reported 11,000 27,000 185,000 

~o Not Reported 62 55 66 

" The actual count was too low to make statIstically reliable population estimates. 

Appendix 1 

Definitions and Limitations 

The eight categories of crimes 
included in this survey are: sexual 
assault, robbery, assault, break and 
entry, motor vehicle theft, theft of 
household property, theft of personal 
property and vandalism. These offences 
are ranked in descending order of 
seriousness. 

1. Sexual assault includes rape, 
attempted rape, molesting or 
attempted molestation, and is 
considered the most serious crime. 

2. Robbery occurs if something is taken 
and the offender has a weapon or 
there is a threat or an attack. The 
presence of a weapon is assumed to 
imply a threat. Attempted robberies 
are also included in this offence 
category. 

3. Assault involves the presence of a 
weapon or an attack or threat. 
Assault incidents may range from 
face-to-face verbal threats to an 
attack with extensive injuries. 

4. Break and enter occurs if a dwelling 
is entered by someone who has no 
right to be there. "No right to be there" 
differentiates, for example, between 
a workman who is in a dwelling with 
the permission of the owner and 
sloals something, and someone 
illegally entering the dwelling to take 
property. The latter would be 
classified as a break and enter as are 
attempts to enter a dwelling if there is 
some evidence of force or knowledge 
of how the person tried to get in. 

5. Motor vehicle theft involves the theft 
or attempted theft of a car, truck, van, 
motorcycle or other motor vehicle. 

6. Theft or attempted theft of household 
property. 

7. Theft or attempted theft of money or 
other personal property (not house­
hold property). 

8. Vandalism occurs if property is dam­
aged but not taken. 

Incidents which involved the commis­
sion of several different criminal acts 
appear in the tables oilly once, accord­
ing to the most serious component of the 
event. Thus for example, if sexual 
assault, theft of money and vandalism 
all occurred at the same time, the in­
cident would be classified in these 
tables as sexual assault. An incident 
would be classified as vandalism (least 
serious on the hierarchy) only if no other 
crime which is higher on the serious­
ness scale occurred at the same time. 
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Annexe 1 

Definitions et limutations 

Les huit categories de crimes visees 
pGlr Ie present sondage sont: I'agression 
sexuelle, Ie vol qualifie, les voies de fait, 
I'introduction par effraction, Ie vol de 
vehlcules motorises, Ie vol -de biens 
domestiques, Ie vol de biens personnels 
et Ie vandalisme. Ces infractions sont 
c1assees par ordre de gravite. 

1. L'agression sexuelle comprend Ie 
viol, la tentative de viol, I'attentat a la 
pudeur et la tentative d'attentat a la 
pudeur, et est consideree comme 
I'infraction la plus grave. 

2. Le vol qualifie survient lorsque I'in­
fracteur prend quelque chose, muni 
d'une arme, ou 10rsqu'iI y a, en meme 
temps, menace ou agression. On 
tient pour acquis que la presence 
d'une arme implique une menace. 
Cette categorie d'infraction com­
prend egalement les tentatives de vol 
qualifie. 

3. Les voies de fait impliquent la pre­
sence d'une arme ou encore une 
agression ou une menace. Ces in­
cidents peuvent aller des menaces 
verbales formulees face a face aux 
agressions causant des blessures 
graves. 

4. Une introduction par effraction se 
produit lorsque quelqu'un entre dans 
un logement sans en avoir Ie droit. 
"Sans en avoir Ie droit" etablit une 
distinction, par exemple, entre quel­
qu'un qui travaille dans un logement 
avec la permission du proprietaire et 
y vole quelque chose, et quelqu'un 
qui penetre iIIegalement dans Ie 
logement afin d'y prendre des biens. 
Dans ce dernier cas, iI s'agirait 
d'introduction par effraction, tout 
comme une tentative d'introduction 
dans un logement s'iI y a des signes 
de recours a la force ou si I'on sait 
comment la personne a tente d'y 
penetrer. 

5. Le vol de vehicules motorises com­
prend Ie vol ou la tentative de vol 
d'une voiture, d'un camion, d'une 
fourgonnette, d'une motocyclette ou 
d'un autre vehicule motorise. 

Le Bulletin Sandage canadien sur la vlctimisatlan en milieu urbain est 
publie par Ie Groupe de la recherche et de la statistique et la Division des 
communications, Direction des programmes, ministere du Solliciteur general, 
avec I'autorisation de I'hon. Bob Kaplan, C.P., c.r., depute, Solliciteur general 
du Canada. On peul I'obtenir gratuitement de la 
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Canada, 340 ouest, avenue Laurier, Ottawa (Ontario) K1A OP8. 

N° de cat. JS 42-18/1-1983 
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6. Le vol ou la tentative de vol de biens 
domestiques. 

7. Le vol ou la tentative de vol d'argent 
ou d'autres biens personnels (qui ne 
sont pas des biens domestiques). 

8. II Y a vandalisme lorsque des biens 
sont end om mages sans etre voles. 

Les Incidents OU II y a perpetration de 
plusieurs actes criminels differents ne 
figurent aux tableaux qu'une seule fois, 
suivant I'infraction la plus grave. Ainsi; 
s'iI y a eu simultanement agression 
sexuelle, vol d'argent et vandalisme, 
\'incident sera classe dans ces tableaux 
comme une agression sexuelle. Un in­
cident serait classe comme un acte de 
vandalisme (soit I'infraction la moins 
grave selon I'ordre de priorite) seule­
ment si aucun crime estime plus grave 
n'a ete commis en meme temps, 
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