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RESUME FRANCAIS

Le présent document résume les principales conclusions, contenues dans
le Rapport Final de la Phase II , de la recherche portant sur "Les Attitudes du
Public Canadien envers les.Politiques Criminelles". Cette recherche, financée
par le Ministère du Solliciteur Général du Canada, constituait une étude-pilote

t
1

I

r
^

et exploratoire sur les images, les perceptions et les représentations que se
faisaient les citoyens du phénomène criminel et des mesures prises, par les autorités gouvernementales, pour prévenir le crime et pour neutraliser ou réhabiliter les criminels.
Cette étude s'est déroulée en deux phases successives et complémentaires.
La première, qualitative, visait à déterminer les aspects saillants et visibles
pour les citoyens de la criminalité, de la justice et des politiques criminelles.
Cette phase, par des entrevues en profondeur non structurées, a permis de saisir
comment se structuraient les représentations, en même temps que les variables
importantes qui déterminent les réactions envers la criminalité et les politiques

1

criminelles. C'est sur la base de ces données (visibilité des phénomène et identification des variables) qu'un questionnaire, pour la seconde phase quantitative

I

a été élaboré afin de répondre à certaines préoccupations exprimées par les autori-

t

tés administratives responsables du fonctionnement et du développement des politiques criminelles.
Ce questionnaire, comprenant 111 questions et 348 variables, portait sur

I

i

r

les thèmes suivants: les préoccupations générales et spécifiques du public vis-àvis du phénomène criminel; la peur du crime et la crainte de victimisation; les
perceptions qu'ont les gens du crime et du criminel; les expériences de victimisation; les objectifs poursuivis par la justice criminelle lorsqu'elle sanctionne
les crimes et les délits; la qualité de la justice; les attitudes de punitivité
de la population; la confiance des citoyens dans la justice pénale; la satisfaction
face aux tàches accomplies par les corps de police; les perceptions qu'a le public
des institutions carcérales et des mesures correctionnelles; les attitudes généra-

t

les des individus face à la vie et à la société (leur "vision du monde").

II

Dans les pages qui suivent nous avons résumé et énuméré les faits saillants de la recherche en les groupant sous sept grandes rubriques:

1. - La préoccupation de la population vis-à-vis de la criminalité;
2. - L'évaluation, par les Canadiens, des risques de victimisation
et du danger que représente pour eux le phénomène criminel;

3. - Les comportements adoptés par la population pour se protéger
contre le crime;

4. - Les attitudes du public face aux mesures à prendre pour prévenir
ou pour lutter contre le crime;

5. - Les attitudes des citoyens envers la police;
6. - Les attitudes de la population vis-à-vis des mesures pénales
et correctionnelles.

7. - Les attitudes du public à l'égard de la justice pénale.
Pour chacun de ces thèmes, nous avons rapporté, sous forme succincte,
les principales données de la recherche.

1. La préoccupation de la population vis-à-vis de la criminalité.
1.1

La criminalité inquiète une majorité de personnes dans la population.
Il s'agit cependant d'une préoccupation générale qui apparaît davantage comme une réaction sociale que comme une peur réelle et
concrète. L'influence des media de communication n'est certainement
pas étrangère

1.2

a

cette inquiétude grandissante chez les Canadiens.

Ce qui nourrit cette inquiétude envers la criminalité c'est, pour
la grande majorité des personnes intérrogées, la criminalité de
violence contre la personne. C'est ce type de criminalité qui
éveille leur attention. Or, c'est aussi ce type de criminalité
qui fait le plus peur. Nos données montrent, en effet, que les
gens les plus inquiets envers la criminalité sont également ceux
qui sont les plus nombreux à définir la "criminalité" comme
étant des "actes de violence".

it

III

1.3

On a pu constater, aussi, qu'une convergence semble exister actuellement entre les évaluations du problème criminel faites par les
Canadiens et par les Américains. On trouve une même inquiétude
générale dans les deux pays alors que le volume

de la criminalité

reste toujours beaucoup moins élevé au Canada qu'aux Etats-Unis.

1.4

Ce sont les gens les plus exposés aux mass media qui se montrent
les plus inquiets vis-à-vis de la criminalité. Comme l'inquiétude
est plus élevée dans les provinces anglophones, nous retenons la
probabilité d'une contamination, à travers les media d'information,
notamment la télévision, de la situation criminelle américaine sur
les perceptions des Canadiens, surtout ceux de langue anglaise.

1.5

Les gens inquiets ont tendance

a

surévaluer le volume de la crimi-

nalité au niveau national et beaucoup moins à celui de leur ville
ou de leur quartier. C'est ce qui est lointain et invérifiable
qui semble véhiculerdes sentiments d'inquiétude.

1.6

Nos données montrent que les perceptions nationales de l'évolution
de la criminalité sont influencées par les mass media et que les
perceptions de la criminalité locales ne le sont pas. Par contre,
ces dernières semblent étroitement liées à l'environnement criminel
et aux expériences de victimisation.

1.7

Lorsque la criminalité environnante est relativement faible, les
gens aisés sont moins préoccupés par le problème criminel comparativement aux plus défavorisés. Toutefois, lorsque les gens bien
nantis se sentent plus directement menacés dans leur propre environnement, ils ont tendance à être beaucoup plus inquiets par ce
problème social que les gens plus défavorisés.

IV

1.8

Plus les gens ont une "vision du monde" libérale et favorable au
changement, moins ils ont tendance à considérer le problème crimi-

1
11

nel comme prioritaire et grave. Plus les gens sont "libéraux" et
tolérants moins il perçoivent la criminalité comme étant en forte
augmentation, cela aussi bien au niveau local qu'au niveau national.
Il existe donc un lien étroit entre les attitudes générales face à
la société et au changement social et l'idée que l'on se fait de
la criminalité et de son évolution.

2.

Evaluation, par les Canadiens, des risques de victimisation et du danger
que représente le phénomène criminel.
2.1

A peine une personne sur dix a le sentiment d'être en danger dans
sa zone de résidence. Les gens qui perçoivent de hauts risques
de victimisation sont également peu nombreux et pensent davantage

t

i

au vol qu'à une attaque contre leur personne. Il semblerait donc
exister un certain hiatus entre, d'une part, les perceptions qu'ont
les, Canadiens de la criminalité en tant que problème social (au
niveau national) et, d'autre part, les perceptions qu'ils ont du
phénomène criminel en tant que problème personnel (pouvant les
affecter dans leur vie quotidienne).
2.2

Les personnes qui se sentent le plus en danger, à l'égard de la
criminalité, sont celles qui vivent dans les quartiers défavorisés,
qui ont eu des expériences concrètes de victimisation, qui perçoivent la criminalité en très forte augmentation et qui sont faiblement intégrées dans leur quartier.

2.3

Les femmes, en plus grand nombre que les hommes, ont davantage le
sentiment d'être en danger.

I
I

r
1
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i
I
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2.4

Les gens les plus préoccupés par l'ampleur social du phénomène
criminel, au niveau national, le sont également par la criminalité
au niveau local. Certaines personnes, plus que d'autres, auraient
ainsi tendance à être inquiètes devant la gravité et la dangerosité
perçues ou appréhendées de la criminalité. Le sentiment de vulnérabilité et le "conservatisme social" apparaissent comme des éléments
qui augmentent l'inquiétude générale et la perception d'une menace
personnelle ou d'un danger potentiel.

2.5

Le sexe, le degré d'exposition, le niveau de bien-être socioéconomique ainsi que le degré d'intégration dans le quartier sont
des facteurs déterminants dans le fait de se sentir, personnellement,
plus ou moins en danger à cause du phénomène criminel.

3.

Les comportements adoptés par la population pour se protéger contre le crime.
3. •

L'âge et le sexe sont les principaux facteurs qui motivent, chez les
gens, l'adoption de comportements d'évitement (ne pas sortir seul le
soir...; éviter certaines activités ou certains lieux...; rester
chez soi...) qui se retrouvent beaucoup plus fréquemment chez les
femmes et chez les personnes âgées. Parmi les autres facteurs qui
incitent certaines personnes à éviter de s'exposer à un éventuel
danger, il y a le fait de percevoir le crime comme une menace personnelle, comme un réel danger.

3.2

En moyenne la majorité des répondants prennent entre trois

a

cinq

mesures de protection contre la victimisation de leur propriété.
Il s'agit, principalement, de faire surveiller le domicile lors
d'absence, d'avoir recours à une chaîne,

a

des serrures de sécurité,

de laisser fonctionner la radio ou de laisser allumées des lumières
ou, encore, de mettre en sécurité des objets de valeur. Ces mesures
de protection semblent dépendre d'un certain mode de vie et d'une
préoccupation envers la criminalité qui reste très imprécise et
diffuse.

VI

3.3

Dans la population étudiée, on ne compte qu'une minorité de gens
qui ont recours à des mesures de protection spécifiques (prévenir
la police, lors d'absence; système d'alarme personnel; identification des objets de valeur. En général, ce sont des gens qui vivent
dans un milieu criminogène ou qui ont déjà eu une expérience de

victimisation qui cherchent

a

mieux se protéger par des mesures spé-

cifiques permanentes.

3.4

Le sentiment qu'ont les gens de pouvoir contrôler la criminalité ou

d'étre aptesà la mettre en échec est lié, négativement, avec l'évitement et, positivement, avec les autres mesures de protection. En
d'autres mots, les personnes qui pensent que la criminalité est
inévitable et incontrôlable ont davantage recours à des comportements
passifs de retrait et d'évitement (personnes âgées, femmes...) alors
que celles qui croient qu'il est possible de lutter efficacement contre le crime prennent des mesures actives de protection (gens
économiquement plus aisés, vivant en famille, bien intégrés dans leur
quartier, ayant un degré d'éducation élevé).

3.5

Les personnes qui, dans la population, participent à des programmes
de prévention (Opération-Identification, Parents-Secours...) sont
surtout celles qui perçoivent des risques élevés de danger en
raison de leur milieu de vie et/ou d'une

victimisation antérieure.

Elles appartiennent également à une classe sociale relativement
privilégiée et semblent s'impliquer, socialement, dans d'autres
types d'activités.

4.

Les attitudes du public face aux mesures à prendre pour prévenir ou pour
lutter contre le crime.

4.1

D'une façon générale, que ce soit à travers les media ou par les
échanges avec leur entourage, les gens se disent plutôt bien informés autant en ce qui concerne la criminalité qu'en ce qui touche

a

la justice pénale (police, cours, prisons, lois...). Plus

les gens sont informés plus ils désirent des informations supplémentaires.

VII

4.2

Le désir d'être mieux informé apparaît motivé, entre autres, par
le sentiment qu'il est possible et utile de faire quelque chose
pour réduire les risques de victimisation.

L'inefficacité de la

police semble pousser certains individus à prendre en charge
plus efficacement leur propre protection.

4.3

II reste que, selon nos données, peu de gens pensent qu'ils peuvent,
seul ou avec d'autres, faire quelque chose pour réduire la criminalité dans leur quartier ou dans leur voisinage.

4.4

Si, en majorité, les gens sont prêts à aider la police,en revanche,
dans les faits, ils sont beaucoup plus négligents et passifs. Une
proportion non négligeable de victimes de voies de fait, de fraude
et de viol n'ont pas porté plainte à la police.

4.5

On note, dans notre population, une relative tolérance vis-à-vis de
la réinsertion sociale des criminels et une volonté d'implication,
plus ou moins directe, d'une large part des répondants dans le contrôle et la prévention du crime, ainsi que dans les services d'aide
aux victimes.

4.6

Nos données indiquent que les attitudes envers les solutions possible du problème criminel (prévention, contrôle, aide aux victimes)
dépendent avant tout des attitudes générales et de l'image que les
individus se font de la criminalité, des criminels et du système
de justice pénale. Un haut degré de libéralisme favorisera des
mesures de prévention plutôt que de contrôle. Il en va en sens
inverse pour un haut degré de "conservatisme". Le conservatisme
s'avère étte en étroite relation avec la "punitivité". Il prédispose donc à un recours privilégié à des mesures de contrôle
plus répressives (prison et peine de mort).

4.7

Nos données démontrent, et cela est extrêmement important, que le
jugement que les gens portent sur la criminalité dépend directement
de leur "vision du monde". En effet, l'image que l'on se fait du
problème criminel et de son ampleur se détermine, avant tout, par
les attitudes plus générales que les gens ont envers la société
et la nature humaine.
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5.

Les attitudes du public envers la police.

5.1

La police, en général, bénéficie dans la population d'une image

extreement favorable et positive. En effet, parmi les personnes
interrogées, la plupart manifeste à l'égard des policiers beaucoup
de respect et se dit satisfait du travail qu'ils accomplissent.

5.2

Ce sont les tâches les plus traditionnelles (contrôle de la circulation, protection des gens et des biens, recherche des criminels)
qui sont évaluées le plus positivement.

5.3

Malgré que plus de la moitié du temps des policiers soit affectée
à des services d'aide et à répondre à des demandes d'assistance
de la part des citoyens, ces taches ne semblent pas définir, aux
yeux de la population, le travail de la police.

11 paraît y avoir

une contradiction entre l'utilisation que les gens font de la police
et les rôles qu'ils lui attribuent.

5.4

On retrouve plus d'insatisfaction envers la police chez les jeunes,
chez les personnes qui vivent dans l'insécurité, chez les victimes
et chez les personnes à bas revenus.

5.5

Les contacts avec le système de justice criminelle (à titre de victime, de témoin...) et la connaissance expériencielle des tribunaux
entraînent une perception plus négative de la police.

5.6

La majorité des personnes interrogées sont d'avis que les pouvoirs
des corps de police, en ce qui concerne l'identification et l'interrogation des individus, sont actuellement sufifisants.

Par ailleurs,

plus de la moitié des gens ne sont pas en faveur du recours, par la
police, à certains pouvoirs spéciaux d'investigation: écoute
électronique, ouverture du courrier, accès aux dossiers sociaux et
médicaux.

5. 7

Les attitudes envers la police se situent à deux niveaux distincts
d'appréhension. D'une part, le degré de satisfaction envers la
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police découle d'une évaluation globale que les citoyens

font des

tâches policières et de la façon dont ils jugent que les policiers
s'en acquittent.

D'autre part, la tolérance à l'égard de l'étendue

des pouvoirs d'investigation semble relever de la vision du monde
et de paramètres idéologiques. Il y a, par exemple, une relation

t

entre le fait d'accorder plus de pouvoirs aux policiers et un dec^ré
plus élevé de punitivité.

7
5.8

r

nombre de policiers et le degré de sécurité. Et, à l'heure actuelle, une demande de sécurité accrue se traduit par une tendance à
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La population, en général, semble établir une adéquation entre le

exiger plus de policiers.

6.

Les attitudes du public vis-à-vis des mesures pénales et correctionnelles.

6.1

les principaux objectifs du système pénal con Pour le publiç,'
sistent à dissuader les criminels et à protéger les citoyens. La
réhabilitation apparaît comme secondaire par rapport à ces objectifs
qui visent directement à assurer l'ordre social.

I
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6.2

Pour la population, la peine doit servir davantage à neutraliser une
menace à l.a paix sociale qu'à punir, amender ou rehabiliter les
criminels. Ces fonctions de la peine apparaissent, à la majorité
des gens, comme subsëdiaires àla "mise à l'écart" et à la neutralisation des criminels.

6.3

D'une façon générale, les gens estiment que le syStème pénal, tel
qu'il fonctionne actuellement, ne parvient pas à décourager les criminels et à les mettre hors d'état de nuire. C'est pour cette raison que, dans une très forte proportion, les personnes interrogées
jugent que les sentences que donnent les tribunaux ne sont pas assez
sévères.

1
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6.4

11 est toutefois important de noter que lorsque les gens évaluent la
sévérité des sentences, la plupart d'entre eux se réfèrent aux "gros"
criminels, c'est-à-dire aux meurtriers, aux violeurs et aux individus
violents, récidivistes et irrécupérables.

6.5

C'est en fonction de ce type de criminel violent que s'élabore l'image de la prison.
C'est ce qui explique que la majorité des
personnes intérrogées se dit contre l'amélioration des conditions
de vie des prisonniers. En effet, beaucoup d'entre eux considèrent
que la vie en prison est trop "facile", trop douce.

6.6

Le public, dans sa majorité, établit une adéquation entre "justice
pénale" et "peine d'emprisonnement". Dans la population il y a
une homologie entre "sentence" et "prison". Ce qui laisse peu de
place aux "alternatives" à l'emprisonnement.

6.7

L'attitude de punitivité semble, chez les gens, s'intercaller entre,
d'une part, la perception de la dangerosité et, de l'autre, une
réaction d'ostracisme. Au niveau de la population, on divise les
criminels en deux catégories: ceux qui sont dangereux et ceux qui
ne le sont pas; les "vrais" criminels et les autres; ceux qui doivent
être mis à l'écart et ceux dont les comportements ne représentent
pas une menace trop grande.

6.8

Les gens, en général, ne croient pas que la prison réhabilite mais
ilsprivilégiee cette mesure parce que,du moment qu'elle "enferme"
et "isole", elle assure leur sécurité.

6.9

Le soutien populaire à la peine capitale, pour les criminels extrêmement dangereux, apparatt aux yeux de beaucoup de personnes comme
la façon ultime d'assurer cette sécurité. Tout en éliminant les
individus irrécupérables, elle jouerait un rôle de dissuasion auprès
des criminels en puissance.
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6.10

La punitivité du public est dirigée vers les criminels les plus dangereux. Ceux-ci ne constituent, dans les faits, qu'une bien faible
minorité d'individus qui sont responsables d'actes particulièrement
odieux. Il serait donc faux, semble-t-il, de conclure que la population voudrait, pour tous les types de crimes et de délits, des sentences plus sévères.

6.11

La punitivité de la population reflète la gravité des crimes qui lui
servent de barèmes pour évaluer la sévérité des sanctions et non
le fait que les crimes graves suscitent, chez certaines personnes
plus que chez d'autres, une peur du crime ou une crainte de victimi-

sation.

C'est pour cette raison qu'il y a absence de relation entre

la peur et la punitivité.

6-12

Les personnes qui voudraient que le système pénal se montre plus
sévère et plus dur envers les criminels sont, dans une large mesure, celles qui ont une vision du monde plus conservatrice et
plus ancrée dans les valeurs traditionnelles.

6.13

Les gens les plus punitifs sont les plus favorables aux prisons,
sont aussi ceux qui croient le moins en la réhabilitation et qui
sont les moins favorables aux mesures transitoires, telles les
libérations conditionnelles et les maisons de transition.

6.14

Le degré de punitivité conditionne l'image que les gens ont des
institutions carcérales et l'image qu'ils ont des criminels: plus
ils sont punitifs, plus ils ont tendance à se donner le "criminel
violent" comme point de référence pour justifier le laxisme des
prisons et pour exiger des sentences plus répressives.
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7.

Les attitudes du public à l'égard de la justice pénale.

7.1

L'image qu'a la population de la justice pénale est très négative.
Cela pour deux raisons fondamentales: a) elle est jugée trop
clémente et h) elle est perçue comme injuste et discriminatoire.

7.2

Une large majorité du public pense que la justice favorise davantage les riches que les pauvres. De plus, aux yeux de beaucoup
de personnes, cette discrimination semble jouer en faveur des criminels les plus dangereux, qui sont, bien souvent, ceux qui sont en
mesure de s'offrir les services d'un "bon" avocat.

7.3

Une expérience de victimisation ou une connaissance du tribunal
concourent à développer une plus grande méfiance

a

l'égard du sys-

tème de justice.
7.4

Ce qu'une majorité de citoyen reproèhe à la justice pénale c'est
d'étre trop compliquée, tropclémente, trop iniquitable, trop lente
et trop en retard par rapport à la mentalité des gens.
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CONCLUSION

Les analyses de nos données ont démontré que les attitudes du
public envers les politiques criminelles se déterminent par rapport à deux
grands pales:
1. Les représentations (ou les expériences) de la criminalité, comme menace
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réelle ou potentielle; ces représentations entraînent des réactions personnelles (crainte de victimisation, mesures de protection contre la victimisation; méfiance, réprobation, désir de vengeance vis-à-vis des criminels,
participation à des programmes...) et des réactions sociales (importance de
la criminalité comme problème national; attente et pressions sur le gouvernement pour des mesures de protection, de sécurité, de répression du crime,
de prévention, de réhabilitation des délinquants, etc...)
2. Les représentations du système pénal comme une réponse plus ou moins adéquate,
d'abord face à la poursuite des objectifs qui lui sont assignés (protection de
l'ordre social, châtiment ou réhabilitation des criminels, service aux victimes...) et, ensuite, face à ses modes de fonctionnement (satisfaction quant
aux moyens utilisés, quant aux tâches accomplies, quant à l'efficacité des efforts déployés, quant à leur légitimité...).
Bien que les représentations-soient en partie la conséquence de la criminalité et de la saillance du phénomène, elles dépendent étroitement des représentations et des attitudes plus générales envers la société.
Chaque société, chaque groupe ou individu définit et élabore une image
du monde où il vit en essayant d'en faire un ensemble signifiant. Cette image,
cette vision plus ou moins structurée de l'ensemble de l'expérience humaine,
utilise et trouve des points d'appui dans les données du réel mais ne découle
pas de celles-ci. C'est pourquoi un même événement, une même situation peuvent
être interprétés différemment selon les normes et les valeurs de chacun, ses
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croyances, ses expériences antérieures. Ces remarques ne sont pas seulement
d'ordre général mais elles ont des implications directes sur les politiques
criminelles. En effet, la dynamique des attitudes et des comportements du
public envers le crime et les solutions au problème criminel ne saurait ètre
comprise et restituée sans comprendre et analyser en mème temps le système
normatif de représentations qui les médiatise et les détermine.
Ce qu'on pourrait appeler les variables externes (caractéristiques contextuelles, sociales et personnelles), eme si elles sont importantes, ne sont
qu'indirectement reliées è ces attitudes et comportements. Elles modèlent les
idées et les images normatives et dans ce sens aident en partie à identifier les
variations qui peuvent exister entre les différents groupes ou individus, mais
elles ne permettent pas de prédire les réactions.
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INTRODUCTION

Introduction
The present report gives the results of phase II of the "Research

on the Attitudes of the Canadian Public Toward Criminal Justice". All the
work done within the framework of this project was carried out according to
the terms of a contract between the Department of the Solicitor General of
Canada and the International Centre for Comparative Criminology of the
University of Montreal. The contract came into effect on the 9th of April,

1979 and was terminated on the 28th of February, 1982.
It is important to note that throughout the various stages of

phase II of the research, the members of the I.C.C.C. team assigned to the
project worked in close collaboration with those who, appointed by the
Federal Government, were responsible for its supervision, chiefly
Madame Francine Bertrand and Mr. Scott Burbridge of the research team of the
Department of the Solicitor General of Canada. This collaboration consisted
in continuous and frequent consultations between the two teams and in numerous
meetings with representatives of the various penal agencies (the correctional
services, the parole commission, the R.C.M.P.) as well as with specific
advisory committees (the committeeon policy planning and the technical
consultation committee).
This means that, as the investigation model and research instruments
were constructed, and each time a phase was completed and another begun, it was in
agreement with the scientific representatives of the Department. Thus the project
was carried out through a process of exchanges and interactions, official and
unofficial, between the I.C.C.C. team and that of the Solicitor General. This
process made it possible to ensure that each stage of the research answered
the chief expectations and concerns of the administrative authorities who
financed the second phase of this enquiry.

•

•
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SECTION I

OBJECTIVES AND ORIENTATIONS OF THE RESEARCH
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1. The Objectives of the research
Phase II of the research on "Attitudes of the Canadian Public
Toward Criminal Justice" was essentially an exploratory step whose basic
aim was :

1) to develop reliable means of measuring public attitudes and behaviour with
regard to criminal justice and to discover the social and psychological
variables influencing them ;
2) to design an explanatory and predictive model capable of linking the
attitudes and behaviour with the variables underlying them ;
3) to specify methods of using the research results to devise and implement

I
I
I
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certain crime policies ;
4) to formulate a research proposal for phase III ; this phase should be the
operational stage of a national enquiry on Canadian attitudes and behaviour
vis-à-vis policies dealing with the prevention of crime and the treatment
of delinquents.

The objectives of the research, thus stated, were both extremely
vast as well as vague - an analysis of "attitudes and behaviour vis-a-vis
criminal justice". The scope and focus of the study, then, depended on what
was understood by "attitudes", "behaviour" and "criminal justice".
What the Department of the Solicitor General wanted to know was
what the citizens thought of the principal tasks assigned the penal agencies
and how the latter fulfilled them. In fact, it wanted to know the public's
wiews on and reactions to crime policies in general in the following major
areas :
1) The neutralization and suppression of violence (crimes of violence and
violent criminals); this involved an evaluation of the population's
opinions on
a) capital punishment
b) repressive correctional measures
c) the control of firearms
d) violence in the media

4

2) The prevention of crime
3) Sentencing and diversion
4) Community based correctional measures
5) Juvenile delinquency
6) The role of the police
In the first working paper prepared by the Solicitor General's
researchers (Autumn 1975 : Survey of attitudes toward matters of crime policy;

111

5 pages), it was stated that public attitudes toward policies should be
analyzed taking the following variables into account (and we cite pages 2 and

3 of the document) :
1) the population's perceptions of the system : what knowledge does the
population have of the extent of criminality, of the functioning and
objectives of the system andihe existing alternatives ?
2) the penal philosophy of the population : what the population's views are
on the causes of crime, its ideas on what the objectives of the system
should be and

on

the share of personal and collective responsibility

in social change
3) the population's level of tolerance toward criminal behaviour :
a) types of behaviour that should engender an official reaction
h) extent of criminality and whether they see an increase in criminality ;
4) the population's concern about criminality :
a) the levél of concern : fear of personal victimization or anxiety
about crime
h) sources of the anxiety ;
5) the population's confidence in the system of criminal justice ;
6) the socio-demographic variables.
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Defined in this way, the objectives of the research were much too
ambitious to be attainable since it encompassed almost all facets of Canadian
crime policy. Based on this initial groundwork proposed by the scientific
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team of the Solicitor General, it was now necessary to draw a more precise
and more operational outline of what might be called the "scope" of the
research - the aspects of the criminal phenomenon and the measures taken
to counter it that could be made the object of a survey among the general
population. This step met with two important constraints that had to be taken
into account if the research was to achieve results that would be scientifically
valid and at the same time capable of enlightening the decision-makers and

•1

planners of social defence policies.
The problem was : how could valid information be obtained from the
population that could be useful to the administrators responsible for the
designing of crime prevention programmes, sentencing practices, the treatment
of delinquents and the drawing up of various legislative measures? Also,
how could a knowledge of the attitudes of the citizens, usually little or
badly informed about crime policies, answer the precise and often technical
questions of the administrators charged with public safety?
These questions largely oriented the research model and led the two
research teams - that of the Solicitor General and that of the I.C.C.C. - to
use a dialectic approach. Its aim was to compare the attitudes and expectations
of the public with regard to the prevention of criminality and the fight against

•1

crime with the concerns of the penal agencies in the application of their
programmes and in their search for new crime policies. It was a matter of
designing an investigative instrument (a questionnaire) that would be able(1)
to reflect the perceptions, behaviour and concerns of the citizens regarding
criminal justice and (2) to give pertinent data to the administrative authorities

nasponsible for the functioning and development of the system of criminal justice.
To achieve this, two important steps were taken :

1) a qualitative phase intended to determine the salient and visible aspects
of the various facets of justice, criminality, and crime policies for each
citizen ; his own definitions and interpretations of the situation, his
knowledge and experiences, his concerns, satisfactions and dissatisfactions,
as well as his expectations and personal ideas concerning solutions to the
problems created by crime and its suppression ;

6
2)

a series of consultations with the task force of the Department of the
Solicitor General concerning the policies which should be considered important
for the research on public attitudes and concerning the analyses of these

1

attitudes that would make them useful for the development and establishment,
of criminal justice policies.
By briefly analyzing the progress of each of these steps, we automatically

11

describe the circumstances that led to the designing of the final questionnaire
which was to serve for the pilot enquiry and whose results will be analyzed in
sections II and III of this report.

2.

11

The qualitative phase
In trying to discover the basic attitudes that characterize the

different factions of society and that explain their behaviour vis-à-vis the
administration of

justice,few

11

studies have bothered to go beyond opinions.

However, it is the knowledge of these basic attitudes, of their sociological
distribution, that will furnish legislators, administrators and researchers
with explanations of people's resistance to change and innovation, of the aims
and objectives they assign the system's agencies, and their expectations
concerning the many aspects of the functioning of justice.

ta

Also, considering all the opinion polis that have been carried out
in the field of justice, it must be agreed that most of them have contributed
very little data that could enlighten the decision-makers as to the attitudes
of the public, its comprehension and interpretations. There are several reasons
for this which are due to the theoretical and methodological model.
a. The objectives of the qualitative phase
In most studies, the methodological approach is hypothetical-deductive,
that is, it proceeds from hypotheses that one then tries to verify. Sometimes
(unfortunately too often) the hypotheses themselves are vague, even non-existent,
and a series of questions is merely formulated to verify the opinion concerning

them. It is an approach that goes from the top down in that it defines the
subject or subjects to be studied according to the immediate concerns of public

11-
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servants or researchers and, based on these premises, "makes up" a questionnaire
taking for granted that the results obtained will be able to reflect public
opinion and enlighten the authorities regarding the orientation of their
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political or social action. In a rather simplistic way, there seems to be an
assumption that :

1) the population has an answer to everything and that, being informed, its
opinions are sources of information ;
2) what concerns the political authorities or the scientist is of similar
interest to the citizens ;
3) crime policies, the organization of the penal agencies, their role and the
way they function are sufficiently clear for the public to be able to
express its opinions or attitudes regarding them ;
4) the opinions of individuals,whatever they may be and whatever the degree
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of their information about the subject concerned, carry the same weight,
the same significance.
For these reasons, the explanatory dimension of these surveys is
always very limited. They are confined to an analysis of the distribution of
the answers, question by question, according to several variables, the most
often used being age, sex, civil status, religion, level of education and
socio-economic status.
The questions asked cover all areas : knowledge and perception of
the laws and legislative system; the gap that exists between the social norms
and the legal norms; the conflicts and disagreements among the population
over the legislation concerning accusations, punishments, sanctions and the
execution of penal measures; the public's evaluation of the criminal phenomenon,
its evolution, its extent and its causes; the extent and intensity of the fear
of crime and dread of victimization; the effectiveness of the laws and preventive or repressive measures; the consensus concerning the juridic regulations,
the gravity of the acts charged and the institutionalized reactions; the
satisfaction with the organization and functioning of the system and its agents
or agencies; the gap between the functions of justice perceived and the
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aspirations of the community; the recognition accorded

the legitimacy of

the system of criminal justice, its mechanisms and its methods of operation,etc.
The major fault of a great number of studies on opinions is that there are few attempts to improve

the survey instruments in order to arrive

at explanatory models that go beyond the mere compilation of answers. In
fact, although there are many more studies than ever, it must be admitted
that our knowledge has not evolved very much beyond the first studies. We
rarely find researchers anxious to become involved in a cumulative process
of knowledge. Previous research is imitated without questioning the methodology,
what it was trying to measure or the quality of the instruments used to do
the measuring. To arrive at a better understanding of attitudes, it was
necessary to proceed with an Inductive approach, based on the exploration
of the attitudes of the population.
As a result, the qualitative phase of our study consisted in doing
in-depth interviews with citizens who were selected according to a diversified
sample (according to the variables of age, sex, education, socio-economic
status and social milieu). This method made it possible to go beyond the
elementary level of Isolated "opinions" on the usual subjects (such as "the
death penalty" or "the severity of sentences") to arrive at much more global
and profound views and attitudes concerning criminal justice.
We found, too, that unstructured interviews afford the possibility
of generating verbal communication about crime and justice, that is, of
finding out how people usually "think" and "talk" about crime and justice.
It is a question of clarifying what crime, the criminal and the justice system
represent (the ideas, images, perceptions) in the socio-cultural context of
each respondent, at the same time as his reactions (attitudes and behaviour)
with regard to these different social elements as well as crime policies (to
the extent that they are visible).
Thus non-structured interviews seemed to be the first step, and the
most essential for the drawing up of the questionnaire. Already at this stage
explanatory views and ideas emerged that served for the next step. In

investigating the public's attitudes toward crime and justice, it was important
not to impose the concerns of criminologists, moralists or those responsible
for the criminal justice system, but to discover those of the man on the street.
And from this point of view, the qualitative method was the only one that could
offer some guarantee of success, although not an assured guarantee.

The qualitative method, as it was used here, was similar to the
ethnological approach. Even though the investigators did not succeed in entirely
eliminating their idiosyncrasies, at least they were receptive, and this, to
the greatest extent possible, limited directives that could distort or orient
the gathering of evidence. Obviously the very presence of a researcher, his
mission and his intrusion in the private life of the interviewee are all factors
that enter into the interaction between the "questioner" and the persons
"questioned". However, this very interaction, because it was at the level
of interpersonal relations, was helpful in the exploration of the world of
the persons interviewed and in the identification of the views and most
meaningful images that colour that world. These were of vital importance for
the construction of the quantitative instrument, namely the questionnaire.
The qualitative phase had the following goals : to explore people's
thinking with regard to the criminal phenomenon and crime policy, to sort out
the major issues that emerged in order to construct a network of material that
could be used in the last phase, quantification, and to identify the structure
of the attitudes serving as the starting hypotheses that had to be verified
by the questionnaire.
b. The heterogeneous sample chosen for the in-depth interviews
A total of one hundred and fifty-three (153) in-depth interviews
were undertaken among the population of Quebec, Ontario and Manitoba. The
selection of our sample was based on diversification in order to obtain the
most contrasting population possible. It comprised members of urban and rural
communities, different ethnic groups, as well as the Jewish, English and French
communities of Montreal. Further details on the composition of the different
samples appear in the appendix of the synthesis of the qualitative phase
submitted to the Solicitor General in November 1979*.

* G.R.A.C. 1979. Information concerning the research on the Attitudes of
Canadians toward the Country's Crime Policy. Phase II, exploratory qualitative
study. International Centre for Comparative Criminology, University of Montreal.
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Briefly, the French-speaking sample included 62 respondents divided
into two categories, urban and rural. The urban sample was limited to two
Montreal neighbourhoods, Ville Mont-Royal and St-Jacques, whose socio-economic
levels are vastly different. The rural sample was taken from Rimouski and
the adjacent counties, as well as Matapedia. The sample included 40 men and
22 women, the largest portion of the respondents, that is, 31, being between

25 and 50 years of age. With regard to schooling, 27 had completed high school,
15 elementary school arid finally 14 had graduated from university.
The English-speaking sample was made up of 52 respondents from
Montreal, Toronto, Winnipeg and neighbouring rural regions. Thirty-four (34)
were born in Canada, most of the others came from Europe, but all were Canadian
citizens. There was an almost equal number of men and women : 29 men and 23
women. Most of the respondents were between 20 and 39 years old. Seventeen(17)
had completed elementary or high school whereas 27 others had been to university.
The total sample from the Montreal Jewish community was thirty-nine
(39) persons, fifteen (15) French-speaking and twenty-four (24) English-speaking.
Eighteen (18) men and twenty-one (21) women were interviewed, their ages varying
from 20 to 36 years of age. Regarding education, fourteen (14) had completed
elementary or high school and twenty-four (24) had attended university.

I.

After transcribing these interviews verbatim, we proceeded with a
thematic analysis in order to find out what people think of criminality and
the judicial system, and also what they say about them, that is, in what terms
they express their views.
Our analysis of the themes enabled us to learn what is visible to
people concerning the judicial and penal systems and what is not. Starting
from there, we were able to see the possible orientation of certain themes
in the questionnaire, in other words, to know what was more or less pertinent
and what points would be the most difficult to deal with. Another advantage
of this thematic analysis was that the questions could be formulated in the
very vocabulary used by the people, thus making the questions easier to
understand. It was this data base that served for the designing of the
questionnaire. A complete description of these themes can be found in the
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report submitted to the Solicitor General in March 1980*.
c. Identification of the major themes recorded by the qualitative exploration
The indepth interviews, as we explained above, because they were
structured as little as possible, showed the elements of the administration
of justice that are the most visible, the most preoccupying and the best
known to the general population. Thus, the qualitative exploratory phase was
able to show, on the one hand, that people are little informed on specific
aspects of crime policies, and on the other, that they develop "layman's"
criminological theories that are fairly well articulated;.theories that fit
Into their view of the world and their way of perceiving both the criminal
phenomenon and the means used by the penal agencies to prevent or neutralize it.
Thus, the data gathered during the 153 interviews furnished extremely
rich and complex material concerning the

way crime, the criminal, the justice

system and the way it functions were seen, judged and evaluated by the general
public. We shall now briefly describe these data, for they are the framework
upon which the questionnaire was constructed for the subsequent pilot enquiry.
These data concern three main areas that we defined as :
- the public's concerns vis-à-vis criminality and crime ;
- the public's expectations with regard to the action taken by the police,
the judiciary and the correctional services in terms of the various types
of crime and/or criminals ;
- the citizens' perceptions of the criminal justice system and the confidence
they evidence in the justice system and penal agencies.
With regard to the concerns of the public vis-à-vis criminality and
crime, the interviews made it possible to distinguish various degrees to which
crimes and infractions can affect people's lives :

1) Primarily, crime is seen as an attack against the security and quality of
life in society. Many interviewees refer to the rise in various forms of

*G.R.A.C., 1980. National survey on the attitudes of the Canadian public toward
criminal justice : exploratory qualitative research. Interim report. Synthesis
of the main themes discussed by Canadian citizens during interviews with regard
to crime policies. International Centre for Comparative Criminology, University
of Montreal.
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violence in our society, crime being only one example. What seems to
predominate among certain people is a pessimistic view of the modern world
where, with the decline of traditional values, conflicts arise which are
_
sources of injustice and intolerance : exploitation of the weak, union
confrontations, racial discrimination, enrichment of the multinationals at
the expense of the workers, unequal living conditions and unequal treatment
depending on age and sex, inflation, unemployment, drugs in the schools.
Compared with the past, some people consider today's social conditions,
impregnated with violence, largely responsible for all forms of deviance.

2)

To a second degree, the criminal phenomenon engenders a specific anxiety
about crime, which is more or less intense, more or less general, depending
on the individual. What is mainly perceived, then, is violent criminality
(murders, rapes, assaults), criminality that causes people to demand more
severe and repressive penal measures. The public is inclined to judge criminality I/
as constantly increasing, and it seems that this perception of the rising
crime rate is particularly associated with an increase in violent acts.
This being the case, the public would like more police intervention in order
to ensure its'safety, and would have the courts sanction criminals more

1

harshly in order to discourage them more effectively. At this degree of
concern, the perceptions of crime are generally quite stereotyped.

3)

Finally, at a much more specific level, for some of the population, criminality
has the effect of engendering personal fear of victimization. This fear,
sometimes direct, most often general, is not always expressed in terms of
particular preventive or protective measures. It could be due to the respondents'
living conditions, the degree of exposure to the risks of being a victim,
their style of life and personal characteristics (sex, age, income, type of
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work),II

However, people in general do not see themselves as potential victims (like
sickness, it is something that happens to others)

1

and feel safe in their

neighbourhood or place of residence.
The second area about which the people questioned gave their
views on matters concerning the penal system, is the equivalence between the
social reactions to crime and the gravity of the infractions committed. In

1
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this area, the focus is on the expectations of the population regarding the
action taken by the police, the courts and penitentiary institutions depending
on the crimes or criminals concerned. The results of the exploratory interviews
reveal two distinct levels of thought, one abstract, the other concrete :
1) The abstract level of thought about crime'and the criminal. What emerges at
this level, are spontaneous and universal attitudes which stem from a
monolithic image of crime and the criminal; an image that is not burdened by
any nuance, any distinction, and which, because of this, is stereotyped
(as depicted in detective stories, in police episodes on T.V. and the lurid
trials that make the headlines). What comes out, therefore, among many of
the persons interviewed, is a worldview based almost uniquely on grave
criminality, on violent crimes, those which, in addition, are committed by
dangerous and incurable professional criminals. As the latter are people
without pity and with.out conscience, the repressive measures advocated
consist either in elimination (the death penalty), or in neutralization
(through long sentences, harsh enough. to punish and reform).
2) The concrete level of thought about crime and the criminal. At this level,
the respondents give their points of view on criminal justice in terms of
categories or particûlar cases of crimes and criminals. Generally, the
ideâs expressed are to some extent in line with the most nuanced criminological theories. In fact, the judgments are rarely made only with reference
to the nature of the act, but take into consideration (a) the characteristics
of both the delinquent and the victim; (b) the intention behind the act;
(c) its consequences and (d) the circumstances (aggravating or attenuating)
surrounding it. The fact of being able or unable to "identify" with the
author of the crime (having grown up in the same family or social environment
and having been in a similar situation to that which triggered the commission
of the infraction, would I have done as he did ?) seems to orient people's
attitudes. Thus the public seems to distinguish three main classes of criminal
offence (coupled with the types of delinquents) that call for different types
of sanctions. These are :
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excusable or pardonable acts. These are acts concerning which the person
questioned can identify with their author, that is, it is conceivable that
he could have acted in the same way in a similar situation. For such
infractions (minor or serious) the sanction Is necessary primarily to
strengthen the social norms, for it seems likely that the guilty party
will become rehabilitated and integrate again in society. The element of
dangerousness is seen as having become nullified with the commission of the
act or possible to defuse with proper treatment : acts such as crimes due
to jealousy, acts committed on impulse or under particular psychological
conditions (shoplifting, kleptomania, vandalism). A list of sanctions
(depending on the above-mentioned elements) is advocated by the respondents
ranging from reprimand to short terms of imprisonment, and from psychomedical treatment to reparation made to the community or the victim ;
inexcusable or unpardonable acts. These are crimes for which the citizens
can in no way identify with the authors. They are acts that have serious
consequences (premeditated murder, armed robbery, etc.) and are the result
of a premeditation and coldbloodedness that is inexcusable. The authors of
such heinous crimes belong either to the underworld, are remorseless
recidivists or incorrigible individuals who have "bad blood in their veins".
The respondents consider them impossible to rehabilitate and the primary
objective of the sentences where they are concerned should be the protection
of society. Depending on the gravity of the act and the dangerousness of the
criminal, the most suitable punishments are the death penalty and long
sentences of imprisonment (which in no case should be shortened).
criminal acts committed by the mentally Ill. These people being irresponsible,
they can generally only be confined, given psychiatric treatment and not
released until completely cured.
Through the interviews, we gather that, on the whole, the population has
a limited view of sentences, most of which have to do with incarceration.
People think of few alternatives to imprisonment. However, considerable
importance is given "work" as a means of rehabilitating all types of
delinquents, whatever crimes they may have committed and whatever their
sentences may have been. Work is looked upon as a discipline, as therapy

1
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and even as a fundamental value to be inculcated in the prisoners in order
to prevent recidivism. Incidentally, the citizens tend to see their own
role and their own responsibility in the prevention and repression of crime
as being limited; for them, these are problems and tasks that are almost
exclusively the province of the experts and the agencies of the criminal
justice system.
Our in-depth interviews also enabled us to note that people's evaluation
of the severity of sentences is not the same as that of the judges, policemen and other agents of the system. For example, imprisonment of a given
length of time may be considered very severe or not so severe depending
on the image people have of prison, whether it is seen as a cruel and inhuman
place, a centre of rehabilitation or a sort of "luxury hotel". Thus the length
of the sentence cannot be used in itself, asä measure of -h punitiveness"-, as is
often the case in some surveys, without taking Into account the citizens'
attitudes toward sentences of imprisonment and the methods used in the
custodial institutions.
Finally, the qualitative phase showed that people's perceptions of
the criminal justice system and their confidence in it is the third basis
on which the public's penal philosophy is formed. The police are the most
visible agency of the criminal justice system. The courts and prisons as
well as the programmes of probation and parolefrodmét a far hazier image
where the population is concerned. For the average citizen, the functioning
of the courts in particular seems extremely complex and difficult to understand.
Few people have had direct experience with the system and their information
comes mainly from the media and through hearsay. Their judgment of the
justice system is most often based on generalizations; from information
about the acquittal of a guilty person, a recidivist, or other facts that
make the headlines in the newspapers, they draw conclusions about the
functioning of an agency

- or about the entire system. The degree of

confidence in the justice system shown by the persons questioned seems to
depend on their evaluation of four criteria

:

1) the equity of justice, that is, its fairness, its ability to apply the
law in the same way for everyone without favouritism and without bias ;
2) the reliability of the courts, their ability to discover the truth and
to establish indisputable proof of guilt so that there can be no

1

judicial error

;
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3) the effectiveness of the system, its ability to fulfill its functions
and achieve the objectives attributed to it (punishment, deterrence,
rehabilitation and the protection of society) ;

4) the adaptability of criminal law and its application, that is, its
ability to adapt to the evolution of society and to the changes in
the values and in the cultural and social character of the community.
Where the objectives of the criminal justice system are concerned,
the results of the interviews show three functions :
- to protect society and the individual by ensuring the safety and quality
of life ;
- to maintain the social order by strengthening the basic social norms.
Here, the justice system is assigned a role of moral and legal education,
a role that traditionally was filled by the family, school and church.
Moral and religious values having become weakened, the criminal justice
system is a form of external control that makes up for the weaknesses
of the individual's personal control ;
- to dominate and manipulate society in the name of "the establishment".
In this perspective, the criminal justice system is seen by some people
as an instrument in the service of an established social order which
they oppose. In their eyes, it is the entire social system that is in
question because it is unjust, repressive and the underlying values of
the criminal justice system are but those of an elite that wants to protect
its privileges.
Many aspects of the courts, the correctional services and the parole commission
are rarely or not at all understood by the public (for example, the population
confuses probation and parole). Frequently the various components of the

1

criminal justice system become visible to the citizens only when they fall
in the accomplishment of their tasks. Hence they upbraid the courts for being
too lenient in sentencing criminals; they blame the prisons and penitentiaries
for being incapable of rehabilitating the prisoners, and they accuse the parole
commission of endangering the community by releasing prisoners too soon.

I.
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The qualitative phase, during which the interviews that we have just
very briefly summarized took place, furnished the background that made it possible
to design the questionnaire which would serve to sound out the attitudes of the
public during the pilot enquiry. In fact, the analysis of the in-depth interviews
enabled us to discover the elements of criminality and crime policies that were
most visible to the population, to differentiate the gamut of attitudes shown
toward them and how these attitudes could be grouped. Based on the results
obtained, we then had to decide what data should be used in the final questionnaire.
Data had to be chosen that would be useful to those who, at the Department of
the Solicitor General of Canada, were in charge of planning, designing, defining,
implementing and applying cri'me policies. The passage from the qualitative phase
to the quantitative phase, that is, the selection of the material contained in
the 153 interviews and its reformulation in the form of questions, was done during
the course of a series of consultations with representatives of the penal agencies
and members of the various scientific committees especially set up by the Department of the Solicitor General. We feel it is important to make note of these
consultations, for they led to the inclusion of certain subjects during the
constructi'on of the survey instrument, which made it possible to analyze the
attitudes of the Canadian public vis-à-vis what were considered the most fundamental

aspects of criminal justice.
3. Consultations with the committees of the'Department of the'Solicitor General
of Canada
Throughout phase II of the research, numerous meeting took place
between the research team of the I.C.C.C. and the researchers and consulting

.
I
P

I
11
1

y
I

committees of the Solicitor General's Department. The object of these meetings
was to reconcile, in the construction of the questionnaire, the questions raised
on the subject of criminal justice by the respondents during the qualitative phase
and the questions that the administrative authorities wanted to put to the
population about certain specific crime policies.

These consultations.turned out to be extremely rewarding, even though
sometimes arduous for both administrators and researchers. The former, who
have to come to gri'ps with the problems of applying crime policies,-would
have liked the research instrument, that is, the questionnaire, to be entirely
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devoted to the evaluation of the programmes and orientations of the criminal
justice system. The latter, by reason of the very nature of the qualitative
approach, advocated focussing almost solely on the "visible" aspects of the
penal system and on the basic attitudes they generated among the public. It
was through this dialectic between administrative concerns and methodological
constraints that, little by little, the themes were negotiated that would
be the subject of investigation during this pilot enquiry.
These meeting with the representatives of the penal agencies and
those responsible for policy planning made it possible (a) to eliminate subjects
in the final questionnaire that dealt with aspects of certain programmes that
were too technical and (b) to include certain elements which, even though
they offered little visibility, could nonetheless measure the degree of
knowledge the citizens had about them. On the whole, the discussions between
the penal agencies and the research team took as their point of departure
the issues and attitudes spontaneously disclosed by the persons questioned
during the qualitative exploration. Going over them once again, we shall now
explain the concerns expressed by the government agencies and show the
influence they had on the construction of the questionnaire. To do this,
we shall again refer to the three main areas already mentioned, namely :

1) First, with regard to the perceptions of the criminal phenomenon and their
effect on the attitudes and behaviour of the citizens, the representatives
of the Department formulated numerous questions that could be envisaged
within the framework of the research. Their questions related to the two
basic concepts, (a) criminality and (b) the criminal.
a) Questions relating to criminality

1
1
1
1
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How do you perceive the criminal phenomenon in Canada ? Increasing or
decreasing ? Worse than elsewhere or not ? What is defined as a crime ?
What do the citizens think of various types of deviance, such as female
criminality, juvenile delinquency, business crimes ... ? In terms of
social tolerance, what are the tendencies toward criminalizing certain
acts (sexual assault between husband and wife, pollution ...) and
decriminalizing others (pornography, prostitution, light drugs, abortion...)? II'
Are people aware of the economic and social cost of criminality ?
Has their perception of criminality any effect on their living conditions :
fear of crime, dread of victimization, quality of the environment,
wellbeing ?
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b) Questions relating to the criminal
What images does the public have of criminals? Who are they
How and why do they become delinquent? Do people make a distinction
between various categories of criminals in terms of their personality
(dangerousness), their social origins (culture) or their acts (nature,
gravity)?
Almost all these questions pertain to concerns that find a response
among the general population. However, some of them had to be eliminated and
simply alluded to in the final questionnaire. For example, after the pretests
and because of the length of the initial questionnaire, it was necessary
not to venture into an analysis in depth of the different manifestations of
crime (female criminality; juvenile delinquency; white collar crimes ...).
It also seemed advisable not to orient the research toward an indepth survey of the "gravity of crimes index", since this would entail the
risk of leading us into the realm of "criminalization" and "diversion". The
same was true of questions bringing up the origins of deviance (individual
and/or social etiology; biological and/or sociological causes; innate and/or
acquired factors, etc.), which would require a development much too long to
be included within the framework of the project.
Regarding this first area, the image of crime and Its influence on
the private life of individuals, the salient points that were kept, in
agreement with the representatives of the penal agencies and researchers of
the Department of the Solicitor General, for inclusion in the questionnaire,
are the following :
- general concern of the public vis-à-vis the criminal phenomenon
(Is crime an important social problem in our society? Is It seen as a
disturbing element? ) ;
▪ specifiC cOricern vis-à-vis the criminal phehOmenon

(When people think of "crime", what do they refer to exactly? In your
opinion, has criminality diminished, stayed the same or increased in the
past five years? How much of this increase is there in Canada as a whole,
in the respondent's city or in his neighbourhood? ') ;
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- the fear of crime and dread of victimilation (What crimesdo people. fear most?
Does this fear influence their behaviour - avoid going out at night, use
protecttve measures ... - and which ones ? Do people believe they could be
robbed or attacked in their homes ? Do they feel safe where they live ?
Have they recourse to any means to reduce the criminality in their
neighbourhood ? What means ?) ;
- perception of the criminal (When you think of a criminal, what is the first
thing that comes to mind ?) and the ideate that the average citizen has of
certain criminogenic elements (Why do people become criminals : Is it because
the temptations are too great ? Is it because of circumstances, the social
environment or the personality of the delinquent ? Is it due to the decline
of religious principles or the result of too much leniency on the part
of the courts ?) ;

- the Image of the vicem (Can everyone become a victim or only imprudent
people or persons who expose themselves to victimization ?) ;
- actual victimization (Have the people been the victims of crimes or infractions?
When ? What type ?) ;
- the rehabilitation of criminals (Does the public think that all, most or only
some delinquents can be rehabilitated ? Which ones ? How ?).
2) The second area, which includes another important series of subjects, is the
equivalence between the interventions of the justice system and the type of
crime or criminal. For this part of the research, the representatives of the

Department suggested that the pilot enquiry find out the expectations of
the public directly relating to : a) the functions of criminal justice,
b) sentencing and c) community participation. The main questions proposed
by the penal agencies for inclusion in the questionnaire can be summarized
as follows :
a) Questions relating to the functions of criminal justice
How do individuals and groups conceive the goals of justice ? How do
they perceive the objectives and functions of the criminal justice
system ? How do they reconcile certain crime policies with the protection
of individual liberties (control of firearms, identity cards, wire

21

tapping, the opening of mail, etc.) What is their judgment of the
administration of justice and the functioning of the agencies ? What
are their expectations concerning the penal philosophy that should
underly crime policies ?

b) Questions relating to sentencing
Where sentences are concerned, do the citizens define specific
accomodations that take into account the types of crime and the
categories of delinquent ? What balance do they feel should exist
between the sentences, the personality of the criminals and the
gravity of the acts they committed ? What objectives do they assign
to the sanctions ? Among the latter, how do they view the death
penalty, long sentences ofimprisonment and alternatives to imprisonment:
diversion, compensation of the victim, community work, etc. ?
c)Questions relating to «Immunity participation
Is the average citizen aware of his own responsibility and role in the
prevention of criminality and the fight against crime ? In what terms
does he envisage the involvement of the citizen, of the family, the
school, community groups, commercial organizations, and others, in
the administration of justice ? Does he see an individual and social
responsibility on the part of the citizens in the suppression of the
causes of crime and in the social reinsertion of delinquents ?
Based on the results of thi-quirititive-ease as wen- as the remarks
and suggestions given by the advisory committees of the Department, we
included the following themes in the questionnaire :

- the objective sought • by criminal justice when Sanctioning crimes and infractions
(should the sentences be primarily to punish the delinquent, protect society,
discourage crime or compensate the victim
?)

;

principal factors that should bé cOnsidered in deciding On the sentence
(the nature of the act, recidivism, the personality of the accused, the way
the crime was committed, its motivation, the fact that it was premeditated
or not ?) ;

- the
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- the quality of justice (has it more positive aspects than negative aspects ?
Can it be understood ? Do the citizens think they would be well-treated
before the courts ? Does this justice guarantee all citizens an adequate,
full and complete defence by a lawyer ? Is it in keeping with the customs
and values of today's society ?) ;
- attitudes toward the various types of sentence (are the sentences handed down
by the courts too severe, sufficiently severe or not severe enough ? What type
of criminal comes,to mind when evaluating the severity of the sentences ?

I

Is the respondent;.for or against the death penalty ? In what cases ? Does he
favour sentences of imprisonment ? Does he consider sentences of twenty-five
years in prison inhuman ? In the case of a first theft, one of little gravity,
several repeated thefts, or a first offence of armed robbery, what sentence
(fine, probation, prison) would the respondent advocate by preference ?
Would he be ready, for each of these cases, to favour alternatives to
imprisonment : community work, compensation of the victim or work with a view
to making repar.ations ?) ;
- prevention and the fight against crime in relation to individual rights and
liberties (in people's opinion, should the police, in the exercise of their
duties, have more power, less power or maintain the same power to oblige
anyone at all in the street to identify himself ? To use firearms ? To use
violence when someone resists arrest ? To make preventive arrests of suspects ?
To use wire-tapping ? To open the mail ? To control strikes or demonstrations ?
To consult the citizens'private files, such as tax returns and medical records?)

I
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- Citizen participation in the prevention and repression of crime (if someone
is witness to an infraction, would he be disposed to inform the polite ?
What degree of tolerance do individuals have toward ex-prisoners ? Would
they be willing to participate in activities to help young delinquents ?

r

Would they be ready to pay more taxes to allow the government to improve
prevention, treatment, social reinsertion, and the functioning,
the courts, the police and correctional services ?).

respectively, of
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3) Finally, the third area of research (people's perceptions of the penal
agencies) is that which gave rise to most discussion during the meetings

with the advisory committees. It is an area of primary importance since it
concerns the population's image of the criminal justice system, its functioning
and its effectiveness. More than the others, therefore,it is directly
pertinent to the crime policies themselves. The questions submitted by the
administrative representatives were concentrated on specific institutional

1

problems, namely a) the courts, b) the police and Royal Canadian Mounted Police,
c) prison institutions and d) parole. In general, these questions more closely
concern the various programmes and application of social defence policies. And,
because of their more specific, and even more technical content, some of
the questions regarding them are less visible to the general public. The
brief enumeration that follows makes this evident :
a) Questions referring to the public's confidence in criminal justice
What image do Canadians have of the functions of justice and the courts ?
What are their attitudes toward the equity of justice, the reliability
of the courts to seek the truth, the general effectiveness of the criminal
justice system and the ability of the law to adapt to the current social

1
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customs and values ?
h) Questions regarding the police and the Royal Canadian Mounted Police
Among the various groups of society, how are the different police corps
typified ? What roles fulfilled by the police seem the most visible and/or
the most essential ? Do these roles coincide with the expectations of the
citizens ? Are the latter willing to sacrifice certain police services
to see others reinforced ? What services ? How do people feel about the
attribution of special powers to increase the effectiveness of the police
in the fight against crime, particularly organized crime ? What are the
attitudes of the average citizen with regard to the effectiveness and
behaviour of the police forces : discretionary power, relations with the
public, with victims, with delinquents ?
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c) Questions with reference to prison institutions

How does the population in general define the goals of the prison institutions, the persons they are intended for and the programmes they
offer (or should offer) : education, apprenticeship, work, rehabilitation ?
How do people view social reinsertion, outings, temporary leaves, visits
between husband and wife, half-way houses, paid work, etc.? What do they
think of prisoners' riights? Are Canadians disposed to become involved
in certain measures to facilitate the prisoners' return to Society? Would
they agree to do volumtary work ? Would they be willing to have a half-way
house in their neighbourhood ? What would be the impact of escapes, the
taking of hostages and prison riots on the public and its attitude toward
criminals and criminality ? Also the role of the mass media in terms of
the images of life in the penitentiary milieu they portray ?
d) Questions relating to parole

How does the average citizen view the objectives and functioning of the
National Parole Board ? Can the persons questioned suggest certain criteria
that should be used in the selection of parolees ? Who should have the
benefit of parole? When and how ? What margin of risk can the population
tolerate ? Who should make the decisions concerning parole (the prison
administration, experts, the citizens) ? What do people think of the
discretionary power of the National Parole Board ?
Among the points of Interest to the penal agencies, it is evident
that sonie of them, as for example those relating to the prison institutions,
to parol and half-way houses, present a hazy and more or less distorted image
where the public is concerned. On the other hand, there is no question that the
police seem to be the penal agency closest to the citizens and the best known
to them. Within the community, people consider the policemen both people "like
themselves" and at the same time "agents" of the system. There is no such proximity
between the citizens and the agents of the courts or correctional services.
- Public confidence in criminal justice (Is justice impartial ? Does it treat
rich and poor alike ? Does having a good lawyer influence the outcome of a
trial ? Does the slow process of justice discourage citizens from pressing

charges ? Are the present laws behind the times ? Can anyone be sure of the
guilt of an accused ? Should the justice system stay as it is, be slightly
modified or altered completely ?) ;
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The degree of satisfaction with the police forces (To what extent are people
satisfied with the way the police track down criminals ? Maintain safety ?
Answer emergency calls ? Ensure the protection of property and the lives of
the citizens ? Play an informative and preventive role among the youth ?
Behave toward the citizens ? Have the police too much power ? Do the police
discriminate against the poor and minority groups ?) ;
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Definition of the tasks of the police (Is it up to the police to : stop noise
or disturbances of the peace at night ? To organize leasure-time activities
for the young ? End violent family quarrels ? Escort school children and the
elderly ? Is it up to the police to see to parking infractions, minor accidents,
transportation by ambulance, the protection of commercial buildings ? Should
the police interfere in violent quarrels between neighbours, in the control of
strikes and demonstrations ? To what tasks should the police devote more
attention ? Less attention ? Would foot patrols make people safer ? What
aspects of police work could be delegated to other civil or social organizations ?);
The population's image'of prison (Is it a crime school, a hotel, or a place
for rehabilitation ? Should prisons be solely for violent criminals ? Do people
think that many prisoners are in prison for failure to pay--a fine ? ) ;
Life in prison (According to the public, should prisoners be allowed to work
outside the prison ? Should they have the same salary as other workers and pay
the cost of their detention ? Should they work without pay in the prison or
penitentiary workshops ?) ;
Prisoners' rights (Is the public in favour of prisoners having the right to
vote in government elections ? To make frequent visits to their families ?
To have sexual relations with their husbands or wives within the prison ?) ;
Parole and half-way houses (Are the citizens for or against parole ? In all
or in certain cases ? In general, do they think prisoners are placed on
parole too soon or not soon enough ? What, in their opinion, should be the
most important criteria for granting them parole : the time already served
in prison ? Previous record ? Behaviour in the institution ? The risk of
recidivism ? The environment and possibilitïes for employment ? The gravity
of the crime committed ? Are people for or agaînst half-way houses ? Would
they be willing to have the government open such an institution in their
neighbourhood ?).
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As the above shows, the questionnaire was

detigned on the basis

of the qualitative phase and on the consultations held with the advisory
committees of the Department of the Solicitor General. The principal discussants
within these committees, were

:

- Technical advisory committee : whose members gave their advice on methodology, II'
scientific questions and the general orientation of the research.
- Advisory committee for the correctional service : whose members informed
the researchers on problems of analysis regarding penitentiary sentences

I/ 1

and parole.
- Advisory committee for the police

: whose members advised the research

team on the aspects of the police most pertinent for inclusion in the research."

committe on policy planning : whose members had the task of seeing
that the orientation of the research coincided with the Department's'approach

Advisory

in the area of the designing and planning of crime policies.
All

consultationstook place with the constant and active partici-

pation of the Solicitor General's researchers (particularly that of F. Bertrand
and Scott Burbidge, as well as with the occasional assistance of S. Arthurs and
I. Waller). These latter, besides contributing their own ideas concerning the
research, played an essential and determining role in conciliating the interests
of the penal agencies and those of the I.C.C.C. team. It is through this dynamic
interplay between the research teams and the penal agencies that little by little
the qualitative phase proceeded to the quantitative phase, that little by little
the final questionnaire was

deisgned and formulated.

4. Model of the reactions to crime accOrdilg to the population's image of the criminal
Before undertaking an analysis of the data gathered through our
questionnaire, on the basis of the main results of the qualitative phase, we would
like to briefly describe the image people have of criminals and the types of
reaction it generates. This description is a sort of theoretical framework that
will be used for the analysis and interpretation of the quantitative data furnished
by the questionnaire concerning the public's attitudes toward the treatment of
criminals. The differentiation of these attitudes in a typology of models of
reaction to crime will enable us to understand the distribution of levels of
tolerance, for example, or the punitiveness of the public and to what conditions
these mechanisms of tolerance or punitiveness should be applied.
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The study of collective thinking, as we saw it, meant finding
the ideological ground on which,and in relation to which,individual and social
action is based. In this perspective, we focused on the study of the relationship
between the individual and the object, which was characterized as an element of
a social system. Thus we sought to define what the object represented in the sociocultural and ideological context of the respondents, taking into consideration
the connection that might exist between people's world view and the image they
had of criminals and how they were dealt with. We shall take a brief look at this
model.
Four basic elements go to make up the image of the criminal.
First there is the typology of the criminal, that is, who the criminal is, and
second, the etiology or the causes : how and why a person becomes a criminal.
The last two elements are connected with the prognosis : can the criminal change,
and if so, how ?
There are three main interpretations regarding the images of
the criminal and the reaction they engender. These interpretations are partly
based on the responsibility people attribute to the author of a deviant or
criminal act, and this concept of responsibility is central to their
interpretation of the criminal. Moreover, this concept was frequently associated
on the one hand with a judgment of deviancy, and on the other, with the degree
of punitiveness (Robert & Faugeron, 1973; Vidmar and Miller, 1980).
The three interpretations of the image of the criminal are
distributed on a continuum of the degree of responsibility that goes from the
person not responsible for his act to an intermediate degree of responsibility
and finally to the person having full responsibility. Associated with these three
degrees of responsibility are three prototypes of criminals and various
possibilities of dealing with them. This gave us six different sub-types of
Intervention depending on whether the criminal Is considered more or less
responsible. The models were revolution, social reform, social reinsertion,
rehabilitation, suppression and medical treatment.
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1. The revolution modal :
This first model is different from the other five because the typical
image of the criminal is little concerned here. It is a global and abstract
image that has nothing to do with the classic legal definition of the criminal.
The criminal is not what we think. He is a victim of an unjust social system,
and consequently not responsible for the conditions that led him to commit a
criminal act. On the contrary, the criminal that should be denounced is the
capitalist exploiter, the owner of the big multinationals. The causes of the
criminality being social, no judicial solution is acceptable; only a radical
change in the social structures will eliminate the injustice and hence the
criminality. In this way of thinking, there is equiavalence between the cause
of the criminality and the solution brought to bear rather than between the
type of criminal and the sentence. It seems clear that where crime policies
are concerned, whatever is done to cope with the criminal, the adherents of
this model will not be satisfied, for their means of intervention is based on
global socio-political power.
The other intervention models, besides the criterion of responsibility,
are based on another implicit criterion, which is the possibility of change.
The combination of these two criteria, responsibility and change, determine
the types of criminal and the different types of intervention, as shown in
figure 1 :
No responsibilit
Change

No
change

Reform

Medium reSponSibilitv

Resoonsibilit

Petty criminal
Reinsertion-rehabilitation

Sick criminal
medical treatment

Able to be
rehabilitated
True criminal
repression

Figure

1

Types of criminal and types of intervention in terms of the
degree of responsibility and the possibility of change.

Unable to be
rehabilitated

•
I.
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Here we see the triad, petty criminal - true criminal - sick criminal,
that determines the penal philosophy of most people. It is the appearance of
this htghly differentiated typology of the criminal that causes the changes in
the target of intervention. From being social in the revolutionary and reformist
models, it becomes individual in the others, probably because unlike the
revolutionary model, the criminal is clearly identified with a prototype.
2. The social reform model :
This model is also oriented toward social intervention with solutions
outside the penal system. Here again the criminal is the type who is not responsible for his condition since the causes of the criminality are of a
social nature. On the other hand, it is matntatned that he can change by
giving him what he has never had, that ts, by reestablishing social justice
through a series of reforms aimed at improving living conditions : greater
access to education, work for everyone, decent salaries, etc. The idea of
reform is often associated with the idea of prevention within the family,
the school and during the period of social training.
3. The reinsertion model :
In this model, the intervention ts individual and no longer social,
with its alternatives to the penal system. The type of criminal referred to here
is more complex. He is either not responsible for his acts or more or less
responsible, since the causes are social. Furthermore, he is believed capable
of changing and being reinserted in society. Here, then, there is an interaction between the causes of the crime, which are social, and the idea of
rehabilitation through individual treatment.
The basic attitude toward the criminal is tolerance because of his
partial responsibility in the deviant act. The image of the crimtnal that
corresponds with the idea of partial responsibility is that of the petty criminal,
one who is not set in a criminal career. The petty criminal Es one who commits
infractions that are not extremely serrous, such as minor thefts, or one who
does so because of need. The juvenile delinquent is also part of this group,
for because of his youth, the process of crtmtnalization ts not Irreversible.
Another category of crimes are those committed by accident, wtthout premeditation.
This may be the case in a crime of passion, where murder is committed on the
impulse of the moment.
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Along with this minimization of the i mage of the criminal, a whole
system of i mages is developed regarding the prison system, whose criterion is
the established fact of the failure of the prison as a reinsertion measure.
It is this failure that motivates people to advocate alternatives to imprisonment
in the case of petty criminals. In their eyes, prison is an added cause of
criminality since it is a "crime school" : prison does not rehabilitate and is
ineffective in the fight against crime. This dissatisfaction with the punitive
mission of the prisons, coupled with the conviction that the judicial system
has a rehabilitative mission, makes for the support of community type measures,
such as community works, and compensation of the victim rather than deprivation
of liberty. For these people, contact with the community is a necessary factor
in the reinsertion of an individual.
4. The rehabilitation model :
This model is one of the most widespread and, like the former, is

I

based on the predominance of the type of criminal more or less responsible for
his acts, but who can change. The latter, as we have seen, is the petty criminal.
The causes of the criminality are social, with occasional individual variations
associated with family and educational factors. This model is mainly characterized
by the idea it is easier to adapt the individual to the society than vice versa.
The type of ideal society is a decisive factor in the orientation of the action
to take vis-a-vis the criminal. It is because of a profession of faith in our
present democratic system, a rejection of socialism as a social model and a
desire to maintain the status quo, that in this logic, the solution of crime
lies in the individual rather than the society. The image of the judicial
system, which is that of an acceptable system, even though imperfect, leads
to the hope that-its primary function, which is punishment, will become more
humane : deviants must not be eliminated, for since they can change,they must
be rehabilitated. The central idea here is rehabilitation. But prudence requires
going beyong seeming indulgence. To show understanding and humanity toward,
criminals does not mean they do not have to "pay" for the offences commi'tted.
The sentence is necessary, and besides its function of rehabilitation, it serves
as a deterrent. Criminals must in some way prove that they have reformed.

I
I
I
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The image of the prison is twofold. On the one hand, it is negative
because the system is inadequate for rehabilitation. On the other hand, it
fulfils two necessary functions socially

:

first it guarantees that the bad

elements of society are taken in charge and secondly that honest people are
protected. It is due to this double role that some people want to keep the
prisons as authorized places of rehabilitation.
Rehabilitation in the prisons can take the form of various programmes
serving to intensify the learning of either a new trade or academic knowledge
or the indoctrination of new values that would call for a change in behaviour.
Furthermore, productivity and work become excellent means

tO

facilitate

rehabilitation. Work serves to further the objective of social protection by
seeking to neutralize as much as possible an individual who, by his values and
way of life, is a threat to the established order.

5.

The repression model

:

This model is characterized by the predominance of the image of the
true criminal who is responsible for his acts and who cannot change. The causes
are mainly individual, of a biological or psychological nature. Since the causes
of the act are individualized, the criminal is seen as responsible for his act,
causing a reaction of intolerance. Moreover, the idea that change is impossible
for all criminals is basic. The portrait of the true criminal can be summarized
as follows. He acts deliberately, intentionally. His act has a well defined goal.
He exploits and takes advantage of the system, which makes him dangerous. Among
the most common types, there is the business criminal, firmly rooted in a criminal
career, the astute criminal who takes to organized crime or white collar crime,
and finally, the murderer who premeditates his act and will very likely

recidivate.

As to the judicial system, it is seen as ineffective in the fight
against crime, the best proof of this being the constant increase in criminality.
For the people who refer to this model, the sentences are not harsh enough and
prison is no deterrent, as evidenced by the large number of recidivists. A
connection is also made between recidivism and the fact that paroles are granted
too quickly. People with this point of view demand that the system fulfil the
functions of both vengeance and protection by elimination. Two methods are
advocated : life imprisonment or the death penalty. This way, people are assured
that dangerous persons will no longer walk around at liberty.
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6. The medical treatment model :
This model is based on the image of the sick criminal not responsible
for his acts and unable to change. The criminality is looked upon as an incurable illness, beyond the control of the individual suffering from it. Most
of the time the causes are individual, biological or genetic (the criminal

who "has it in his blood"), or psychological, for example, the psychopathic
murderer. In such cases, the classic penal methods are hardly suitable. It is
this recognition of the special status of these Individuals that leads people
to adopt a therapeutic point of view. The person must be looked after and his
illness treated, most of the time by psychiatric techniques. The therapy is
coupled with institutionalization for life in a psychiatric hospital in the
most serious and most dangerous cases.
In the following table (Table 1), we have summarized the main
characteristics of the models we have just described (see p. 34).

Finally, it is necessary to point out the importance of the type
of criminal people have in mind when they think of methods of intervention. It
is this type of image that serves as the criterion and point of departure for
the subsequent reaction. It should be noted that the models described above
are based on the prodominance of one type of image rather than another, but
this does not mean that other types are not present at the same time. However,
they are not dominant and do not determine subsequent attitudes. There are
three basic mechanisms that create the type of criminal image : negation,
minimization and amplification. Negation of the image is characteristic of the
revolutionary model and to a lesser degree of the social reform model, whereas
minimization - seeing the criminal as a petty criminal, is common to both the
reinsertion and rehabilitation models. This type of criminal is excusable ;
there is greater tolerance regarding him because he is less responsible and,
above all, can be reformed. On the contrary, the mechanism of amplification,
associated with the view of the "true criminal", brings about a punitive
reaction, partly based on the fact that the criminal is seen as incurable.
Thus, three mechanisms of perception involve different intervention targets,
either collective and social (revolution, reform) or individual (reinsertion,
rehabilitation, repression). In short, the public's perception of the effectiveness II
or goals of the criminal justice system directly influences its choice of
intervention methods. Depending on the case, they will be outside the penal system,
alternatives to it or within it.

1
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TABLE 1
Types of images of the criminal and models of reaction to crime
Types of
Models

Types of images Causes Types of
of the criminal
intervention

Place of
intervention

1. Revolution

.Not responsible Social
.Victim of system
.The, true criminal
is the capitalist
exploiter

.intervention
target:Society
•revolution

Society

2. Social reform

.Not responsible
.Able to change

Social

.intervention
Society
target:Society
.Social reform:
improvement of
living conditions,
prevention

3. Social reinsertion

.Not responsible
more or less
responsible
.Able to change
.Petty criminal

Social .intervention
target:individual
.Community measures:community
works, compensation of victim
Social, .intervention
Indivi- target:individual
dual
.Rehabilitation:
apprenticeship,
work

1

4.Rehabilitation .More or less
responsible
.Able to change
.Petty criminal

1
•1
.1
VI

.11
1
1

Alternative
to penal system

within the
penal system

5.Repression

.responsible
.unable to
change
.true criminal

Indivi- .intervention
within the
dual
target:individual penal system
.imprisonment
.death penalty

6. Medical
treatment

.not responsible
.unable to change
.sick criminal

Indivi- .intervention
dual
target:individual
.therapy
.institutionalization

outside the
penal system
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It goes without saying that for the designing of crime policies,
such divergent points of view suggest some Interesting applications. For
example, Intervention policies could be changed to target intervention. This
would mean deciding between social or individual Intervention. Another way
of envisaging intervention would be to vary It and adapt it to the type of
cri'minal, always basing It on the criteria of responsibility and the possibility of change. The intervention could then be different in the case of

I.
I

a petty criminal or a sick criminal, for instance. A third alternative'"
could be based on the goal the authorities want to attribute to the judicial
and penal system. Would the emphasis be on rehabïlitation and reinsertion
or on protection and deterrence ? All these solutions are possible courses
suggested by the public's attitudes regarding reactions to crime. The most
effective strategy will be based on a policy model capable of rallying the
greatest public approval.

5. The quantitative phase
The quantitative phase is divided into three stages : the actual

I
I
1

preparation of the questionnaire, a pre-test of the initial version among
different ethnic groups and among a sample of francophones and anglophones,
and a pilot inquiry among a larger population using the final form of the
questionnaire.

I

5.1 The questionnaire
Several versions of the questionnaire were drawn up together with
the research team of the Solicitor General before arriving at a final version.
Incidentally, two versions were pre-tested and served for the final formulation
of the questionnaire. The first pre-test was of a single version; the version

1

for the second pre-test was divided into two sections, A and B, because of
the length of the initial questionnaire. The division was made so that the two
sections would contain a common body of questions covering the different subjects
we wanted to ïnclude. After this second pre-test, based on the results obtained
for the two versions A and B, we proceeded with the final formulation of a single
version of the questionnaire. It was this version that served for the pilot
inquiry. Fïnally the versions for the pre-tests and the version for the pilot
inquiry were drawn up in French and then translated into English.

I
I
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The final version of the questionnaire for the pilot inquiry includes
a hundred and eleven (111) questions with three hundred and forty-eight (348)
variables 1 . The main points covered are the following : first, Information
about the respondent such as the classic socio-demographic variables : sex,
age, civil status, ethnic origin, occupation, income, etc. A second series
of questions listed the psycho-social characteristics of the respondent in
terms of dogmatism, socio-political orientation and alienation. Another
group of questions touched on integration from the objective point of view :
length of residence, social circle, social participation, and from the
subjective point of view : feeling of belonging and view of. the quality of
life in the neighbourhood. On the more precise subject of the criminal
phenomenon, the questionnaire ts divided into two main sections, first, everything
concerning the perception and knowledge of the criminal phenomenon and second,
the perception of and attitudes toward the justice system and crime policies.
The perception of the criminal phenomenon is approached Indirectly by the
concern and the importance accorded crime as a social problem and by the
knowledge of it through direct experience, victimization, or indirect experience.
The image of crime, the criminal and the victim complete the picture. The
fear of crime is studied in all its perceptive and behavioural aspects, that
is, the methods and defences used for protection against crime.
The second section of the questionnaire begins with a survey of perceptions and attitudes toward one of the agents of the judicial system, the
police. It concerns the public's satisfaction with the tasks of the police,
what tasks it would like the police to fill, what ones should be carried out
by other organizations and whether there should be an increase or decrease
In the powers of the police. The second part of this section deals with the
functioning of the judicial system : the public's perception of its functioning
In general, the severity of the sentences, their equity, for example, as well as
the objectives and criteria of sentencing. Finally, various penal measures are
studied in terms of the public's perception and support of prison, the death
penalty, parole and halfway houses.
1. The final questionnaire will be found in appendix 1, as well as the frequency
distribution of the results.
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5.2 The pre-tests
Two versions of the questionnaire were submitted to the usual pretest. The first, in view of the large number of ethnic groups in Canada, was
administered to ten different ethnic groups in Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver.
This pre-test of the undivided version was carried out in the form of group
discussions led by an expert. It was intended mainly to get the reactions of
the participants to the formulation of the questions and find out if they
understood them.
The second pre-test served to try out the A and B version of the
questionnaire on a francophone population in Montreal and an anglophone
population in Toronto. As mentioned before, the questionnaire was divided
because of the length of the Initial questionnaire. One of the objectives of the
pre-test was to monitor the time it took in order to evaluate its length and
to shorten it if necessary. The questionnaire was administered between the
16th of January 1981 and the 10th of February 1981. In order to diversify
the population, urban, semi-urban and rural districts were included in the
survey. Six areas were chosen for the region of Montreal, four in urbanized
districts (the Island of Montreal), one in a semi-urban milieu (the South Shore)
and another in a rural setting. In Toronto, five districts were selected, three
in the city itself. The final result was fifty-one questionnaires completed
for the Montreal region and fifty-three for the Toronto region. Fuller details
concerning the pre-test may be found In the document prepared by the Survey
Centre 1 . It was in the light of the results of this last pre-test that a unified version of the questionnaire was finalized, and it was this version that
was used during the pilot inquiry.
5.3 The pilot inquiry
The objective of the pilot Inquiry was twofold : to test the survey
with a view to an eventual national inquiry and to design a model for the analysis of
the public's attitudes to criminality and crime policies.
The sample used is not representative in the sense of a small-scale
reproduction of the general population. The strategy of the sampling was aimed
at the local representative picture, the criteria being the degree of
urbanization, the socio-economic level, cultural homogeneity and rate of
criminality. The sample Is distributed, then, as follows. The cities of
1. Bouchard, P., Noiseux, J.; 1981. Results of the pre-test (population in
general). Survey Centre. University of Montreal.
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Montreal and Toronto were divided into strata combining a socio-economic level,
a degree of cultural homogeneity and a different rate of criminality. The
strata were selected with the aid of data from Statistics Canada for the
socio-economic level and cultural homogeneity, and administrative data of the
police services for the rate of criminality. A resumé of the strata obtained
are found in table 2, a table taken from a report of the Survey Centre l.
TABLE 2
Characteristics of the different strata of Montreal and Toronto

Stratum

..
- SCciô-econômic

Characteristics
. ..
.
Cultural

omâgeneity

Rate of crime

Montreal
1. (_111-114)

Low

Homogeneous

High

2. (121-124)

High

Homogeneous

Low

3. (131-134)

Low

Heterogeneous

Low

4. (141-144)

Low

Homogeneous

Low

1. (311-313)

High

Homogeneous

High

2. (321-323)

High

Homogeneous

Low

3. (331-333)

Low

Heterogeneous

Low

4. (341-343)

Low

Homogeneous

Low

5. (351-353)

High

Homogeneous

High

Toronto

E

I
I
I
II
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The rest of the sample was selected in Winnipeg and in rural areas
of Quebec, Ontario and Manitoba. It was impossible to establish a stratification for this part of the sample in terms of the preceding criteria because
of the limited bases of the sample.

Collection of the data was made between the 22nd of April and the 22nd
of June, 1981. The final sample comprises eight hundred and seventeen (817)
completed questionnaires.

1. Bouchard, P., 19^1. Resu tf the pilot inquiry. Survey Centre.
University of Montreal.

iI
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The distribution of the sample is as follows : 37.1% of the respondents
are from Quebec, 27% (N=222) in Montreal and 9.9% (N=81) in rural districts ;

37.9% of the respondents are from Ontario with 31.1% (Nm:253) in the Toronto
sample and 6.9% (N1:57) in rural areas, and finally 25.0% of the respondents
are from manitoba with 16.9% (N=138) in Winnipeg and 8.1% (N=66) in rural
areas. The distribution by district for the cities of Montreal and Toronto are
presented in detail in table 3.
TABLE 3

Distribution of the sample by district for Montreal and Toronto

Low income - homogeneeow, low criminality
Low income - homogeneous high criminality
Low income - heterogeneous low criminality
High income - homogeneous low criminality
High income - homogeneous high criminality

Montreal %

Toronto %

5.8

8.6

6.1
5.9

5.6

9.4

4.4
12.4

Finally, the sample is divided between 48.0% men and 52.0% women,
distributed according to the following age groups : 29.2% are from 18 to 30,
33.3% are between 31 and 50, 15.1% between 51 and 60 and 22.4% are 61 and over.
With regard to schooling, 41.5% attended primary school, 36.5% high school and
21.8% had studied in colleges or universities. The rest of the information
about the composition of the sample is in the document submitted to the Solicitor
General in January 1982 1 .
1. G.R.A.C., 1982, Attitudes of the Canadian Public Toward Crime Policies.
Pilot inquiry. Preliminary presentation of the answers to the questionnaires.
International Centre for Comparative Criminology. University of Montreal.
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5.4 Personal interviews and telephone interviews : a test of twO methods of

data collection
During phase II of the research on the attitudes of the Canadian
public toward crime policies, the Department of the Solicitor General asked
us to compare the effect that the method of administering the questionnaire

mdght have on the answers. This meant comparing the results obtained through
person-to-person interviews with those acquired during telephone interviews.
The task of this analysis was assigned the Survey Centre of the University
of Montreal and was done by Pierre Bouchard in collaboration with Victor
Tremblay (for further details concerning this study, reference can be made
to the exhaustive report furnished by the Survey Centre? ).
After meetings between the researchers of the Solicitor General,
those of the I.C.C.C. and those of the Survey Centre, a considerably shortened
version of the questionnaire was prepared to test the two methods of data
collection (67 questions instead of 111; 170 variables instead of 348). This
abridged questionnaire was used for both types of interview. The average duration
of the interviews was 36 minutes for the personal interviews and 32 minutes for
those by telephone. The average length of time for the entire questionnaire,
administered only by personal interviews, had been 78 minutes for each of the

817 respondents.
The sampling model chosen for this comparative analysis was designed
to take into account both the linguistic factor and the collection method.
The French portion of the project was carried out in a homogeneous francophone 2
3
district on the Island of Montreal and the English portion in an anglophone
district of Toronto. To ensure the validity of the comparative analysis, a
geographical pairing of the sample of telephone numbers and the sample of
addresses was made, using the exchange of the telephone number. The latter
usually determines the locality of a household fairly exactly. This exchange
was acquired from people questioned in person, who were asked the first three
digits of their telephone number. From this, we were able to obtain all the
exchanges covering the desired district, and with the aid of the random method
1. Bouchard, P. (1982). Differences that can be ascribed to the method of data
collection : person-to-person interview vs telephone interview. Xeroxed
report. Survey Centre, University of Montreal, 213 pp. (in French).
2. A homogeneous district is defined by the Survey Centre as a district where the
maternal language of the majority of the population is French (Montreal) or
the maternal language is English (Toronto).
3. The data collection was done only in French in Mbntreal and only in English
in Toronto, relying on the fact that the maternal language is the first
language learned and furthermore understood.
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of picking telephone numbers set up by the Survey Centre, to select the necessary
amount of telephone numbers for the project. This selection procedure ended in
the following sampling for the test of the two methods of data collecting (table 4).
TABLE 4

Samples, in Toronto and Montreal, according to the method of data collection
Collection

method

Francophones
(Montreal)

Telephone
Person-to-person

103
103

Total number

206

Anglophones
(Toronto)

.

Total

Number

105
100

208
203

205

411

The analysis of the type of answers obtained during this test were
very revealing, for the differences that could be imputed to the method of
data collection are not as great as one might have thought. The principal
conclusions of this study by Pierre Bouchard can be summed up as follows :
- the telephone interview generates a larger number of refusals to answer than
the person-to-person method and, because of this, the telephone interview has

more missing information. On the other hand, aside from these refusals
ascribable to the method, there ts no significant difference between the two
methods on the question of missing information ;
- for the "I don't know° answers, the situation is much the same. The "I don't
know" seems to be associated with the question and the interviewer rather

than the type of interview ;
- Questions of attitude do not seem to be affected by the collection method ;
- The collection method, consequently, would have no true influence over whether
a question is answered or not (if It decided to complete the interview) or
on the general attitude of the respondent (positive or negative) or on the
content of the open question ;

1. This procedure was conceived by Victor Tremblay, Director of the Survey
Centre of the University of Mbntreal. For further information, the following
text can be consulted : "Sur la génération aléatoire de numéros de télèphone",
a paper presented within the framework of the "Congrès des Sociétés Savantes",
1980, by Victor Tremblay.
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- for the identical questionnaire, the telephone interview was shorter, on the
average, than the personal interview and it is surprising to note that the
respondents were quite willing to complete a thirty minute interview by
telephone. This length of time, however, poses certain problems and we
realized that ideally a telephone interview should not be longer than 20-25
minutes; beyond this, the respondent seems to feel a bit tired and/or loses
interest in collaborating ;
- the great difference between the two methods is the cost involved. For the
same questionnaire, the person-to-person interview is about twice as expensive

11
I
I

In conclusion, the test of the two methods shows that it would be
worthwhile to do attitude studies by telephone interview provided that the
questionnaire is brief enough and that the administration of it take a
relatively short time. Obviously, the global questionnaire that we will now
analyze was much too long and complex to undertake by telephone. For an inquiry

1

such as this, which covers many social issues, many basic questions and a

I

a much more comprehensive field than a survey by telephone would have done.

I
t
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as the telephone interview, and this for about the same results.

I
I

1

number of crime policies, person-to-person interviews made it possible to cover

The methodology, then, depends on the object of the research, its scope and
its objectives.
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Introduction

In the last few years, criminology, with its almost exclusive
interest in the causes of criminality, has been focussing more and more
on other factors involved in the crime situation, It is particularly
interested in the role of the victim in his own victimization (Von Rentig
1948, Wolfgang 1958, Hindelang 1976, etc.) and more generally in the role
of the public in the definition and control of crime (Becker 1963, Turk
1971, Robert and Faugeron 1980, etc.).
From this point of view, the study of the different reactions of
the public to crime and methods of control become a central point of departure.
Besides this theoretical interest, it is certain that public talk about

the increase in violence and crime and the obviously ever-growing fear of
the population (see Figgie 1979), have significant social repercussions.
As Jendy (1979) points out:
"If conflict was once considered a catalyzer in the
development of societies, reactivating the contradictions and generating social movements, the phenomenon of fear, on the contrary, seems to destroy
and inhibit social change" (p. 15). (Free translation)
The fear of crime leads to withdrawl, distrust and intolerance rather
than social participation (Conklin 1975).
Although it is necessary to urge the citizens to become more actively
involved in the prevention and control of crime, at the same time, there is

a risk of aggravating their feelings of insecurity and fear. It is certainly
difficult to maintain a proper balance when developing policies in this domain.
It is in this context that more and more studies have been undertaken on the
consequences of the increase in crime and especially of the fear of crime .
A recent Gallup poll (November 1981) shows that one Canadian tn
four had been the victim of a crime during the previous twelve months. In
our own research, more than half the people questioned (59.4%) had been
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victims of a crime at least once in their lives.
Criminality certainly leaves feepeople indifferent and to some

extent fashions our lives. It affects the quality of ltfe of people wb0
have never been directly victimized as well as those who have been ectimS.
For example, Conklin (1975) shows that indirect victimtzation, just ltke
direct victimization, affects the well-being of each tndtvtdual as it
does that of the entire community.

il

The type of organization and interactions within a neighbourhood
certainly affect the rate of crime, but at the same time, the rate of crime
can affect people's daily lives.
Individuals or groups of cttizens react to crime in various ways,
both as to attitude (fear, punttiveness, etc.) and behaviour (citizenreporting, prevention, etc.).

The responses can be mainly focused on the

causes of crime (prevention of crime) or on methods of self-protection
(prevention of possible victimization).

The studies on the fear of crime

have shown, as pointed out by Furstenberg (1972) several years ago, that:
"The relationship between crime and its
consequences is neither obvious nor simple."
In effect, this relationship is not direct but mediated by Perceptions.

It

is not so much the criminal reality that fashions the reactions so much as
the perception of it.

Thus, in the same neighbourhood, the peoplds reactions

can be very different depending on their perception of the characteristics
of the crime (volume, dangerousness), its importance in comparison with. other
problems and/or priorities (tolerance), and their tdeas about what they can
do and/or what can or should be done (feeling of control, soluttons), Also,
the emotional reactions to a situation can vary accordtng to the perception
of an individual lr group (exposure, vulnerability.Thus people can have the
same perception of the "facts" or the "realtty", but make a different
evaluation of the danger and the measures to be taken. Our object here is
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to propose a model of the public reactions to criminality and the solutions
people apply or favour. In the light of the existing literature, we will
present the explanatory factors included in the model and how they interrelate.
We will then give the results obtained and will show in conclusion certain
implications that are important in terms of determining crime policies.
1.1. Prevention measures
The measures people can take to protect themselves or reduce crime
are extremely varied. They can reduce their exposure to crime (avoid certain
places, cut down on certain activities, etc.), make access to their place of
residence more difficult and/or lessen their personal vulnerability (safety
locks, alarms, watch dogs, weapons, self-defence lessons, etc.) and minimize
losses (insurance, valuables placed in safety deposit boxes etc.). Besides
these measures, more specifically for protection against victimization, they
can participate in and/or support prevention programmes against crime in
general (surveillance of the neighbourhood, reporting of suspicious and/or
criminal activities, identification of objects to facilitate their detection,
rehabilitation programmes and the reinsertion of criminals in society, etc.).
With this diversity of means for self-protection and/or the reduction of crime,
some classification is necessary.

f
1

Studies in this domain are most often satisfied with selecting certain
types of activities ( Rifai, 1976, Bickman and Lavrakas 1976, Wilson 1976 and
all the surveys of Harris, Gallup, CROP etc.) without first proceeding with
a conceptualization. Others have used an overall measurement of the change
in behaviour (Garofalo 1977, Hindelang et al, 1978). Furstenberg (.1972) was
the first to try to develop an analytic distinction between what he called
avoidance behaviour and techniques of mobilization ( or action). The object
of avoidance is to adopt strategies of withdrawal in order to prevent exposure
to crime ( avoi'ding certain places).

On the other hand, mobilization requires

a certain effort, expense, and planning with a view to guarding against victim-

I

ization ( locks, alarms, watch dogs, weapons). This categorization i s interesting
because it differentiates between two types of reaction to threat, the one more
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passive, the other more acttye. However, it does not cover all types , of action.
A slightly different perspective was developed by Conkltn (19751 and another
by Schneider and Schnetder (1978). They categorize preventtve reactions according
to the dichotomy indivtdual/collective (Conklin 19751 or prtvateipubltc (Schnelder
and Schnetder 1978). The tndtvidual or private responses are those people make
to protect their person or their propertY, whereas the collective or public
responses are preventive actions taken by the group. This distinction is important
for studying the consequences of crime on the organization and Interactions in a
neighbourhood. Actually, the measures taken for individual protection often
reinforce a distrust that can weaken social interaction, whereas community
action favours participation and social exchange. But perhaps the greatest effort
at conceptual clarification made so far ts that of DuRovet al (1979) in their
review of the literature on reactions to crime. These authors note 6 types of
behaviour:
1- Avoidance. Thts covers all action taken to lessen exposure to crime,
2 and 3 - Protection. This comprises hehavtour tntended to tncrease resistance
to vtctimization (of the home or person),
4 - Insurance. Here it is a question of minimizing the cost of a victimization,
not only through the purchase of an insurance policy but also in other ways
(carrying little or no money on one's person, not having objects of value in
the house or putting them in safekeeping when going away, marking them in
order to increase the chance of tracing them after a theft).
5 - Communication. This category is less concerned with specific actions than
with the exchange of information that takes place among people on the subject
of crime, their feelings about it and their experiences of victimization.
Communication is essential, for it is by this means that people form their
ideas about crime and how to protect themselves or reduce criminality.
6 - Participation. This is the action taken individually or with. others in answer
to a particular crime or crime in general. Included in this category is participation in prevention programmes and collaboration with the penal agencies. As
DuBow et al point out, although participation is most often essentially motivated
by criminality, in certain cases the perception of crime is but one of the
many factors of participation.
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Garofolo (1981), in his model, proposes the addition of a seventh
category, close to communication but with slightly different objectives.

7- Search for information. Here it is a matter of actively seeking information

on the crime situation through the media or other sources. Communication
would have no particular object but that of catharsis, whereas the search for

information is more systematic, the object being to better understand and/or
become informed about crime and how to lessen the risk of victimization.

1

Of the three approaches, discrete, global and typological, the last seems
to us the most fruitful for developing an explanatory model of behaviour.
In fact, studies measuring a series of isolated types of behaviour are obliged
in any case to make a certain selection.
only be very arbitrary.

1
1
1
1
1

The selection is difficult and can

This enumeration of measures can be of interest if one

wants to know the specific behaviour of a group vis-A-vis particular measures.

In the second case, a global measurement of change in conduct remains very general
and runs the risk of overevaluating people's defensive responses besides giving
no indication of what people really do.
In our research, we have used the principal categories suggested by
DuBow et al (1979) and Garofolo (1981), at the same time proposing some changes.
But we have also increased the gamut of reactions to include indices of behaviour
and attitudes. In a study on crime policies, we feel it is useful to know
and understand people's direct involvement in the control and prevention of crime,
but just as important, to ascertain the attitudes, favourable or not favourable,
Public opinion exercises a certain
pressure on the political system and makes certain demands which can influence the

toward different solutions to the crime problem.

allocation of budgets, the deployment of the police forces as well as judicial

and correctional decisions.
We have, then, two series of indices; the first of behaviour; what

people really do (or are ready to do) to protect themselves and minimize the
risk of victimization (protection against crime), and the second of attitudes
toward various solutions: what people think should be done to reduce crime and
its consequences (problem solutions).

fi
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The measures used in crime protection cover all the categories previously
discussed (avoidance, protection, minimization of the consequences, thesearch

ts

for and communication of information, participation).

After the analyses of the

pretest, certain questions were eliminated (insurance, personal protection)
because of the ambiguity of the answers or their poor discriminative power l .
Concerning solutions to the problem of criminality, we found measures
tending toward prevention (action directed toward social and economic factors
or criminogenic milieus); those tending toward control (detection and surveillance
of illegal behaviour by the police, severity of sentences) and finally those
involving service to victims (aid, compensation).
To sum up, the questions included are the following:

1. Protection against crime

•1

a. Avoidance
• certain places in the neighbourhood avoided and the reasons (Q.15)
. activities avoided because of the fear of crime (Q.15)
• avoidance of going out at night because of the fear of crime (Q.22)
b. Protection

1 .Watch dog
.Arms
Q.26 •Chains or safety locks
•Alarm System
•0ther specifications
.Have residence watched
.Alert the police or janitor
Q.27 .Leave lights or the radio on
.Have someone occupy the premises
1. For theft insurance, most insurance contracts for the house Include this
insurance almost automatically. With regard to personal protection, many
respondents refused to answer.
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1

.Have the grass cut or snow removed
.Have the mail removed or stopped
.0ther specifications

c. Minimization of the consequences

.Identification of objects of value 0.261
.Placing objects of value in safe-keeptng(Q,271
d. Search for and communication of information
.Communication with neighbours (Q.76)
.Consultation of the media (TV, radio, newspapers) (Q.75)
.Requests for information (Q.79)
e. Participation

.0peration-identification
.Escorts for the elderly
.Block parents
Q.83

.Associations against rape
.Citizen patrols
.Neighbourhood citizen-police committee
.0ther specifications

II. Solutions to crime problems
a. Prevention

.Social programmes for disadvantaged persons (Q.72-2)
.Specific crime prevention programmes (Q.68)
.Creation of jobs for people coming out of prison (Q.68)
.Halfway houses (Q.68)
•0pening of the civil service to ex-prisoners (Q.59)*
.Personal or community involvement in the rensertion of criminals
(Q.59, Q.66 and Q.67)*

* These questions comprise many items.

See the questionnaire in the appendix.

I
I
I
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b. Control
.Increase of police powers (Q.41)*
.Increase in the number of police (Q.68)
.Increase in the number of prisons (Q.68)

1

.Severity of sentences (Q.48)*
.The death penalty (Q.60)*
.Personal or community involvement in the control of crime (Q.43 and Q.40-10)

a

c. Services to victims
Q.68

I

Assistance centre
^.Compensation

1.2. Factors influencing the reactions to crime
In this section, we will examine the various factors that can influence
the reactions to crime, based on our own data 1 and the existing literature.
We will propose an initial general model of the reactions to crime and then
discuss in detail the relationship between the different explanatory variables.
As we have previously indicated, we have classified the types of behaviour in
response to crime (avoidance, protection, minimization of the consequences, communi-

1

cation and search for information, participation), and the attitudes toward

a

the first case, we mainly have reactions to the threat of crime in people's

solutions to crime problems (prevention, control and services to victims). In
daily life, whereas in the second case, we mainly have value judgments concerning the
solutions to adopt. One might think, then, that protective behaviour would depend
on the type of environment and style of life, whereas attitudes and preferences

for different types of solutions would be influenced more by ideological factors
(beliefs and values).
However, this relationship is not direct, but is mediated by the image
one has of the criminal phenomenon and, in particular, the criminality that exists
*These questions comprise many items. See the questionnaire in the appendix.
1. Exploratory phase and pretest.
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in the area in which one lives. It is therefore possible to present an
initial general model of the reactions to crime (figure

1).

A. Environment and style of life
The most obvious explanation of the perceptions of crime and the
saliency of the phenomenon is certainly the volume and actual rate that exists.

11

Thus surveys that have been made for years on crime show that the anxiety of
the citizens increases with the increase in crime

Stinchcombe

et al

1980).

(Biderman

et al.

1967,

The assumption here is that the perceptions reflect

•

the actual situation and that there is a direct relationship between the
evaluation of the risks and the objective risks. However, even though we find
that the residents of areas with a high rate of crime have a tendency to
evaluate their risk of victimization higher than those who live in low-crime

1967, Furstenberg 1972, Fowler and Mangione 1974, Conklin 1975,
1978), the fact remains that the relationship between the criminal

areas (Reiss
McPherson

reality and the perception of this reality is often tenuous and inconsistent.

11
11

the residents of regions sheltered from crime often overestimate their
Notably,
risks, and their fear of crime is generally greater than the objective conditions
call for. This situation is explained by the information on crime transmitted
by the media. As Conklin (1975) and Ennis (1967) point out, people are more
sensitive to a sudden increase in criminality than to the actual rates themselves.

11

Also, a particularly dramatic and visible criminal event increases their fear.
On the other hand, a reduction in the rate of criminality is rarely perceived
and has no significant effect on the level of fear

(M.0.R.1977).

However, apart

from several rare studies, when we speak of the perception of the rate of crime
and evaluation of the risks, we often neglect to distinguish between the
perceptions based on a local situation and those of crime more generally. Few
studies, in fact, have included in their analyses the rate of actual crime that
exists in a neighbourhood and the perception of this rate by the

(Nehnevajsa, 1977).

residents

Nonetheless there is a difference in the perceptions residents

may have of their own locality and those they may have of other places or of
Canada as a whole. In effect, when they evaluate the crime in their neighbourhood,
they may be basing it on concrete and daily experience, whereas their evaluations
for other less familiar places, and even more for the entire country, are

11
J' ,
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Reactions toward crime
1.Protection against crime

Environment
and

• avoidance

Ltfestyle

• protection
• minimization of consequences
ImAges of

crime

• communication and search
for information
• participation

Beliefs
and
values

II.Solutions to the problems
of crime
• prevention
• control
• service to victims

Figure 1:

General model of the reactions to crime
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relatively abstract, having no other frame. of reference than indirect information,
most often vta the medi.a. It seems to us essenti.al, then, in order to study
thE relatfionshfip between the rates of crime and the perceptions of it, we must
know the amount of crime that actually exists in a residentidl area and,at
the same time, the residents' perceptions of the crtme in this area.
Although the crime rate is certainly a predominant factor in the

I

perceptions that exi.5t, other ch.aracteri'sti:cs of the community may have an
Influence.

The density of the population, the social and racial i:ntegration

of the cormauni:ty, as well as the activities of the police can have a strong
effect. Quite possibly people use these characteristics as indications of the
criminality and degree of safety in their neighbourhood. Thus we find that
the smaller the city the safer people feel, Also, as Stinchcombe et al (.198Q)

I

point out, the residents of neighbourh.oods close to a ghetto feel more threatened
than those living in areas where there is a certain racial or soci.al homogeneity.

1

Another factor that seems to have a strong influence on perceptions
i s the degree of fami.l i'ari:ty with. the neighhourhood or area of residence.
People tend to see their ne ighbourhood as less dangerous than others (.Biderman
et al, 1967; Boggs, 1971; Garofalo, 19771, the explanation being the fact that
in people's minds, crime and danger are associated with the unknown. Generally
speaki-ng, a person knows his own neighbourhood better than others and this
knowledge enables hi'm to spot suspicious people or situations more easily.

I

Then, too, he knows exactly whe.re to apply for help in case of danger. Thus
the degree of i;ntegrati'on In a communtty appears to be an important variable.

Finally, the studi.es. on victimization show that the style of life,
mai:nly determined by income, age, sex, race, and the fact of living alone or
not, has a beari'ng on victimization as well as the characteristi'cs of the

I

neighbourhood a person lives in. The degree of exposure and vulnerability
can affect people's feeling of security. Certain studies have shown that the
distribution of fear is fai'rly similar to the distribution of victimization
(Biderman et al, 1967; Furstenberg, 1971; Stinchcome et al, 198Q).

I
I
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To evaluate the impact of these various factors, in our study
we developed measurements of certain characteristics of the local environment
(contextual variables) and style of life (individual varieles1 determining
the degree of vulnerability and exposure to crime, as well as the perceptions
of the danger.
The variables used in our analysis are the following;
1. Contextual variables

• rate of crime in the neighbourhood
• degree of urbanization
• average income in the neighbourhood
• degree of cultural heterogeneity

II. Individual variables
• age
• sex
• family income
• ethnicity (French, British, others)
• living with family or alone
• integration in the neighbourhood
(length of residence, contacts with neighbours,
closeness of family or friends; feeling of
belonging, quality of life, communalism)
We also made a distinction between the perceptions relative to the
area of residence and the more general perceptions of criminality

1

.

It mtght be expeted that the characteristics of the environment in
which people live, their style of life and their integration in the neighbourhood
would be determining factors tn their representations of the crime in their
neighbourhood.

The preceding findings suggest that the characteristics of the

1. The indices used will be presented further on in the section on the public's
representations of criminality.
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environment in which people ive, their style of life and their familiarity
with or tntegration in the neighhourhood will have a relativel y direct affect
on their perceptions of the crime and danger In their area On the other hand,
their more general perceptions of crime on the national scale will be more
susceptible to the information transmitted by the media and to their beliefs
and values. They also suggest that the protective action taken against victim.ization will depend largely on people's perception of the danger in the area
where they live, whereas the attitudes toward solutions to the crime problem
will be more influenced by their perceptions of crime in general, and especially
its causes. These relationships are represented in figure 2.
B. Perception and saliency of criminality
The indices developed on the perception of crime and fear of crime
are inconsistent from one study to the other and often lack conceptual precision
(DuBow et al, 1979). Fear is a complex feeling and the measurements already developed"
are able to discern only partial aspects of it. As Garofalo (.1981) points out,
the fear expressed in a survey is certainly not the same as that experienced
11
by a person walking alone at night in a notoriously criminal area. In addition,
Lawton et al (1976) have shown,for example, that people often have a tendency
to deny feelings of anxiety; also some find it more difficult than others to admit 11
being afraid; finally, people may under-evaluate their fear because they have
already reduced their risks either by having changed certain habits or by the
use of protective measures. It is with this in mind that the studies on fear
of crime in recent years have treated the phenomenon more and more as a complex
11
multidimensional variable.

Furstenberg (1972) is one of the first to have made a distinction between
the general concern about crime and the specific evaluation of the risk of
victimization. In the first case, it is a question of a value judgment concerning
.
the importance of crime in comparison with other social problems, whereas the
evaluation of the risks, for Furstenberg, is the fear of crime. Fowler and
Mangione (1974) make a finer conceptual distinction hy differentiating between
the evaluation of the risks and the emotional reaction to the threat of crime.
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People can make the same evaluation of their risk of victimization but
react differently to this threat depending on the degree of their concern.
These distinctions are important for they take into account different aspects
of the perceptions which will not have the same impact on behaviour and
attitudes.

We include four components in particular:

1. the relative importance of crime
2. evaluation of the volume and increase in criminality (for the whole of
Canada and locally in the area of residence)
3. evaluation of the personal risk of victimization
4. feeling of security.
1. The relative importance of crime
The priority given crime in comparison with other problems in society
reflects a value judgment as to what is and what is not acceptable and tolerable
in a society. The importance accorded it compared with other problems certainly
depends on the rate of crime, but it fluctuates according to economic and social
conditions, the visibility of certain dramatic events (for example, the assassination of President Kennedy) and the imminence of other problems. It is therefore
a very imperfect measure of people's preoccupation with crime in their everyday
lives. Even though there seems to be greater and greater anxiety among the public
in the last fifteen years, crime being considered one of the two or three
most serious problems in society (Biderman et al, 1972, Erskine 1974,
Stinchcombe et al 1972, Erskine 1974, Stinchcombe et al 1980), this appears
to have only a very indirect influence on people's fear and the preventive
measures they take. On the other hand, it seems to be closely linked with
values and punitiveness.

Furstenberg (1971) has shown that the people most

concerned about the problem of crime are also those who are the most opposed
to social change.
2. Evaluation of the volume and increase of criminality

We feel it is important here to once more make a distinction

between

the general evaluations of crime at the national level and those specifically
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I

I

applying to the area of res.i,dence,

In general, people tend to thfnk of crime as tncreasi:ng much. more
at the national level than locally (Garofalo, 1977) and percefive the rate
of crime in other places as being much higher than in their own nei,ghbourhood
(.Biderman et al 1967, Boggs 1971). We have already discussed the reasons for
this difference in perceptions, the one being based on a relati.vely abstract
and remote situation and the other based on daily experience and supported by

I
I
f

familiar signs.
Like the value judgments concerning the soci,al importance of crime,
judgments of the extent and evolution of crime In general seem more to be
measures of the social saliency of the phenomenon than a personal saliency
reflecting the more or less vague or concrete fear of becomi.ng the victim
of a criminal act. Generally speaking, it seems possible that preventive

I
t

behaviour is connected with the personel vi.sibility of cri.me whereas the

1

are in close relationship with one another. Without bei.ng able to determine

I
I

between the social saliency and the personal saliency of crime.

attitudes toward solutions to the more global problem of crime depend more
on the social visibility of the problem.' However, it will be interesting
to see the interrelations between these different variables. The ideas one
has about crime, in effect, form a whole, a kind of gestalt whose elements

the exact essence of the relationship, there certainly exi.sts, a close connection

3. Evaluation of the personal risks of victimization
People's evaluation of their personal risk is certainly one of the
most direct ways of measuring the impact of crime on a person. Although
this type of percepti,on offers a logical link between the criminal environment
and individual reactions, this measurement, as DuBow et al (1979) point out,
Is rarely used In surveys or studies.

t
I

In general, studies report that people see a greater and greater
probability of their being victimized (Garofalo, 1977) and their percepti.ons
of the risks are closely linked with those they have of the rate of crime.
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Garofalo (1977) says that, based on the data of the "National Crime Survey",
in Amercian cities, the risks perceived are more strongly associated with
the perceptions of an increase in crime at the national level than the local
level. It will be interesting to see whether we get the sanie results by
controlling the effect of the criminal context in the area of residence.
In effect, does the perception of the risks reflect a general fear of crime
or does it depend more on the area of residence and therefore a more or less
real situation of immediate threat?

1

4. Feeling of security
A person's feeling of insecurity or the danger he perceives in the
area in which he lives is a measure based more directly on his perception
of the crime at the local level than his evaluation of the personal risks.
These two measures (evaluation of the pies and feeling of insecurity)
although close, can be due to different factors. Some people can consider
their neighbourhood relatively dangerous but think they have less chance
of becoming victims than others. Thts is particularly striking tn high-crime
areas where the residents perceive thetr risks as being relatively lower than
might be expected (Reiss, 1967).

These persons may see themselves as less
vulnerable because they believe they are stronger, more intelltgent, tougher

or take more precautions than others (DuBow et al 1979).
If, like Stinchcombe et al (1980), we define vulnerability as an inability to resist attack, physical strengthand agility are important assets.
It can be assumed, then, that the most vulnerable people will te women and
the elderly and therefore the most sensitive to the threat of crime. Thus,
in the sa ne neighbourhood, it is logical that the most vulnerable will also
be those who feel the most endangered. Sex, too, is &Rime found to be
associated with the perception of danger, women feeling more threatened
than men (Sideman et al, 1967, Conklin 1975, Garofalo 1977, Clemente and
Kleiman 1977, Stinchcombe et al 1980). This relationship is less evident

1
1

1
1
1
1

1
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in the case of age, where certain studies find a correlation (Conklin

1975, Garofalo 1977, Clemente and Kleiman 1977, Hindelang et al 1978) whereas
others find none (Biderman et al, 1967, Fowler and Mangtone 1974). This may
be due in part to the non-linearity of this relationship (Cook et al, 1978),
for Skogan (1978) showed that the difference is particularly clear for those
over 60. It is important, then, if we want to measure the impact of age,
to take this into account.
Why are some persons more afraid than others? One might think that
a person who has already been a victim would have reason to fear another

attempt even more.

However, studies in this domain show that there is

no connection or sometimes even a negative connection between victimization
and the fear of crime

(Antunes et al 1977, Cook and Cook 1976, Cook et al 1978).

According to the research, the people who are most afraid are the elderly and
women (Clemente and Kleiman 1977, Conklin 1975, Erskine 1974, Furstenberg 1972,

Hindelang 1974), yet these two groups are victimized less than others. If
victimization does not seem a determining factor, on the other hand, the feeling
of being in control of the situation appears to be strongly linked with whether
one is afraid or not. People who believe that something can be done to reduce
crime are less afraid than those who have a feeling of helplessness and think

that nothing can be done (Lawton et al 1976). Two other studies (Merry 1976
and

Baumer 1978) concerning knowledge of and integration in the neighbourhood

are interesting because they show concretely that there is a close connection

between the feeling of control over the crime situation and familiarity with
and/or integration in the neighbourhood.

People familiar with their surroundings

and who have contact with their neighbours show a much greater feeling of

control and have less fear of crime than the others.
Theoretically, the estimation of personal risk and perception of the
dangerousness of the neighbourhood should be closely linked with the protective
measures taken.

One might think that, believing their neighbourhood to be

dangerous, people would tend to take measures to avoid undue exposure,while
an assessment of the risk of specific victimization (theft, attack, etc.)
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would be accompanted by attempts at self-protectton. Few studtes have
included these two measures In their analyses, although they would
have helped to show more clearly the impact of fear on people's behaviour.
Questions such as "how much do you fear" crime or a particular
criminal act hardly seem adequate, in our opinion, for an understanding
of the different types of reaction to crime.

In fact, we have shown

that people find it hard to admit their fear, especially men. On the contrary,
of this by asking people to assess
we minimize the social desirability
their personal risk and the objective danger of their place of residence.
The evaluations included in our study of the different components
that make up the perception of crime are the following;
1. The relative importance of crime
• The most important personal problems (9.2)
• The most important problems for Canada (Q.4)

3 choices

• The negative aspects of Canadian Society (MU
• The preoccupation with crime (Q.17)
II.

Evaluation of the volume and increase of crime
• In Canada
. In the city

(Q.20)

• In the neighbourhood or place of residence
III.

Evaluation of the personal risks of vtctimtzation
• Theft at one's home (Q,24)
• Personal attack (Q.25)

IV. Feeling of

security

• Danger perceived in the area of residence (Q.211
• Desire to move because of insecurity (Q.23)
We show the relationship between these different variables and
their influence on the behaviour and attitudes toward crime in the following
diagram. (figure 3).
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C. Other

In addttion to the variables already discussed, we have developed
a series of indices which, as we have. potnted out, can play e role. In
the perceptions of crime and reactions to it.

I. Personal charactertstics
• Optimism CQ.1 and Q.3I
• Confidence in people (Q.72-3)
• Anomie 0.72,440-11,121
• Liberalism (Q.72-5-6-8-14-15)
• Social participation (Q.14 and Q.109)
• Feeling of control over the crime situation (Q.28 and Q.29-3)
II. Information on crime
• Direct expertences of victimizatton (Q.73)
• Indirect experiences (knowing people, presence at
a trial) (Q.80 and Q.82I *
• Exposure to the media of information (Q.75)
• Interpersonal exchanges (Q.76)

1
1

III. Images of criminality
• Nature of the criminality (violence and dangerousness) (Q.16 and Q.30) II
• Characteristics of criminals (change and rehabilitation) (Q.32
and Q.57-9)
• Characteristics of victims (responsibility) (Q.20-1-2-4)
1
• Causes of criminality (social, familial, moral, Personal, light
sentences) (Q.31)*
IV. Images of the justice system
• Effectiveness and legitimacy of the police (Q.36 and Q.40)
• Effectiveness and legitimacy of the justice system (Q.45)*

*Questions containing several items.
in the appendix.

For details, see the questionnaire

1
1
1
1

1

1
1
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V. Other characteristics

. Proprietor or tenant (Q.90)
• Level of education (Q.105)
• Occupation (active or non-active) (Q.91)
. Profession (combined indices)

CHAPTER II

li,

FEAR OF CRIME
r

■

i
i

f

t

ti

1
i

•

r

ii

67

I
In the first part of this chapter, we will discuss the data on

I
^

r

^

the different types of perception and the contextual and individual
variables that influence these perceptions.

The second part will deal

with the different reactions to crime. We will explore in particular
what prompts certain protective measures rather than others, and why
certain persons accept or encourage more repressive measures of control
against criminals while others favour preventive measures. Finally,
we will look at the interactions that may exist between the personal
saliency or visibility of crime and its social saliency, as well as their
respective roles in the protective action taken and the attitudes to crime
solutions.

I

^
I
I

The object of this research being to present an explanatory model
of the perceptions of crime and reactions to it, the data will be presented
mainly in a correlational form. However, the major results concerning the
visibility of crime on the one hand, and the reactions to crime on the
other,

will also be described in order to present a profile of what Canadians

today perceive, what they think and how they react. Our sample is not a
representative one, but a theoretical sample; it is established in terms of
initial hypotheses that we wish to test. These results, therefore, cannot
be generalized beyond our sample, which, it must be remembered, includes a
highly urbanized population (Montreal, Toronto and Winnipeg; N 614) and a
rural population of the provinces of Quebec, Ontario and Manitoba (N 203).
For the cities of Montreal and Toronto, the urbanized population was selected
from high-crime areas (.N 152) as well as low-crime areas (N 324), also taking
into account the average level of income in these sectors and their degree
of cultural heterogeneity.

This type of sample thus enables us to measure

the influence of urbanization, criminal environment and socio-economic context
on the perceptions of and reactions to crime.
In fact, one of the major characteristics of this model is that
it makes it possible to directly compare the impact of the environment,
especially the crime rates, on the perceptions of crime and reactions to
it with that of the personal characteristics and ideology. The central premise
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I
is that there is an interaction hetween the personal and social visibility
of crime; the first will be more strongly associated with Acts of individual
protection against victimization, whereas the second will be associated
more with a general demand for greater control of crime and more punitive measures. If this is true, there are two immediate implications: first,
the need in all future research to distinguish between the perceptions at
these two levels and to tncorporate the contextual as well as the individual
variables in the analyses. On the other hand, for practical use in terms of
crime policies, a certain reservation must be made in designing prevention
programmes, for in making people aware of the risk and danger of local
victimization, we may induce measures of protection; but at the same time,
too general discussion of crime can gtve rise to punitive reactions and pressure
on the political system to adopt more repressive measures.

a

2.1. The social and personal saliencY of crime
Crime, as we shall see, seems to trouble a majority of the people

questioned in our study, but this is a relatively general preoccupation
and seems to be more of a social reaction than one of concrete fear of a
day to day
threat that is perceived. The influence of the media
is certainly not lacking in this growing concern seen among Canadians.
2.1.1. General concern about crime
In the 70's, hardly one Canadian in ten mentioned crime as an important
social problem (Courtis 1970, CROP 1972 1 . Today, in our study, one person
in five (19.3%)mentions crime as the most important problem in Canada.*

Among the three problems considered the most grave, crime is mentioned at
least half the ttme (55%) as well as morality and values (54%), the prtority
Problem being the economy (87%) 1 . If we compare these results with those of
another open question on the worst aspects of Canadian society (See table 1),

* These results are very close to those found in the United States (M.O.R„ 1977 1 .
1. Combined percentage on the three choices

1
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we find that here crime comes first (12,3%1, eyen before the economy
(14.5%) or values (16,0%), Finally, to the direct question: "Does crime
concern you very much, somewhat, little or not at all", eight persons out of
ten (83.7%) (Check questionnaire) say they are (very or quite) concerned.
These first results show that apparently few people are indifferent
An index of general aneety was contructed, based on
1
these three questions.

to crime today.

Table 2 shows the distribution of the sample regarding this index.
We see that the majority (59%) of people are to be found in the centre
of the scale and that only a small minority (11.3%) seem little worried
about crime.
But what kind of crime are we talking about, and which creates the
most fear or anxiety? For each of us, the word "crime" or "crtminal"
spontaneously evokes certain dominant ideas or images which, at an
unconscious level, partly determine our opinions and reactions, In a
questionnaire where the terms crime, criminality and criminals are used
in an abstract and general way, it is important to be able to know the
ideas or images that come to people's minds. TWO open questions (Q.16

1

and Q.30) enabled us to see what people's dominant images were when they
think and speak of crime in general. The answers to these two questions
were regrouped to form a single scale. For the majority of the respondents,
the dominant image of crime is one of violent criminality against persons
(68.7%); a minority (.18.18%) cite non-violent crimes against property
or crimes without a victim. The other answers (12.5%) made no explicit
reference to criminal acts or individuals and were therefore classified
apart.

1, Analysis of inter-item consistency; Alpha

.32.
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Table 1

The most important problems in Canada (Q.4) and the worst aspects
of Canadian Society (Q.71)

Q.4

Q.71

(%)1
(

%)

• Economy (inflation, employment,
unemployment)

30.7

14.5

. Crime

19.4

19.3

. Values

19.0

16.0

• Social (injustice, inequality,
conflicts, ...)

14.1

14.7

• Policy (national and international)

6.1

8.7

• Other (immigration ...)

1.9

8.8

• Don't know

8.9

18

Table 2

General concern about criminality (index)

(N)
(1) little

11.3

(92)

(2) medium

59.0

(482)

(3) great

29.7

(243)

1. The answers were brought to 100% to allow comparison between the two
questions.
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Thus we see that it is necessary to he careful when stueying
people's perceptions of crime and reactions toit. The fact is that,
for most of them, when they think and speak of crime at a global level,

it is a crime of violence, and it is this type of criminality that causes

(79.8%), and not as much the crimes against property
or "without a victim" (12.3%).
the greatest fear

If we cross-tabulate the degree of general anxiety about crime
and the dominant image of crime (table

relationship between the two.

3), we see that there is a significant

The people most worried about crime are also

those who envision a criminality of violence (74.1% VS 58.7%).
The results show, then, that people are above all concerned

about crimes of violence and that their reactions are mainly determined
by this type of criminality.

But also to be noted is the convergence

of the evaluations of the crime problem by Canadians and Americans that

seems to exist today. About ten years ago, there was an enormous gap
between the two countries, the Americans already judging crime a priority
problem (cf. Erskine 1974), while crime and violence were not among
main concerns of Canadians

the

(Courtis 1979, CROP 1972); now we find the same

general concern in the two countries. However, the rate of crime is still
not as high in Canada as in the United States.

Is this due to a greater

influence of the media and/or greater exposure via the media to the crime
situation in the United States? Or is there a critical point at which the
perceptions of the crime problem cause sudden concern? Or as Conklin

(1975)

pointed out, are the evaluations of crime as a social problem the reflection
of a more general anxiety over economic and social conditions as much as
of the perceptions of the crime problem itself.

Certain questions in our

study enable us to advance several hypotheses, if not definite answers to
these questions.
First, with regard to the relationship between the evaluations of
the crime problem and the economic and social malaise, two questions pertained

il
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Table 3
General concern about crime and dominant image of the criminality

..a

I
Dominant image
Against
persons

General
Concern

P L. 04

Against goods
and other crimes

Other aspects
mentioned

Total

(1) little

58.7

21.7

19.6

11.

(2) medium

67.8

20.5

11.6

59.

(3) great

74.1

14.4

11.5

29.7

Total

68.7

18.8

12.5

100

I
I
f
I
I
I
I
I
1

I
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to satisfaction with the quality of life at the personal level and in Canada
as a whole (Q.1 and Q.3). We found no significant relationship between these
two questions and the degree of concern about crime in general. Ne- shall see
further on that, on the other hand, there is a link wtth almost all the other
questions on the perception of crime and the reactions to it.
Regarding the possible influence of the media (Q.75) on the degree
of concern, a clearly significant relationship was shown (gammarepgi.001),
the people most exposed to the media also being the most concerned (table 4).
Table 4

Degree of concern and exposure to the media

Concern:

little

Medium

great

(1)

(2)

(3)

no (-)

22.3

56.6

21.1

.1.)

8.3

59.7

32.1

Exposure
yes

(1

p. 000

It might be interesting to compare the difference between the cities
and rural areas of the three provinces as well as between cultural groups,
Francophones and Anglophones of British or other origins.
In a study of victimization in Toronto, Waller and Okihiro (1976)
suggested the possibility that the media, especially television, through its
reporting of the crime situation in the United States, had an influence on the
Torontonians' perceptions of their local crime.
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This would explain, in their opinion, the inordinate fear they found among
the residents of this city. Without being able to confirm or invalidate this
hypothesis, our results also show more concern in the English-speaking provinces
and among groups of British origin or other minorities than

in Quebec among

Thus we see (table 5) that if the exposure to the
media and degree of concern are compared, it is the rural residents of Quebec
(16.3%) and Montrealers (10.7%) who are the least concerned - the language
the French-speaking group.

being predominently French. On the other hand, the most anxious are the rural
residents of Ontario (40.9%) and the residents of Winnipeg (43.9%) and Toronto

(36.3%), predominently English-speaking.
We see the same difference between cultural groups (Table 6),
the least concerned being the respondents of French origin (11.1%) and the
most concerned those of English (34.5%) or other ethnic origin (37.1%).
In a more general way, the people belonging to ethnic minorities, even among
those little exposed to the media (30.8%), seem considerably more worried
than the French (14.9%) or British (22.6%). They are also those who are in
greatest fear of victimization.
These results indicate, if not a possible contamination through
exposure to the American crime situation, at least a significant relationship
between general exposure to the media and the importance accorded the crime
problem. It is difficult to determine the direction of this relationship; it
may possibly start with people who are greatly concerned and interested in
seeking more information about crime, thus increasing their own fears. We
find that there is also a very significant relationship between the degree
of anxiety and the frequency of interpersonal exchanges on the subject of crime

(gammaz..33 p4.001).

In fact, people who most often discuss criminal matters

with others appear to be much more concerned (71.2%) than those who do not
(28,8%) (table 7), We will see further on the influence of this on the actual
perceptions of crime.
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Table 5

Concern about crime and exposure to the media according to place of residence

Degree of concern and exposure
Place of residence

Low

Average

High

Rural Manitoba

%
%
37.8 jelû
9.7 7.1
13.5 5.3
34.2 rE771
8.3 2.3
7.1 9.6

.....
%
40.0
71.4
62.5
57.9
33.3
71.4

%
65.5
56.6
50.9
72.1
56.8
63.5

22.2 23.
19.0
25.0
7.9 11.
58.3 re5.9
21.4 26.

Total

22.3 8.3

56.6 59.7

21.1 32.1

Montreal
Toronto
Winnipeg
Rural Quebec
Rural Ontario

p

4-

..

.000

Table 6
'
Concern about crime and exposure to the media according to cultural group

Degree of concern and exposure
Cultural origin

Average
- +

Low

II

High

French

31.1

um

54.1 64.1

14.9

English

14.5

6.9

62.9 58.6

22.6 c

Other

17.9

7.1

51.3 55.7

.05

76

I

Table 7
Frequency of tnte.rpersonal exchanges and concern

Exchanges

Concern

(1) Little

63

37

(2) Medium

38.4

61.6

(3) Great

28.8

71.6

0.000

Table 8
Evaluation of the rate and increase of crime for Canada, the city and the
neighbourhood

Canada

Less or the same
Slight increase (1-2)
Sharp increase (3-5)

City

Neighbourhood

3.1

12.2

24.4

23.1

30.4

39.5

57.4

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
1
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2.1.2. Perception of the increase in the rate of crime

A

fairly logical explanation of the concern and importance given

the crime problem is the perception one may have of the rate of criminality.
Conklin (1975) believes that it is not so much the perception of the volume

I
II

or rate of crime in themselves that induces anxiety, but a rapid growth of
this rate.

We formulated our questions, therefore, in this direction. If

we look at the large number of people (73.8%) (table 8) who perceive a
tremendous increase in crime in Canada compared with five years ago, it
is easy to understand their concern.

There is actually a strong relationship

between the degree of concern and the perception of a sharp rise in the rate
of crime in Canada (gamma .35, p .001).
that the evaluations made

However, it is interesting to see

regarding the city of residence, and particularly

the neighbourhood or immediate environment, are much less dramatic.
Thus at the city level, fewer people (57.4%) perceive as sharp a
rise in criminality, and only a minority at the neighbourhood level (36.1%),
one person in four (24.4%) even estimating that there had been no change
(18.4%) or a decrease (2.8%). As at the national level, although not as

strong, we find a relationship between the degree of concern and the
perception of a big change in the local rate of crime (Gamma .24, p .001).
This would indicate a general tendency to overevaluate the volume of crime
when one is anxious, and a tendency to do the same regarding the risks
perceived.

The fact remains that there is a distinct difference between

the perception of crime at the national level and that at the local level.
Thus prudence is necessary when we speak of the impact of crime on people's
lives and their growing concern regarding the increase perceived in
A clear distinction must be made between the two levels of
perception, for they certainly haven't the same effect on people's behaviour.
criminality.

Certain American studies have already shown this tendency to perceive
a much greater increase at the national level than at the local level
(Garofalo, 1977). This can be explained by the relatively abstract nature
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of the national perceptions, for they can only be determined through
public discussion, which is generally alarmist. Local perceptions, on the
other hand, based more on direct indications and daily experience, afford
a more realistic estimate of the criminality in the area. Furthermore,
there is another phenomenon, namely the tendency to believe that the crime
somewhere else is always more serious and disquieting than in one's own
familiar surroundings,

In fact, for the majority of people, the danger

mainly comes from the unknown and the less one is familiar with the area
and the people, the greater the tendency to be on one's guard. A study done
about ten years ago showed a significant relationship between the fear of
crime and perception of the risks going hand in hand with a distrust and
fear of strangers (President's Commission, 1967), the characteristics
of these strangers naturally varying according to the times and social
milieu.
Our study makes it possible to verify certain of these hypotheses
explaining the difference between national and local perceptions, notably
by the type of experience and the rate of crime in the locality (high
1
; degree of urbanization).
crime vs low crime areas
In the first place, are the national perceptions really much more
influenced by the media than the local perceptions, the latter depending
more on daily experience? The results (table 9) actually seem to confirm
this hypothesis. Thus we see a significant relationship between exposure
to the media and the national perceptions of crime (gamma .13, p .05)
whereas there is no relationship (00) with the local perceptions).
These, on the other hand, seem to be closely related to the criminal

1. Established on the basis of police statistics. Numerous authors (see
Biderman, 1967, Skogan, 1976) greatly criticized the validity of these
statistics because of the different experiences of the police and those
of the citizens. However, as Dubow (1979) points out, the fact remains
that even if the reporting of the amountof crime is biased depending
on the district and type of crime, these statistics are one means by
which the citizens can describe the crime situation in a particular
region. In addition, we also have an indirect measure in the degree
of urbanization, the highly urbanized areas having a much greater
incidence of crime than rural or less urbanized areas.

1
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environment and to the experience of having been victimized, people residing

1

in districts with a high rate of crime (gammar..34, p.001) city dwellers
(gamma=.57, p.001) and those who had been victimized (gamma=.16, p.001)
perceiving a greater increase in crime in the area than those who were never
victims, living in low crime or rural areas.

As we might have thought, integration and familiarity with the
neighbourhood has the opposite effect (gammar.-.16, 4.001); the more
integrated and familiar with the neighbourhood, the less drastic changes

are perceived in the local criminality.

1

Where national perceptions are concerned, the influence of the
criminal environment and experience is completely reversed. It is the
least exposed residents in low crime areas (gammee ;12, NS), rural residents

(9affima:>24, p01), non-victims (gamma:-,19, peal) and the best 'integrated
(gamma=.21, p. A.0-01), Who sipnificantly perceive the sharpest increase
in crime in Canada compared with those less protected in their neighbourhood.

1
1
1

Table 9
Relationship between the perceptions of crime, exposure and type of experience
(

Rate perceived
Canada
. Exposure to the media

.13*

. Rate of local crime 0

-.12
-.24**

. Urbanization

-.19**
.21***

. Victimization
. Integration
ON 474

1

um)

OP

*** p=.001

** pr: .01
* pim.05

Rate perceived
Neighbourhood
.00
.34***
.57***

-.16***
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Thus we see that the people least exposed to crime have a,
greater tendency to perceive big changes at the national level In
comparison with their own immediate environment, wh.i-ch seems to them
relatively protected. On the other hand, the people most exposed due
to their surroundings or direct experience of victimization seem less
apt to perceive or make such a distinct differentiation between their
own milieu, seen as low-crime areas, and elsewhere in the rest of Canada.
Perhaps there is a mechanism accustoming people to the criminal fact.
Something that is recurrent and tolerated daily makes the general phenomenon
of an increase in criminality less intolerable. This seems to be true
when we look at the importance attached to the crime problem by the very
people most exposed to crime (table 10). We see that the most direct
experience of crime, wh.ich is the fact of being victimized, is negatively
linked with the social importance accorded the crime problem, (gamma =,-14,
p=.001). The same tolerance is found in connection with indirect exposure
due to the environment, for the people living in large, high-crime urban
centres attach less social importance to crime (,gamma=-.10, pZZ.05) than
the residents of rural areas that are relatively sheltered from it. Similarly,
although this relationship is not significant (.gamma= -.11, NS), the residents
of high-crime areas seem a good deal more tolerant than those living in
low-crime areas.

I
I
I
I

Since we suspected a certain interaction between these variables
of exposure and victimization with both the i.ndividual socio-demographic
variables (age, sex, family income, education) and the contextual variables
of the area of residence (average, income, cultural composition, and for
victimization, the degree of urbanization), we proceeded to analyze the partial
correlation by controlling the effect of these variables on the perceptions
of and tolerance toward crime.

1

I
I
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Table 10
Exposure to crime and social importance of the crime problem (gamma).

-.11

• Rate of local crime

il

• Urbanization

-.14***

• Victimization

***
**
*

p:=. 01
Plm.01
p.05

The socio-demographic variables at the individual and contextual
level having been controlled, table 11 shows that only exposure to the media
plays a significant role in the perceptions of crime at the national level.
The experience of victimization and the criminal environment as well as
the degree of integration no longer produce any really significant differences
between the evaluations.

On the other hand, at the local level, the perceptions

of criminality continue to depend heavily on experience and the criminal
environment. We clearly see an obvious contrast appear again between the social
importance accorded crime by the residents of low-crime areas in comparison
with the relative security perceived in the immediate environment.
These results show the role of the media in the general perceptions,
whereas the perceptions of crime at the local level depend mainly on experiences
of actual victimization and the rate of crime.

*1

We have. also shown the contrast

that exists between the social importance of criminality and the relative
security felt at the local level.

This kind of special relationship that

exists between the different variables can be seen in figure 1.
Figure 1.

Relationship between the degree of exposure, perception of the
rate of crime at the local level and the social importance attached to the crime problem.

Degree of exposure
(Rate of crime and
victimization)

"

Perception of the
rate of crime at
the local level

Social importance
attached to the
crime problem

High

High

Low

Low

Low

High
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Table 11
Relationshtp between the perceptions of criminality, social importance
and the degree of exposure

Rate perceived
Canada

(correlation order zero)

(partial correlation Beta)

.05*

Rate of local
criminality

-07

Urbanization
Victimization

***

p.001

**

1)4.01

Rate per- Social
Imporceived
tance
Neighbourhood

Rate per- Rate per- Social
Imporceived ceived
tance
Canada Neighbourhood

Media
Exposure

Integration

on controlling the socio-demographic variables (1 )

04

.06*

-06

.19***

-07

-05

.21***

-08**

.32***

-07*

-04

33***

-08*

11***

14**

GO

-12**

-11*** -02
06

10

-02

II

-05

1

07*
-06

pim .05

02

1

(1) The variables controlled are sex, age, family income and education. For
victimization and integration, the degree of urbanization of the place
of residence was also controlled, and for places of residence with a high
or low rate of crime, the average income of the area and its cultural
composition.

I.
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I
Furstenberg (19711 havi.ng also noted this phenomenon, explained
it by the importance attached to other inore urgent social problems by the
residents of high-crime areas (employment, health., unemployment).

The residents of low--crine areas, generally better off economi'cally, would
attach more importance to the crime problem because they don't have such
pressing financial problems. For this author, socio-economic well-being

I

would be the variable that explains tfii's contrast between the general
evaluations of the problem and those relating to the place of residence.
To verify this hypothesis, not directly tested by this author,

I

I

we established an index of soci.o-economic well-being by taking two objecti,ve
indicators; the family income and average income in the area of residence,
and a subjective indicator: satisfaction with the quality of life (Alpha .40).
In a general way, without taking the area of residence into account,
there does not seem to be (table 12) any significant relationship between
the level of socio-economic well-being and people's judgment of the importance
of the crime problem (gamma -.07; p. NS).. On the other hand, well-being
exercises a significant influence over the perceptions of crime at the national

1

I
1

I
*1
t
I

(gamma

-.20, p .01) and local level (.Gamma -.24, p .000). The better

off financially the less the tendency to perceive a dramatic change in the
crime rate over the past five years.
Can there be a significant interaction between bei,ng well-to-do
and exposure to a criminal environment?

Table 12
Importance and perception of crime according
to the level of socio-economic well-being (gamma)

Social importance

,-07

Rate perceived in Canada

.-20**

Rate perceived in the neighbourhood
***
**
*

P16.001
p L.01
p L_ 05

-24***
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We especially noted the existence of a certain contrast between
the relative security of the area of residence and the social importance attached
to the crime problem. Does financial ease explain this contrast, the less well-

11
11

off in the high-crime areas having other economic problems to deal with before
thinking of crime, the contrary being true for the wealthier in low-crime
areas?
One part of this hypothesis seems to be confirmed if we look at the
inverse relationship that exists between the two areas and well-being (gamma .-20), II
the poorest being in the high-crime districts. To control this difference we
cross-tabulated the wealthy residents according to the type of district they
lived in (low or high-crime)with the importance accorded crime or other social
problems.
Table

13

indicates that the level of well-being generally introduces
no significant difference in the importance attached to the crime problem
and other problems, according to the

criminal environment. However, it is

interesting to note that the wealthiest people In low-crime areas mention
problems other than crime more frequently ($ 9.1%) than the poorer people,
who more often cite the crime problem (50.9%). On the other hand, in very
high-crime areas it is the reverse, the wealthier more often mentioning the

.

(42.6%) whereas the
(62.5%). The difference

crime problem

poorer attach more importance to other

problems

according to the level of well-being is more

clear-cut in these latter areas where the people are more exposed than in
those that are relatively more protected.
These results seem to indicate that when the environment is
relatively free of crime, the well-to-do are less concerned about the
crime problem than the less well-off; however, when they feel more directly
threatened in their own surroundings, they tend to be much more worried
about this social problem than poorer people.
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Table 13

Criminal environment, socio-economic well-bein and
the social importance acborded crime in combarisbn
eth other Social prOblems (n 476)
Crime Rate

Low
Social Problems
Judged a
Priority

Financial status
Low

Medium

50.9

Other Problems,
49 1
(economic, employment,
'
health, etc.)

Financial status

High

Low

(n 115)

(n 48)

(n 50)

(n 54)

44.4

40.9

37.5

42

42.6

55.6

59.1

62.5

58

57.4

(N 110) (n 99)
Crime

High

Medium

High

. NS

The inverse relationship that we find between the social importance
attached to crime and the perception of the dangerousness of the neighbourhood
seems to be explained less, as Furstenberg suggested, by the fact that the
most well-to-do people are less concerned by financial problems and thus crime
for them becomes a priority and vice versa for the disadvantaged.

In fact,

although we find a similar pattern in high-crime areas, it is reversed in
the low-crime areas. Well-being alone, therefore, cannot explain the importance
accorded crime; the impact of the criminal environment also plays a determining
role, and there seems to be a difference between the threshold of tolerance
of people who are well-to-do and those who are not, espectally in high-crime
areas. We might also ask to - what extent the priority given certain other socioeconomic problems,such as employment, unemployment, etc., indirectly reflects
a concern about the causes of crime.

Thus we see that the more disadvantaged

people tend to think that the causes of crime are of a social nature (76% VS 69%)
or due to too many temptations in our society (60% VS 45%) whereas those at
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a higher
for his

socio-economtc level
acts (33% VS 23%).

tend to consider the criminal more responsible

011'
Conklin

(1975)

suggested another hypothesis to explain the greater

social importance accorded criminality by the residents of low-crime areas
reported by

Furstenberg.

The areas of this type that the latter studied

were also areas where there was strong racial discrimination.

The residents

in these areas, while expressing their concern about the crime problem,
also mention their anxiety about the racial changes occurring, the Blacks
being blamed for most of the crimes

againts

the Whites. Conklin suggests

11

that a relationship here between a certain social conservatism and the
importance given the crime problem might be the manifestation of a more
general attitude toward social change.

1

An index of liberalism was designed grouping together five items
relating to the attitudes toward social change and to authority (Alpha .e.67)
in order to

verifY

whether the difference in the social importance given

the crime problem according to the degree of exposure would be due to a
difference in attitude toward social change between the two types of areas
(low-crime and high-crime).
Table

14,

leaving exposure aside, shows the very clear influence

of the degree of liberalism over the image people have of crime. The more
liberal people are and the more open to social change, the less they tend

(gammaz..22, p .000)
or to perceive a greater increase of crime at the local level (gammer.-23,
11
p .000) and especially at the national level (gamma -.48, p .000). The
financial status, strongly correlated with the degree of liberalism (gamme.29, II
p.000) has a similar influence in the sanie direction, but only significant
to see

the=crime

problem as serious and a priority issue

where the perceptions of crime are concerned, and not, as we have seen,
with regard to the social importance accorded the crime problem.

1.

Question

72,

items

5,6,8,14.15.

1
1
1
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Table 14
Social importance and perceptions of*crime
according to the level of wealth and degree
of liberalism (.gamma)

Social importance
Rates perceived for Canada(.1)

I
I
I
I
I

(1)

(2)

(.3)

(41

.24***

.0.6

-07

22***

-

.47***

Rates perceived for neighbourhood (2)

-.20** -.48***'
-.24*** -.23***

-

ealth (3)
Liberalism (4)

Leaving out the degree of exposure to crime, these results show
the close connection that exists between the general attitudes toward society
and social change and the idea people have of crime. We will see later on
how these general attitudes also influence punitiveness and the solutions
envisaged to reduce crime much more than experience and fear of crime.
Is there any difference between the people who are exposed to crime
and those who are not? Generally speaking, we find no difference In the degree
of liberalism between the residents of high.-crime areas and those in low-crime
areas (gamma =.00). However, table 15 shows that, in areas where the crime rate

I
I
^

is high, even the most conservative mention crime as a social problem much
less (.39.1%) than in areas where it is low (56.6%).
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Table 15

Crimi,pà1 enyinnpent, 1ITlJ and. S91.41 importance àccorded crienal:tty in ceperteon:with'eher
§Oélal prObleffis-(A 476).

Crime rate
Social
problems
judged a
priority

1

Low

High

liberalism

1 i beral ism

2

3

(n 53) (n 201) (n 70)

1

2

3

(n 23)(n 95) (n 34)

Criminality

56.

47.3

31.4

39.1

44.2

32.4

Other problems
(economy,
employment,
health, etc.)

43.4

52.7

68.6

60.9

55.8

67.6

p. 05

These results once more confirm the significant effect of the milieu
and of more or less direct experience with crime on a person's idea of the
problem.

People who are daily confronted with a criminal environment can

base their evaluation of the crime problem on experience whereas those who
are relatively protected can only form an idea through public discussion
about crime, talk which is generally alarmist and can only increase anxiety.
This seems all the more true in that there is a sharp difference with regard
to exposure to the media between the residents of low-crime areas who are
more exposed and those of high-crime areas who are less exposed (gamma -33,
P001).
So far we have studied the rather general perceptions of the crime
problem and rates of criminality, but do people personally feel they are in
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danger and that their risk of victimization is high?

Their evaluation

of the risks and personal danger is perhaps the most direct measure

of

the impact of day-to-day crime.
2.1.3. Evaluation of the risks and personal danger
If, on the whole, the people questioned seemed relatively concerned
about the increase of crime in Canada, we have seen that at the locallevel
few people saw a big change.

It is not surprising then that, in daily life,

only a minority feel personally threatened. Hardly one person in ten felt
they were in danger where they lived, and even fewer (7.7%) had thought of
moving because they didn't feel safe.

The people who see a high risk

of victimization are also relatively few in number and have theft in mind
(38.4%) more than personal attack (21.9%). Finally, although we have seen
that crime leaves almost no one indifferent (more than 80% saying they are
very or quite concerned), it is mentioned as an important personal problem
of daily life by fewer than one person out of ten (9.6%)*. Health (27.3%)*,
the family (15.5%)*, and above all, financial problems (64.3%)* are priority
concerns.
It is striking to see here the difference between the situation
in the United States today. According to the recent Figgie report (1979)
on the fear of crime in the United States, the majority of Americansseem
to be terrorized, and this "vague" or "concrete" fear affects almost all
social classes and in every part of the country.

It would seem that there

is a certain hiatus in the perception Canadians have of crime as a social
problem at the national level and as a personal problem in their daily lives.
We have seen that their idea of the extent and gravity of crime is very ,close to
that of the Americans, whereas in day-to-day life, the impact of crime still
appears to be very different, affecting only a minority.
Even though only a minority is affected, it is interesting to see
* cumulative percentage on the three choices.
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what the factors are that explain the perceptions of the risks and
personal danger.
Indices of risk and danger were constructed. The first includes
the two items, perception of the risk of theft and of personal attack,
(alpha .63) and the second contains the item pertaining to the feeling of
safety in the place of residence as well as whether or not there is a desire
to move expressed (alpha

.47).

Table 16 shows the distribution of the respondents on these
two indices of risk and danger. We see that people perceiving a high
risk (17%) and great danger (3.3%) are in the minority, the majority having
a medium score for the risk (56.1%) and a low one for the danger (85.6%).
The evaluation of the risks and danger greatly depend on the
living conditions and actual experiences of victimization as well as the
perceptions of the crime rate. On the other hand, the media, like a knowledge
of the system, do not seem to play a significant role, nor do the more general
attitudes to social change.
Another important situational factor that seems to explain the
feeling of danger is a low degree of integration and social participation.
In fact, integration in the neighbourhood (gamma -.48), owning property

-.43) and social participation (gamma -.26) are negatively linked
as well as family income (gamma -.30). We also note a negative relationship
(gamma

between the feeling of safety and satisfaction with the efficiency of the
police (gamma

-.18).

Finally, as before, we find a distinct difference

between men and women, the latter having a greater feeling of being in danger
(gamma

-.33).

Age does not seem to play a significant role (gamma

.-06).

Thus the feeling of danger seems directly linked with the incidence
of crime and with situational factors, especially social isolation.
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- Table 16 Distribution of the respondents on the
indices of risks and danger

Risks

%

Danger

(n)

%

(n)

Low

(1)

26.9 (220)

85.6 (699)

Medium

(2)

56.1 (458)

11.1 (91)

High

(3)

17.0 (139)

3.3 (27)

Table 17 shows that the feeling of danger mainly depends on
the characteristics of the surroundings: the rate of crime
(gamma

.55) and urbanization (gamma

of victimization (gamma

.57) as well as personal experiences

.33) and the perception one has of the crime

in the immediate area (gamma

.55).

- Table 17 Relationship of the contextual and individual variables with the perception of the risks and personal
danger (gamma)
Risks

Danger
. 57***

1 . victimization

.06
.30***
.10

tion

Ç. knowledge about justice
i. media

.00
.09

-10
-10

Saliency

1-02
.04
• social importance
.17***
• rate perceived for Canada
. rate perceived for the neigh- .27***
borhood
.50***
.22*
. concern

• crime rate
Exposure

Informa-

(n=476)

• urbanization

.33***
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1
We find pretty much the same pattern for the risks perceived,hut
they seem to be more closely ltnked with personal characteristics, mostly
sex (.gamma -4Q1 and general concern about crime (gamma .5Q).
Exposure to crime, and oddlyenoug6. vi'ctimi.zation (gamma .101
as well as the crime rate (gamma 06, p NS), appear to be less determining
factors. However, the degree of ur6anization (gamma .30) and perception
of the local crime rate (gamma .271 are strongly linked with the risks
perceived. We. also find that integration (gamma -.16) and social participation
(.gamma -.10) have a negative Influence, although much less strong. than the
perception of danger, and property is no longer significant (gamma -.QQ).
The feeling of control over the crime situation is negatively linked (.gamma -.101
and the image of a crimi'nality of violence positively (gamma .12).
The risks perceived seem to be a more general and vague measure
of the concern about crime whereas the feeling of danger seems to he connected
more with the li'ving conditions and ch.aracteristtcs of the milieu. However,
these two measurements, li1ke the perception of the local crime rate, strongly
depend on personal experience and seem little influenced by the. media or the
more general attitudes toward society, unltke the perception of the national
crime rate and the soctal Importance accorded crime.
One mi'ght th1nk then, that there are actually two distinct views
of crimi,nality. The more general view is that of the overall crime in Canada
and its social importance. It Is what we have called the social sali:ency
of crime which appeared to be ch.iefly linked with ideologi.cal factors and
influenced by the media. More concrete are the perceptions of crime in the
envi'ronment, of the danger and personal risk of victimization. These
perceptions or personal sali:ency of crime are directly dependent on the conditions

E

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
j

of life and personal experience. it therefore seemed to be the most direct
measure of the impact of crime on people's daily lives.

I
I
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We developed two indices on the basis of these questions.
The first index, social saliency, includes the two items on general
perceptions (alpha .32) and the second index, personal saliency, covers

the three other items on the perception of local crime, the risks and
personal danger (alpha .50). Table 18 indicates the distribution of the
respondents on these two indices and at the same time the relationship
between the two types of perception. e see, firstof ail, that there is a
2
significant difference between the two types of perception (chi p.000),
the higher social saliency having a distribution that is the reverse
of personal saliency. Thus for more than a third of the respondents
(35.9%) the social saliency of criminality is very high, whereas it is
ashigh for barely fifteen percent (14.9%) at the personal level . The
opposite is true for the lower scores. However, there is a significant
positive relationship (gamma .28) between the two types of perception,
the people most worried about the extent of crime socially are also
concerned about it at the local level.
Thus certain people would tend more than others to he anxious
about the gravity and danger of crime as they see it. Sex (women), income
(low), satisfaction with the quality of life (little) and attitude to social

change (conservatism) are determining factors as well as the feeling of control
over the crime situation (little) and of general confidence in people (little).
A feeling of vulnerability and social convervatism would therefore increase
both the general concern and the perception of a personal threat,
We have discussed the main factors which may influence people's
perceptions of crime, but have considered them separately. However, this,
method is not sufficient to afford an understanding of the true role of the
different factors that may interact and influence perceptions. Only multivariate
analyses can make it possible to take into account all the factors that best
explain perceptions while at the same time controlling the effects of the
interaction between these factors. As DuBow et al (1979) point out in their
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Table 18

Rel ationsh.tp between the • set .41 sal tency • and

the personal s41 tency.• of Crtmtnal tty

Personal sa -Uence

Social saliency
Low

Medium

High

(n)

(n)

(n)

Low

8.9
(73)

7.7
(63)

1.0
(8)

17.6
(144)

Medium

13.8
(113)

24.5
(200)

8.2
(67)

46.5
(380)

High

7.6
(62)

22.5
(184)

5.8
(47)

35.9
(293)

14.9
(122)

100
(817)

Total

Chi 2 =45.4
gamma=.28
rho llt.19

30.4
(248)

54.7
(447)

Total

1

p.000

1

95

review of the literature on the reactions to crime, there is no multivariate
analysis today that is sufficiently exhaustive to permit an examination of
the different components that make up the perceptions of crime and the main
factors that may affect these perceptions. Our study, which includes a great
many socio-demographic, situational and personal variables at the individual
level as well as contextual variables, affords this opportunity.

An effort

was also made to make a distinction between the different components of the
perception of crime which largely cross-check those suggested by DuBow

et al

(values, judgments and emotions) based on all the data they were able to gather.
2.1.4.

Intercorrelation and factors explaining the saliency of crime.

A series of multiple regression analyses were made on the social
and personal saliency of crime as well as on the preoccupation with crime
that reflects the emotional aspect of the reactions. We have five main
1
groups of variables :
1. Direct exposure
• rate of crime
• urbanizatton
, victimizatton
2. Information
• knowledge of the system
. media

1. All the indices constructed are additive except for the indices of risk
• and safety where we proceeded with a logical recoding to permit us to more
clearly distinguish the groups according to the questions included in the
index. Analyses of consistency WUTe done for each scale with the coefficients
"Alpha" varying between •30,and .85:
Also the tests of additivity (Tukey)
and homogeneity (Hotelling T. Carr%) between the items were calculated for
each scale. Finally, certain variables were recoded in dichotomy form in
order to be able to treat them as linear variables. We operationalized
all the variables measuring the reactions to crime (protection, solutions)
in the same way.
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3. Soci.o-demograph.i.c chAracteri,stics 1 in[ce.d with
lifestyle and vulnerability
•
•
.
.

sex
age
education
financial well-being

. isolation ( living with family or alone.)
. integration in the neighbourhood
. social participation

4. General attitudes and values

t
I
i

1

I
I

. liberalism
. anomie
. confidence in people
. punitiveness
5. Images of crime and justice

• violence/crime
• responsibility/victim
• possibility of rehabilitation of the criminal
• feeling of control over the crime situation

,1,

^
I

. confidence in justice

t
I

• causes of criminality (social, personal and s.everity
of sentences)

I

• satisfaction with the efficiency of the police

For the areas of residence where the rate of crime was directly•
controlled, the analyses were done separately because the sample did not
include all the respondents (. n_476). We shall present successively, then,
the analyses done on these specific urban areas and then those including
the sample as a whole (ns817). The differences shown between the results
of these two series of analyses are due to the particularity of the residents,
solely citizens selected from the large cities of Montreal and Toronto. The
total sample, on the other hand, included the residents of Winnipeg and of
rural areas as well.

t.
I.
I
1.
I
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Social saliency of crime

2.1.4.1

Table 19 first of all shows that for the urban areas the five
variables that best explain the social saliency of crime are in descending
order of importance: liberalism (-11), the image of crime (.14), education

(-15),

the media (.10)

and the feeling of control over crime (-08).

For the entire sample,seven variables significantly explain the social
saliency: liberalism (-16), the lack of severe sentences as the cause of
crime (.07), education (-12), the image of crime (,08), sex (-08), the
personal responsibility of the criminal (.06) and integration in the

neighhourhood (.06).

These results mainly show the dominant influence

of the attitudes to social change on the general perceptions of crime,
the factor of liberalism alone explaining more than half of the total
variance.

We also see that education and the image one has of crime and

its causes are important factors. Finally, we note that in the urban areas
the media above all seems to play a significant role in creating the image
of crime.
Thus we see the impact of images and ideological factors
(figure 2) on the evaluation that is made of the criminal phenomenon.
Hence we may expect that any solution or change involving norms and values
will meet with strong opposition if they are not accompanied by general
discussion aimed at changing the existing ideas of the criminal and presenting
the reality of the phenomenon, especially the extent and nature of criminal
acts. Alarmist public discussion, greatly amplified by the media, can only
feed the existing images of a violent criminality and the ineffectiveness
of the system, and at the same time, as the results show, its lack of power
to control the crime situation.

2.1.4.2. Personal saliency of crime
Whereas social saliency appeared to have no connection with
experience and a criminal environment, the personal saliency of crime,
on the other hand, depends first and foremost on these objective factors,
including vulnerability.
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-

Figure 2 -

Factors explaining the social saliency of criminalitY

Crime information
. media
Image of crime and justice
. criminality
of violence
. causes-sentences
crime control (-)
Social saliency

General attitudes
. liberalism (-)

Lifestyle
• Sex (female)
• Education (-)
• Integration

II

I
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I

- Table 19 -

Factors explaining the social saliency of crime

A. Urban area5 ( n=476)

I
I

I

Simple R

Beta

R2

liberalism

-31

-11

.1Q

image of crime

.16
- 29
.11
-22

.14
-15
.10
-08

.12
.15
.16
.17

Simple R

Beta

R2

.09
.11
.12
.13
.13
.14

education
media
sense of control

R2 total

I
I

r
r
1

I
t

.21

B. Total sample (n-817)

liberalism
cause-sentences

-29
.22

-16
.07

education
image of crime
sex
cause-personality
integration

-24
.09
-12
.07
11

-12
.08
-Q8
.06
.06

R2 total

.16

.10
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Table 20 shows that the personal saliency of criminality is
best explained in the urban areas by these six variables: sex (-18),

I.
I.

education (-09), exposure to crime associated with the criminal environmeàt
and victimization (.16), integration (-07) and financial well-being (-WI
as well as belief in the responsibility of the victim (-13). For the
entire sample, there are again six variables that best explain the perSonal
saliency. They are sex (-19), exposure to crime (,24), integration (-11),
liberalism (-14), belief in the responsibility of the victim (-11) and

i*

socio-economic well-being (-08).
Thus, we see (Figure 3) that the factors of vulnerability connected
with sex, exposure, socio-economic well-being and the degree of integration
in the neighbourhood are determining factors in the feeling of being more
or less in personal danger. These factors explain the total variance of
the personal saliency almost entirely, while education, liberalism and the
view concerning the role of the victim explain only three percent. It is
interesting to see here the role of integration in the neighbourhood in the
perceptions of danger; the people most familiar with their neighbourhood
and well integrated socially feel far less threatened personally than
newcomers who seldom visit their neighbours
different from themselves.

and whom they consider

On the other hand, we have seen that integration

played the opposite role with regard to the social perception of the
criminal phenomenon. These same people had a greater tendency to assess
crime on the national level as grave and increasing very rapidly than those
who were not as well integrated.

I.
1

Once again there seems to be a contrast

between the relative security perceived in one's immediate environment and
the idea one has of the criminality in other neighbourhoods or cities.

2.1.4.3. Concern about crime
The concern about crime that is very closely connected (table 21)
with its social saliency (gammal=.41) as well as its personal saliency
(gammar.r..37) can be considered the most emotional aspect of people's
perceptions. We saw that the majority of the respondents said they were
concerned about crime in a general way; it is interesting to see what

à
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- Table 20 -

Factors explaining the personal saliengy of crime

A. Urban areas

in =476)

Sex
Education
Exposure
Integration
Financial well-being
Responsibility of the victim

R 2 Total

Bete

R

-21
-16
-13
13
-16
-06

-18
-09
.16
-07
-08
-13

.04
.06
.09
.10
.11
,12

Simple R

Beta

R2

-23
.22
-17
-11
-10
-15

-19
.24
-11
-14
-11
-08

.18

O.Total sample (n= 817)
Sex
Exposure
Integration
Liberalism
Responsibility of the victim
Financial well-being

R 2 Total

2

Simple R

.18

05
10
12
14
15
16
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- Figure 3 -

Factors explaining the personal saliency of crime

Crime information
.Direct exposure

(Rate of crime,
urbanization,
victimization)

Image of crime;Justice
.Responsibility
of the victim(-)
Personal
saliency

General attitudes
•Liberalism (-)

Lifestyle
.Sex (female)
•Education (-)
•Financial wellbeing (-)
.Integration
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variables are most associated with this aspect of their perceptions.
Table 22 shows four variables that significantly explain
this concern in the urban areas. They are mainly the media (.10),
liberalism (-17), the image of crime (.09) and age (-10).

In the

sample as a whole, three variables seem to be significant, the media

(.13), liberalism (-19) and anomie (-11).
We see (Figure 4) the determining role of the media and general
attitudes toward society and social change. However, contrary to what
might be expected, age and anomie are negatively linked with the concern.
It is not the persons who are elderly and/or anomic 1 who are the most
concerned about crime, but persons of middle age, somewhat conservative
socially, who at the same time have a feeling of control over their
environment. It will be interesting to see the influence of this variable
on the protective measures taken and the solutions envisaged to reduce
criminality. It seems, however, that the concern, even though it expresses
more of an emotional reaction to crime, certainly does not measure fear as
it is understood, that is, as a

rather passive reaction or retreat from

danger.

2.2. Protective behaviour
Along with Furstenberg (1972) and Dubow et al (1979) particularly,
we have noted the avoidance of exposure to crime and theopposite techniques of
mobilization (protective measures, search for information and participation
in preventive programmes) involving more effort, more expense and/or
planning.

It is these different types of behaviour that we shall examine

and the personal or contextual factors that explain them.

1. Age, in fact, is very closely connected with anomie (gamma ::.42)

i
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I
I

- Table 21 The Saliencÿ of crimë and côncern

Social saliency

.37

Personal saliency
***

***

p.001

I
- Table 22 -

I

Factors explaining the concern about crime

A. Urban areas ( n 476)
Simple R Beta R2
02

Media

.13

.10

Liberalism

-12

-17 '03

Image of violence of crime

.11

.09

04

Age

-04

-10

05

R2 Total

.07

B. Total sample ( n 817)
Simple R Beta R2
Media

.16

.13

.03

Liberalism

-14

-19

.05

Anomie

-05

-11

.06

R2 Total

.09

I

t
I
!
1

1,
11
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- Figure 4 -

Factors explaining the concern expressed about crime

Crime Information
. media

Image of crime and Justice
. criminality
of violence

General attitudes
• liberalism (-)
• anomie
(-)

Lifestyle
. Age (-)

COncern
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2.2.1. Avoidance
Two questions dealt specifically with avoidance.

The first,

a general question, concerned the avoidance of certain places or
certain activities, and the second, more specific, the fear of going
out alone at night.

Generally speaking, a number of people

(41%)

avoid doing certain things for fear of crime, chiefly going out at
night

(60.9%)

or not going to places of ill repute

(16.9%)

11
metro (2.6%)* or take care not to carry too much money with them (2.0%)*. us,
are afraid to go out alone at night because of the crime situatiolr Thosew
are once more only a minority (26.1%), the large majority being women
(19%).
Some people also avoid public transportation, especially the

An index of avoidance including these two questions was
constructed (Alpha

.65).

Table

23 shows the distribution of the

respondents on this index according to age and sex.

We see, first

(53.1%) have a low score
Age (gamma=.22), and particularly

in a general way, that the majority of people
and a minority a high score

(20%).

-.65) introduce notable differences. Almost one third of
the elderly (29.1%) and one third of the women (33.9%).frequently avoid
exposure compared with younger persons (17.3%) and men (4.8%), clearly
sex (gamma=

a small minority who act in this way.
In order to control the possible interaction of sex and age
on avoidance behaviour, a partial analysis was done by controlling sex.
We find a significant tendency

1

(rhor4.11, p.001) among the elderly to

adopt avoidance more frequently than younger persons. Also, our results
confirm the role of the feeling of vulnerability and helplessness in
the face of crime often advanced to explain the greater fear of certain
groups.

In fact, there is a strong relationship between age
or sex

(gamma -.42

(gamma=„30, p.001) and a feeling of control over the

* Percentage of those who answered the first question.

p.01)

11
il
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- Table 23 -

Avoidance and Age

AGE
Avoidance

Over 65

Under 65

Total
(A)

Little (1)
Average (2)

Considerable (3)

55.4
27.2
17.3

45.1
25.8
29.1

53.1
26.9
20.0

Men

Total

(434)
(220)
(163)

p.000

Avoidance and Sex
SEXE

Avoidance

I

(n)
Little (1)
Average (2)

35.5
30.6

72.2
23.0

53.1
26.9

(434)
(220)

Considerable (3)

33.9

4.8

20.0

(163)

p.000

1
1
•

Women
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crime situation, elderly people and women feeling more helpless than
others.

I

Table 24 shows, in a general way, that the people who tend
mos.t to adopt a course of avoidance are thAse who 1 ive in fiigh-crime
1Q) or urban areas ( .gamma .51) who had been the victims
areas (gamma
11). The sal i;ency of crime also plays an
of cri,mi'nal acts (.gamma
important role, espec'Cally personal sa1i~ency (-gamma .5Q). It is interesting
to note the inverse role of the information oEitai;ne.d via the media and
that obtained throug6.a, direct knowledge of the. system; the former is
posi:ti;vely,l i,n.kce.d (gamma .121 with. avoïdance, the latter negatively
(.gamma -.2Ql. Pi'nally, the degree of social integration is a factor
that also i:nf1uences, a+loidance stgni'ftcantly, disadvantaged persons (gamma
living alone (-gamma. .2Q), not fami'llar with thei:r neighbourhood (gamma -.14).
who do not own thei`r home (Igamma -.32) and are. little involved socially
(,gamma -,131 haytng a greater tendency than others to adopt the tactic
^

of avoi:dance.
A

multiple regression analysis was done to see the relative impact

of the different factors taken together and to determine those that best
explain avoidance tactics (table 25). In the urban regions, six factors seem
to explain this. Sex (-40), the personal saliency of crime (.16), age (.11)
the social saliency (.10), knowledge of the system (-10) and confidence in
the justice system (-10).
In the global sample, eight variables significantly explain avoidance.

I
1
1

I

They are also sex (-32), personal saliency (.22), age (.10), and

knowledge of the system (-08), but in addition, they include exposure (.08),
the image of a criminality of violence (.07), the social saliency of crime

1

(.08) and integration (-06).

t
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- lable 24 Relationship of the contextual and individual variables
with avoidance
(gamma)

Exposure

Information

( Crime rate

.10*

) Urbanization
( Victimization

.51***

( Media

.12*

.11*

) Knowledge
Saliency

) Personal saliency

.50***

( Social saliency

.24***

) Concern

.22***

) Sex

-65***

( Age

.22***

Lifestyle and) Education

-05

Vulnerability( Financial Well-being

-15***

) Isolation

.20**

( Integration
) Property

-14**
_32***

( Social Participation

-13**

( Criminality of violence
of
crime and
justice

) Responsibility of the
victim
(
) Sense of control

Imeo
-09
-12**

( Satisfaction with police

-02

) Confidence in justice

.02

II
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1
- Table 25 Factors explaining avoidance

A. Urban areas (n . 476)

Sex
Personal saliency
Age

Social saliency
Knowledge

Confidence in justice

R 2 Total

Simple R

Beta

R2

-47
.30
.20
.23
-19
.00

-40
.16
.11
.11
-10
-10

.22
.26
.28
.29
.30
.31

Simple R

Beta

R2

-42
.34
.12
-16
.14
.15
.17
-10

-32
.22
.10
-08
.08
.07
.08
-06

.17
.24
.25
.26
.26
.27
.27
.28

.33

B. Total Sample (n - 817)

Sex
Personal saliency
Age
Knowledge
Exposure
Criminality of violence

Social saliency
Integration

R2

Total

1
1

.29

1
1•

1
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These results show that the vulnerability associated with sex
and with age as well as the sense of personal threat explains the avoidance
behaviour almost entirely. We also note here that the role of tie system
is significantly linked with avoidance in a negative way, but once again,
that the media and the image people form of crime have an effect on fear.

2.2.2. Protective measures

HI

r-

A factor analysis of all (n • 12) the protective measures proposed
to the respondents brings to light three distinct factors. The first (60.2%) 1
covers the relatively general precautions people usually take when they leave
their home: have the grass cut or the snow removed (.69) 2 , stop the mail or
have it removed (.60), have the home watched (.51) put valuables in a safe
place (.44) leave the radio or lights on to give the impression that someone
is home (.36) and have someone live in (.25). On the other hand, the second
covers more specific and permanent precautionary measures that require an
investment and/or some planning: putting a chain or safety locks on the door
(.33) advising the police of one's absence (.38), putting in an alarm system
(.32) and putting an identification mark on valuables (.24). The third factor
provides little additional information (11.6%) and shows two measures: having
a watch dog (.41) and the possession of arms (.36), which can have other objectives than specific protection against victimization.

I
I

The results show that people are more inclined to take careful
precautionary measures during an absence than acquire permanent protective
devices. Apart from a door chain or safety lock, which many people say they
have (55.6), the other items are used by only a minority (less than 20%).
On the other hand, the majority of people when they go away leave the radio
or lights on (58.8), put their valuables in a safe place (49.9%) or ask

1. Percentage of the total variance explained by the factor.
2.Relative contribution of the item to the variance explained by the factor.
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someone to watch their residence (67.8). A relatively large number also
take care to have their grass cut or the snow removed ( 40.5%) and to have
their mail stopped (44.3%) during the time they are away. The last measure
(to have someone occupy their home) i s more rarely taken (22%). Finally.
the people who have a watch dog (17.7%) or a weapon of some sort ( 13.6%),
also represent a mi nori ty , manTÿ iôsé' "Ti v~ng^n "ruraT4F as.
Two indices were constructed based on the data shown by the
factor analysis. The first, an index of general protection measures, includes the six items of the first factor (Alpha =.60); and the second, an
index of specific protection measures, covers the four items of the next
factor (Alpha - .30). The last two items, possession of a watch dog or
weapon, will not be taken into account since a special analysis of these
two items shows that there is no significant connection either with the
personal saliency of crime (gamma =.00) or concern (gamma n .05). These
measures are chiefly taken by the residents of rural areas (gamma =.55).

Finally, a global index of protection, including all the items
in the questionnaire (n s.4) was also constructed (Alpha -.59).
Tables 26 and 27 show the distribution of the respondents on
the index of general measures and specific measures as well as on
the global
index.

We see (table 26) that more people (55.3%) take several measures
(3-6) of general protection whereas specific measures are much less frequent,
only a minority (26.9%) having more than one means of protection (2-4) in
their home. A very small number of people (table 27) take no precautions
at all, either specific or general (4.9%) or else go to the other extrese
(9.9%) and take a great many (6 or more). On the average, the majority of
the respondents (65.4%) seem to take between three and five measures to
protect their property against victimization. As we have seen, these
measures.were mainly surveillance of the home, a door chain or safety locks,
the radio and lights left on or valuables placed in safe-keeping.

I
I
t
I
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- Table 26 -

Distribution of the responses on the two indices
of general and specific protection measures

General measures
Score

no. of

Specific measures

measures %

No. of measures %

(n)

(n)

none (1)

0

11.3
(92)

0

31.5
(257)

Few (2)

1-2

33.4
(273)

1

41.6
(340)

many (3)

3-6

55.3
(452)

2-4

26.9
(220)

- Table 27 -

Distribution of the responses on the global
index of protection

(n)
4.9

(40)

(1-2)

19.8

(162)

average (3-5)

65.4

(534)

9.9

(81)

None

(0)

Few

many

(6 and more)
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These results may be surprising considering the low personal
saliency of crime shown earlier, and there is some question as to whether
these precautionary measures are more a matter of habit or a true concern
about the risk of victimization and danger perceived.
Table

›

28 shows that when a distinction is made between the

general and specific measures of protection, there is actually a difference
between the two types of precaution. The general measures are not connected II
1
with either exposure or the personal saliency of crime whereas the specific
measures are significantly so, especially in relation to the degree of urba11

nization of the region of residence (gamma % .48), victimization (gamma tr. .23)
and the personal saliency of crime (gamma = .22). We can see here the influence of the objective risks and perception of these risks on the specific
measures of protection that people take. On the other hand, the general measures seem to depend more on factors connected with the style of life and
cycle of life. Thus the ownership of property (gamma • .53), financial
well-being (gamma
.27) and integration in the nei • hbourhood (gamma = .24)
are positively linked with the number of general measures taken, whereas
age (gamma = -.19) and isolation (gamma = -30) are negatively linked.

(62%) and those living with family (60.4%) take more
general precautions (three or more) than the young (40%) the elderly (41.3%)
or persons living alone (45%). We also note a strong relationship between
Middle-aged persons

11
II

the general measures and the concern expressed about crime on the whole
(gamma

= .42). The general measures seem to be more a matter of lifestyle and 11

a vague concern that has little to do with a sense of real danger, while the
specific measures represent an active move against potential victimization
connected with living in a criminal environment and/or having had the expe-

rience of being victimized.

1. The difference between the high-crime or low-crime areas is no longii.
significant if we control the socio-demographic variables linked with
age, sex, family income and education, as well as the average income
of the area of residence (rho = -05, p.NS)

OR

1 •5

- Table 28 of the contextualand

Relationship
individual
variables with the measures of protection
Protection
Global
Exposure

-23**

18*

00

48***

. victimization

13*

04

23***

29***

20***
10**

. knowledge

29***

. social saliency
• personal saliency

14**

09*

08*

03

22***

• concern

17***
40***

42***

24***

. sex

01

04

-06

-19**

07
19***

-24***

23***
27***
_30***

15***

24***

-02

• social participation

06

04

. property

32***

11*
53***

Lifestyle

. financial well-being
and vulner- . Isolation
ability
• integration

justice

-07

27***
25***

• education

crime and

Specific

-21*

• age

Image of

General

. crime rate
. urbanization

Information . media

Saliency

measures

-21**
26***
27***

• criminality of violence 00
• responsibility of
victim
-10*
23***
• sense of control
• satisfaction with
police
• confidence in justice

-06
-07

09*
12*

23***
10*
-01

19***

13**

12*

12*

02

04

02

-00
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In a general way, and contrary to avoidance tactics,
the feeling
that something can be done to minimize
one's risks of victimization or
reduce crime is significantly linked ( gamma
- .23) with the number of protective measures taken. We see
here, too, the positive role of the information on crime obtained both through the media (gamma =.29) and direct
knowledge of the system ( gamma - .29). Finally, people who are
not socially
isolated ( gamma - -.24), are financially well-to-do (gamma =.27), have a
high level of education ( gamma - . 15) and
own their own home ( gamma n .32)
tend more than others to take precautions against victimization. On the
other hand, women take no more protective measures than men (gamma - 01)

and the elderly take fewer precautions than other a ge ca tegories
(gamma - -.21).
There results, contrary to numerous surveys (see DuBow et al 1979),1
show that victims have a greater tendency than others to take precautions,
especially specific and permanent types that require more provision. There
is another interesting aspect concerning the di'fference between the general
and the specific measures. The former, more frequently adopted, are not due
to a sense of personal danger but rather to a habit that is part of the way
of life, whereas the latter seem: more directly linked with exposure and

the personal saliency of crime. Curiously enough, women, who seem the most
vulnerable and most aware of personal danger, take no more precautions than
the other groups. Lawton (1976), in his study of elderly persons, found a
similar situation among those who indicated a high level of fear. He
concluded that the concern they expressed about crime was müch greâter'
than their true concern.

I

However, we saw that there was a very distinct difference where
avoidance was concerned, women and elderly persons adopting this type,of
tactic much more than the other groups. In this regard, during the in-depth
interviews that comprised the first phase of this study, we observed two
typical reactions in these groups. The women, while expressing their great
fear of victimization, were at the same time minimizing their chances of
victimization by having already changed their habits - avoiding certain
places or certain activities. Our results confirm this greater tendency to

I
I
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avoid exposure on the part of both these groups. The other reaction,
more anomic, showed a feeling of helplessness and some confusion about
possible solutions or

their ability to really protect themselves. Here

again, our results show that women (rho • .13, p.001) and the elderly
(rho • .20, p.001) tend less than others to think that something can be
done to protect oneself against victimization or to reduce crime. This,
then, would constitute a difference not so much between the concern expressed and the real concern as a difference in the feeling of control
over the crime situation, the control being negatively linked with avoidance
(gamma • -.12)

and positively with other measures of protection (gamma - .23).

A multiple regression analysis of the precautions people take
indicates (table 29) that, in the urban areas, eleven factors significantly
explain what determines them.

In decreasing order of importance, these are

knowledge of the system (.19), the general concern expressed about crime

(.12), the degree of socio-economic well-being (.08), isolation (-09),
exposure via the media (.10), integration in the neighbourhood(.09),
education (.16), the personal saliency of crime (.09), satisfaction with
the police (.13), anomie (.10) and a feeling of control over the crime
situation (.08). In thé-t-otal sample we find the same variables with the
exception of liberalism, which seems equally significant here, whereas the
media no longer are. We have already seen the less pervasive influence of
the media on the sample as a whole in comparison with the specifically urban
group, as well as the difference in the degree of liberalism between the
two, the latter being more liberal than the sample as a whole which includes
the respondents from rural areas. However, these results show that the
factors explaining the precautions people take are fairly stable.
As in the case of avoidance, we also find the role of the
personal saliency of crime and information about crime. But unlike the
former, also closely associated with personal vulnerability (age and sex)
and with a criminal environment, the protection methods Involving mobilisation depend mainly on the way of life and a more general feeling of control
over situations. Thus it is the people who are financially best off,
living with family, relatively familiar with their neighbourhood,
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- table 29 Factors explaining the protection measures
taken against victimization

Ï

A. Urban areas (n a 476)

Knowledge of the system
concern
well-being
isolation
media
integration
education
personal saliency
satisfaction with the police
anomie
sense of control

R2
B. Total sample

total

Beta

R2

.23
.18
.18
-17
.18
.15
.19
.06
.08
-04
.11

.19
.12
.08
-09
.10
.09
.16
.09
.13
.10
.08

.05
.09
.11
.12
.14
.15
.15
.16
.17
.18
.19

Simple R

Beta

R2

.22
.20
.18
.11
.11
.15
-03
.16
-03
-12
.08

.16
.17
.13
.10
.10
.10
.11
.15
-10
-07
.07

.05
.09
.11
.12
.14
.14
.15
.16
.17
.17
.17

.20

(n a 817)

concern
knowledge of the system
well-being
personal saliency
integration
sense of control
anomie
education
liberalism
isolation
satisfaction with the police

R2

Simple R

total

.19

•
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having

a

high level of education, and at the same time Are the least

socially anomic and feel that some control over the crilme situation is
possible, who tend to take more precautions than the others. It is interesting to note the significantly positive relationship with satisfaction
with the police, whereas avoidance seems to be linked with a lack of trust
In the justice system and, although not significantly, with some dissatisfaction with the efficacy

of the police.

Besides the important role of socio-demographic characteristics
and social integration, these results show the determining influence of
the perception of danger, accompanied, however, by the feeling that it is
possible to fight againt crime effectively and protect oneself against
victimization.

2.2.3. Desire for information and participation in prevention
programmes

2.2.3.1. Participation in programmes
Surprisingly enough, a large number of persons seem to know of
the existence of prevention programmes, even though only a small minority
participate in them (12%).

The majority had heard of Block-parents (77.7%),

the Consumers' Association (67%) and Rape Assistance Centres (59.2%). Other
programmes, such as Operation Identification, Escort Services for the elderly
and Citizen Patrols are also relatively well known (about 40%). Only the
neighbourhood Citizen/Police Committees are little known (28.4%). The programme that seems to be relatively the most popular is Operation Identifica-

8% of the people questioned participate in it. There
is little involvement in the other programmes (3% or less). It must be

tion (of valuables).

said that the Identification programme is directed toward a less specific
public than Block Parents or the Rape Assistance Centre, for example, and
is relatively less restrictive.
There are significantly more (p.01) urbanites (13.5%) in these
programmes than ruralresidents (6.9%) and people living in high-crime areas

(17.8% Vs 9.9%).

There is no significant difference between the provinces
or cultural groups, or between men and women. On the other hand, there are .
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significantly fewer (p.01) elderly persons (7.1%) than young people (13.4%)
and the higher the income (gamma = .21) or level of education (gamma - .47),
the greater the tendency to participate in these programmes. Although integration in the neighbourhood plays no role, anomie (gamma

.31), social
participation (gamma = .23) and a feeling of control over crime (gamma • .28)
have a sinnificant influence on participation. Victims (14.2%) also participate more than others (8.7%) but an even greater difference exists between
those who have a knowledge of the system of justice (26.7%) and those who
have not (5.5%). Oddly enough, participation seems to be negatively linked
with satisfaction with the police (gamma = -15) and confidence in justice
(gamma = -12). The same relationship exists with regard to attitudes
favouring social prevention.
Generally speaking, the people who participate in these programmes
perceive a personal threat more than the others (gamma • .22) but do not
consider the criminal situation as serious a social problem (gamma
.22).
The concern expressed about crime has no role here; however, these people

take general protective measures (gamma • .30) more than the others as well
as specific measures (gamma - .50)
(gamma

but tend to use avoidance tactics less

-06).

We see, then, that these programmes mostly iniiolve people who
perceive a high level of risk because of their surroundings and/or because
of previous victimization. Also they belong to a relatively privileged
social class and appear to have already been involved socially. We wanted

to find out their attitudes toward possible participation with the police
in the matter of reporting suspicious acts as well as their willingness to

help juvenile delinquents in their social reinsertion. Although their
attitude in favour of participation with the police (92.9%) is not much

different from that of the others (89.2%), on the other hand, they are much
more willing to help juvenile delinquents (81.6%) than the population as a
whole (66.5%). It would seem that these participants were more socially active from the beginning and were more involved in general prevention.
is very small, we could
Since the number of participants
hardly proceed with more detailed regression analyses.

121

2.2.3.2. Desire for information
Another type of behaviour indirectly related to protection
is the desire for information about crime and the justice system.

This

attitude can be pertinent for future crime policies and their possible
influence.
In general, whether via the media or through discussion with
associates, people say they are fairly well (59.4%) or very well informed

(14.6%) about crime, and although less numerous, are fairly well (49.5%)
or very well informed (6.9%) on the subject of justice (the police, courts,
prisons, laws).

This belief in their knowledge on the part of the public

is surprising since, on the contrary, the in-depth interviews showed great
1
ignorance, besides confusion and constant distortions.
This partly explains why the people expressed little desire

(35.7%) to become better informed about justice or crime.
Table 30 shows that it is mainly in the urban areas (gamma = .24)
that there is a desire for information. But we also seé that people who have
already been greatly exposed to crime through the media (gamma = .32),

interpersonel exchanges (gamma - .30), knowledge of the system (gamma • .28)
or have been a victim (gamma = .30), and who aemit their lack of information
in this domain (gamme = .33), express the desire to be informed more than
the others.

The saliency of crime does not seem to play a really signifi-

cant role here, unless it is the general concern expressed (gamma • .23).
Although age (gamma • -58), image of the victim (gamma = -24), satisfaction
with the police (gamma • -23) and anomie (gamma = -25) are negatively associated, education (gamma - .39), well-being (gamma = .21), liberalism
(gamma = .25) and particularly the feeling of control over the crime situation (gamma = .37) are positively associated. There is also a close connection with other types of protective behaviour, the precautions taken (gamma

. .21) and participation in prevention programmes (gamma = .37).

1. See the report on the qualitative phase.
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- Table 30 Relationship of the contextual and individual
variables with the expressed desire for information ( gamma)

Crime rate
Exposure

information

salience

urbanization

-09
.24**

victimization

.36***

exposure to the media
interpersonal exchanges

,32***
.30***

knowledge of the system

,'28***

degree of information

-33***

social saliency

-13*

personal saliency

.07

concern

.23***

Lifestyle and

sex

vulnerability

age

-02
-58***

education

.39***

well-being

. 21***

isolation

.14*

integration

-10

social participation

.03

property

.11

crimes of violence

.04
_24***

Images of crime
and justice

responsibility of the victim
sense of control

.37***

satisfaction with the police
confidence in justice

_23***

general
attitudes

liberalism
anomie

.25***
-25***

Other protection
methods

avoidance
precautions

.02
.21***

nartici,)a±ion

_24***

.37***
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These results show that the better informed a person is,
the more he wants additional information. It is interesting to note that
the desire for information while linked with the admission of ignorance
and feeling of control over the crime situation is at the same time associated
with a negative evaluation of the efficacy of the police and a lack of
confidence in justice.
A regression analysis of this variable, the desire for information, (table 31) shows six important factors that exist in the urban
areas. These are control over the crime situation (.21), knowledge of
the system (,10), satisfaction with the police (-09), age (-13),ducation
(.08) and concern (.10). In the total sample we find pretty much the same
pattern, with seven variables that best explain this desire: education (.04),
age (-15), control over the crime situation (.15), satisfaction with the
police (-11), exposure (.09), concern (.12) and knowledge of the system

(.10).
The results confirm the already existing interest and knowledge
of the people who want to become better informed.

This desire seems to

be especially motivated by the feeling that it is both possible and useful
to do something to reduce the risks of victimization.

As we have seen,

they take more than four protective measures and participate in prevention
programmes. But at the same time, it seems they are somewhat dissatisfied
with the ineffectiveness of the police. This might account for the desire
for more information in order to see to their own protection more effectively.

Finally, we see that in general these people are well-educated, of

middle age or young, almost all

(85%) the elderly having no desire for

additional information.
Like the protection measures involving some effort, we find

that the feeling of control over the crime situation plays an important
role. It is also a determining factor in the solutions chosen to reduce
crime. The consistency of this factor in the reactions to crime certainly
indicates the usefulness, when initiating a programme or developing a policy,

- table 31 Factors explaining the desire for information

A. Urban areas (n = 476)

crime control
knowledge of the system
satisfaction with the police
age
education
concern

R2

total

Simple R

Beta

R2

.30
.25
-19
-24
.28
.06

.21
.10
-09
-13
.08
.10

.09
.13
.16
.18
.19
.20

Simple R

Beta

R

.04
-15
.15
-11
.09
12
.10

.05
.08
.10
.19
.14
.15
.17

.23

B. Total sample (n • 817)

education
age

crime control
satisfaction with the police
exposure
concern
knowledge of the system

R2

total

.20

.23
.-22
.22
-17
.18
.10
.18

2
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of putting the accent on its ability to minimize the risks

of victimization

and reduce crime rather than its legitimacy or humanitarian aspects.
A final regression analysis was done, this time on all the
various types of behaviour, after having constructed an index of precaution
(Alpha

.42) including the different variables connected with avoidance,

protection measures, participation in prevention programmes and the desire
for information. Table 32 shows that in the urban areas, five variables
best explain the precautions taken. They are sex (-20), education (.16),
victimization (.11), the general concern expressed about crime (06) and
social participation (.07).

In the total sample, seven variables seem

to significantly explain the precautions taken:

the personal saliency

of crime (.16), education (.11), the concern expressed about crime (.13),
sex (-15), socio-economic well-being (.11), victimization (.109) and
control over the crime situation (.09).
Although the personal saliency of crime plays a determining
role in the precautions taken by the respondents only for the sample as
a whole, in both the samples analyzed, the concern expressed about crime
seems to be an important factor with regard to the number of precautions
taken. We see that it is women and the victims of criminal acts who,
compared with men and non-victims, take the most general precautions.
Furthermore, the number of precautions increases with the degree of education and level of financial standing. Finally, there is the important
role of social participation or the feeling of control over the crime
situation, both of which have a positive influence on the precautions
taken against victimization.
Figure 5 shows that lifestyle clearly determines the precautions associated with victimization and the vague fear (concern) or
concrete fear (personal saliency) of crime. But there

must also be

some feeling of the possible use of certain measures to protect oneself
from victimization or to reduce crime. The results point to the fact
that if nothing can be done about the first factors, it seems important

126

t
I

- table 32 Factors explaining the precautions taken
aqainst victimization

1
A. Urban area

(n s 476)
Simple R

Sex

Beta

R2

-21

-20

.09

Education

.19

.16

.12

Victimization

.17

.11

.14

.12

.06

.15

.15

.07

.16

Concern
Social Participation

R`

B. Total sample

total

.19

I
I
I
I
I
I

(n - 817)

1
Simple R
Personal saliency

.22
.18

Education
Concern

.22
-19
.13
.16
.13

Sex
Yell-being
Victimization
Crime control

L

R2

total

Beta

.16
.11
.13
-15
.11
.09
.09

R`

.13
.15
.17
.19
.20
.21
.21

I
1

.23

I
I
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in programmes attempting to increase the precautions taken by people,
to put special emphasis on the effectiveness of prevention while at the
same time making them more aware of the danger of a criminal environment.

- Figure 5 -

Factors explaining the precautions taken against
victimization

Information on crime
. victimization
Saliency of crime
• personel saliency

• concern

Image of crimeard justice
. control of crime

General attitudes
Lifestyle
• sex (female)
• education
• well-being
. social participation

precautions taken
against victimization
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1

a
2.3. Solutions to thé crime problem favoured

1

The authorities are constantly obliged to make choices concerning the orientation of policies and the distribution of funds. This task
is all the more difficult in that decisions are often made in a political
atmosphere where each group exercises pressure to protect its own interests.
Public opinion, although it hasn't a direct role, is at least reflected in
the decisions of many authorities. What type of control, then, do people
favour or are prepared to support in order to fight crime and improve
justice? What groups are more in favour of certain measures than others?
The question here is not to establish the weight of public opinion in
decision-making, but to see this opinion as one of several factors that
can influence decisions.

ok

it
1
1

From this point of view, it would be useful to be able to
describe the solutions

prefemd by the general public and what kinds it

will tolerate, but even more important, to establish the factors underlying these choices.

Public reactions are actually determined less by

a particular policy or programme than by the general orientation and
special objective of these policies or programmes. The in-depth inter-

1
1

views done during the first phase of this research showed the low visibility of specific policies or programmes, the people actually being either
completely ignorant of their existence or having confused ideas about them.
However, they do have opinions on who is criminal and why, and whether
things can be changed and how this can be accomplished. Those who put

a

the accent on the social causes of crime and the possibility of changing
the criminal were more in favour of general prevention measures, whereas
the people who believed that one of the major causes of crime was the present leniency of the sentences tended to demand more punitive measures.
Clearly, then,a person's image of crime, criminals and justice will influence
the priority given to one solution rather than another. But even more- than
these specific images, it is people's general attitudes to society and

social change that seem to determine these choices.

1'•
1•
1
1
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There can be various types of public support.
simply mean a favourable attitude toward certain policies
such as increasing the powers of the police or opening

One type can
or programmes,

a halfway

house,

for example. Another may be a willingness to actively contribute toward
changing or improving certain situations indirectly by paying additional
taxes for developing certain sectors, or volunteering to participate in pro_
grammes to improve the chances of reinserting criminals socially for
instance.

These two types of support were dealt with in our study.
Generally speaking, few people (34.6%) think they can do

anything, alone or with others, to reduce the crime in their neighbourhood
or vicinity, no matter what the rate of crime.

However, there is almost

unanimity (89.6%) when it comes to willingness to alert the police when
suspicious incidents occur.

Nonetheless, there might be some hesitation

about doing so whether from the fear of vengeance (38.6%), not wanting to
get mixed up in other people's affairs (20.5%), become involved with the
police or justice (20.2%) or lose time as a witness if there is a trial

(19.3%).

Less than 10% mention the ineffectiveness of the police when it
comes to finding the guilty parties.

The majority of people say they are ready to help the police,
and a majority, although smaller, are also in favour of the social reinsertion of criminals and would agree to spend one evening a month with juvenile delinquents on a volunteer basis (64.2%).
However, it is certain that such statements overestimate people's
true behaviour.

Indirectly, we have a validity measurement among the ques-

tions on victimization for the actual reporting of incidents and the number
of people who called the police. As other studies also show, everything is
not reported to the police as frequently as stated.

The majority of the

people called the police for a theft, whether a petty theft (50.3%) a
burglary (84.6%) or a hold-up (68.6%), but only a minority did so after
having been attacked with a knife or other weapon (33.8%), been violently
assaulted (24.2%), been the victim of fraud (22.8%) or rape (14.7%).

There
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is reason to believe, then, that based on these findings, although people
are not "against the idea" of helping the police, in practice they generally neglect to do so.
We find a similar tolerance toward having ex-prisoners live
in the neighbourhood (63.3%), and toward working with them (72.9%) or
for them (68.2%).

Also, the majority of people would agree to have the
government increase their taxes to create jobs for ex-prisoners (65.5%),
set up halfway houses (65.3%), develop prevention programmes (72.5%)
and create centres to assist victims (73.5) or compensate them (57.2%).
On the other hand, there is more hesitation about paying additional taxes
to increase the number of policemen (42.4%), and particularly to build
more prisons (17.5%) or improve the living conditions in prison (23.8%).
Finally, although half the people or more seem to be in favour
of giving more powers to the police (51.8%), of there being no discrimination in the employaient of ex-prisoners (between 50% and 70%) or would
agree to having a halfway house in their vicinity (57.9%), many more are
in favour of increasing social assistance for the disadvantaged (68.5%).
These findings show, a priori, the relative tolerance toward
the social reinsertion of criminals and the willingness of a large portion
of the respondents to become more or less directly involved in the control

and prevention of crime.
These solutions, presented separately, can be combined in
different ways. However, a factor analysis of all these questions (n

18)

showsthree principal factors.
.

Prevention. The first factor (55.4%) grouped together the

solutions favouring primary prevention (assistance to the disadvantaged-,
programmes for the prevention of crime) or secondary (the rehabilitation
and social reinsertion of criminals through volunteer aid, the opening of
halfway houses, no discrimination in employment or place of residence, etc.).

I
I
1
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This first factor forms the index developed for preventfion'(Alpha n '.65)
which includes twelve items.
. Control. The second factor (22.5%) grouped the solutions
of surveillance (or detection) of potentially illegal acts and the
intervention of the penal system (police, prison). This factor forms the
index of control (Alpha =.5?) and includes ten items.
. Service to victims. The third factor (14.4%) covered only
the two items, the creation of centres to help victims and the compensa-

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

tion of victims. These two items constitute the index of service to
victims (rho - .49, p.001).

A last factor generated by the analysis afforded less than
ten percent of the information on the total variance.
Table 33, presenting the distribution of the answers on the
three indices, shows that only a minority support none of the solutions
connected with prevention (14.9%),control (18.5%) or service to victims
(20.1%).

On the whole, the respondents seem to be more in favour of ser-

vice to victims (55.7%) or prevention (47.1%) rather than control (13.31/0,
the majority (68.2) being somewhat in favour rather than very strongly
in favour of this last solution. 0 f note is the close link that exists
between the attitudes favourable to service to victims and those favourable
to prevention (gamma =.56, p.000). It is much weaker regarding control
(gamma - .14, p.r00) and there is no significant link between the preferences for prevention and those for control (gamma n .18, p.NS). This
shows the relatively different nature of the attitudes toward prevention
and those toward control.
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- table 33 -

of the answers on the indices of
prevention, control and service to victims

Distribution

Prevention

not

in

favour

(1)

Control

Service

(n)
14.9
(122)

(n)
18.5
(151)

(n)
20.1
(164)

somewhat

in

favour (2)

37.9
(310)

68.2
(557)

24.2
(198)

strongly

in

favour (3)

47.1
(385)

13.3
(109)

55.7
(455)
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- table 34 Relationship between the solutions preferred for
reducing crime and the contextual and individual
variables
(gamma)
Prevention

Control

Service to
victims

Exposure

( Crime rate
) Urbanization
( Victimization

.19**
.06
.19***

.31***
-18**
-23***

.17*
.11
.08

Information

( Media
) Knowledge of the system

.07
.23***

-06
.03

-04
.06

Saliency

) Social saliency
( Personal saliency
) Concern

-14**
-05
-00

.10*
.05
34***

-02
.04
.06

Sex
Age
Education
Well-being
Isolation
Integration
Social participation
Property

09*

.11*
.03
-05
.13*
-16**
.03
.02
35***

.09*
.02
.04
.06
.05
-01
.00
-17**

(
)
(
)
(
)
(
)
(

Criminality of violence
Responsibility of the
victim
Rehabilitation of the
criminal
Crime control
Satisfaction with the
police
Confidence in justice

-04
-10**

-03
.02

.03
-04

.313***

-03

.18***

.29***
.01

• 16**

.44***

.08*
-02

- 2 6***

.18***

-03

(
)
(
)

Libéralism

.34***

Anomie
Confidence
Punitiveness

.06

-04
.14*
.32***

.06
-09**
.09
-21***

.12*
-08

-02
-11
39***

.01
-05

-08
.17**
.10
.04

.07
.08*
.11*
.22**

)
(
T/Uinerability )
(
)
(
)
(
Lifestyle
and

Images

General

XiffEidés
Causes of

), Social causes
Personality causes
) Causes-sentences

EFTerTility (

( Avoidance
Precautions
), Protection
against
victimization ( Desire for information
) participation

.25***
.19***
.07
-08*
-17***

.

.

.

-03
-00
.

3• 5***

•12**
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Table 34 shows that only three factors have anything in common
with prevention and control (the rate of crime, well-being and the feeling
of control over the crime situation). The other factors interact differently.

1
1
1

The attitudes toward service to victims are closer to the attitudes to
prevention (image and causes of crime, anomie and punitiveness) but in certain

1
1

aspects (protection and common factors of prevention and control) are also
close to the attitudes toward control.
Thus we see that the respondents who are most in favour of
prevention are also the least punitive (gamma . -41), the least anomic
(gamma • .30) and the most literal (gamma - .34), have a higher education
(gamma
.19),are socially active
.25) and socio-economic status (gamma

1
1
1
• .12)
1
1

2.17) and have already participated in prevention programmes
(gamma = .35). Exposure to crime, assoctated with a high rate of criminality
in the place of residence (gamma . .19), and the direct experience of having
been a victim (gamma • .19),like knowledge of the system (gamma = .23), are
(gamma

also positively linked with prevention. Finally, people's image of crime
and criminals, too, has a very significant influence on the attitudes to
prevention. Those who see the causes of crime as primarily social (gamma

and not as the result of lenient sentences (gamma = -.49) consider the reha-

bilitation of criminals possible in most cases (gamma = .38), have a feeling
of control over the'crime situation (gamma • .29) and favour prevention more
than the others.
The factors linked with control are considerably different.

The

respondents most in favour of control, like those in favour of prevention,
are more often residents of areas with a high rate of criminality (gamma • 31)
but with the difference that the latter are worried about the extent of the
social phenomenon (gamma - .10) and show most concern about crtme in general
(gamma
.34). Although we also find a positive relattonshtp, though weaker,

1
1

with the level of financial well-betng (gamma • .16) and the feeling of control over the crime situation (gamma - .16), the other variables are different.
The images of criminality, and particularly the causes, are not the same nor
are the general attitudes toward society and the system of criminal justice.

a
1
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In fact, as opposed to those who favour prevention, the people most in favour
of solutions of control consider that the major cause of crime is the lack
of harsh enough sentences (gamma =.39), have confidence in justice (gamma ^.18)
and above all are satisfied with the efficacy of the police (gamma

.44).

They are also less liberal (gamma =-20) and more punitive (gamma =.32) than
the others. Since they are most often the owners of their homes (gamma =.28)

I
I
I
I
I
I
1

I
I
I
I
I

and are not living alone (gamma =-16), they take significantly more measures
to protect themselves against victimization (gamma =.17).
The attitudes toward service to victims depend positively on the
rate of crime (high) in the area of residence (gamma =.17), seeing the. criminal
as capable of rehabilitation (gamma - .18) and having a feeling of control over
the crime situation (gamma -.08) as well as belief in the social causes of
crime (gamma =.12). We find, too, a significant link with protective behaviour, especially the protection measures taken (gamma = .08), the desire
for information (gamma n .11) and parti'cipation in prevention programmes
(gamma =.22). As in the case of the attitudes toward prevention, anomie
(gamma n -09) and punitiveness (gamma =-21) are negatively associated.
These first results show that the attitudes toward solutions
to the crime problem primarily,depend on general attitudes and on the image
one has of crime, criminals and the justice system. The saliency of crime,
especially the personal saliency, plays no role, whereas the immediate criminal
environment, and for prevention, the direct experience of victimization, seem
to influence the degree of support given one or the other solution 1. Also,
once again, we note the crucial role of a feeling of control over the crime
situation.

1. A partial correlation analysis to control the effect of a possible interaction of the socio-demoaraphic variables ( sex, age, family i ncome, education,
and, for victimization,also the degree of urbanization of the place of residence and average income for the regions, whether high or low-crime areas)
introduces no notable change in the coefficients of correlation.
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As for the other indices, many regression analyses were done

1

by including the different contextual and individual factors in order to
examine their relative impact and to determine those that seemed to best
explain the attitudes toward the two types of solution.
The first analysis (table 35) of the attitudes toward prevention
shows that, in the urban regions, eight variables best explain the support
for this solution. These are punitiveness (-.21), the feeling of control
over the crime situation (.14), belief that the criminal can be rehabilitated
(.17), knowledge of the system (.09), exposure to crime (.11), socio-economic
well-being (.11), anomie (-06) and liberalism (.07).
whole, nine variables explain these attitudes.

In the sample as a

They are also punitiveness

(-23), anomie (-08), belief that the criminal can be rehabilitated (.16),
the feeling of control over the crime situation (.10), liberalism (.11),
and knowledge of the system (.07), but in addition, they include age (-07),
social participation (.08) and confidence in justice (-06)
Thus we see (figure 6) the influence of ideological factors on
the attitudes to prevention, influenced more by the degree of punitiveness
and liberalism than by the saliency of crime or fear.

But on the other hand,

these results clearly show the role of more or less direct information about
crime through greater exposure, victimization or a knowledge of the system.
Finally, anomie, the idea that criminals can change and the
feeling of control over the crime situation are important factors associated
with certain variables of the stage of life relating to socio-economic wellbeing, age (30-50 years)* and social participation.

1. Since the variables relating to the attitudes toward service to victims
were not numerous and overlapped with the variables of the other two indices,
we dtd not do any/regression analysis for this index.
2. The cross-tabulated tables show that it is in this age group that we ftnd
the most favourable attitudes to prevention (34% in comparison with 10% for
the youngest and the oldest).
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- table 35 -

Factors explaining the attitudes in favour of
social prevention

A.

Urban areas (n = 476)
Simple
• Punitiveness
• Crime control
• Criminal can be rehabilitated
• knowledge of the system
• exposure to crime
. financial well-being
. anomie
• liberalism

R2
B.

total

-34
.25
.30
.23
.19
.13
-.28
.31

R

Beta

-21
.14
.17
.09
.11
.11
-06
.07

R2
.11
.17
.20
.22
.24
.25
.26
.28

.28

Total sample (n = 817)
Simple R
S

. punitiveness
. anomie

• criminal can be rehabilitated
• crime control
. liberalism
• knowledge of the system
. age
• social participation
• confidence in justice

R2

total

.23

-33
-24
.28
.21
.28
.16
-18
.10
-19

-23
-08

R2
.11
.15

.16
.10
.11
.07
-07
.08
-06

.17
.19
.20
.21
.21
.22
.22

Beta
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- Figure 6 Factors explaining prevention
Information on crime
• exposure

• knowledqe
Saliency of crime
Image of crime and justice
. rehabilitation of
criminal possible
. crime control
. confidence in justice
I
General Attitudes

• anomie (-)
• liberalism
• punitiveness (-)
1

Lifestyle
. Well-being
. age (-)
. social participation

Prevention

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
1

I
I
1

I
I
I
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It is interesting to see the pattern that emerges through

the association between these variables. In fact, the attitudes to social and
individual change seem to be connected with a certain mastery of the situation (social and criminal) that all depend on the stage of life. It is this

pattern of relationship with the nature of the information on crime that
significantly influences the attitudes to prevention. Liberalism or punitive-

have meaning and significance only in relation to the feeling thit
to some extent ore can handle the situation and change things. All policies
or programmes should take these factors into account and put less stress on

ness

tolerance or justice than on the possibilities for change and the effectiveness of the measures to control the situation.

The analysis of the attitudes toward control includesthe same
variables. Table 36 shows that, in the urban areas, five variables best
explain the support for greater control.

They are satisfaction with the

police (.37), punitiveness (.09), the feeling of control over the crime
situation (.10), liberalism (-16) and age (-09). In the global sample six
variables seem to significantly influence these attitudes. These are satisfaction with the police (.26), punitiveness (.13), concern about crime

(.11), the feeling of control over the crime situation (.09), liberalism
(-10) and age (-08).
Once more, it is interesting to note the influence here of
ideological factors, the degree of liberalism and punitiveness, on the
attitudes in favour of one or the other solution. However, here the liberalism is negatively linked and the punitiveness positively. Another important difference is the satisfaction expressed with the role and effectiveness of the police, which seems to be the most important factor, explaining more than half the variance.

Finally, information about crime no

longer has a direct effect, but acts only indirectly through one of the
variables of saliency, the concern expressed about crime. Let us remember
that this variable seemed to reflect the more emotional and vague aspects
of the perceptions and was mainly linked with exposure via the media. We
also find the determining role of the feeling of control over the crime

1
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1

- table 36
Factors explaining the attitudes in
favour of penal control

A. Urban areas (n = 476)

satisfaction with the police
punitiveness

crime control
liberalism
age

R-

total

Simple R

Beta

R2

.40
.23
.09
-16
-06

.37
.09
.10
-16
-09

.16
.18
.19
.21
.22

Simple R

Beta

R2

.31
.24
.17
.10
-15
-05

.26
.13
.11
.09
-10
-08

.10
.13
.14
.15
.15
.16

.25

B. Total sample (n = 817)

satisfaction with the police
punitiveness
concern about crime

crime control
liberalism
age

R2

total

.19

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
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situation linked in the same way with one pf the principal variables of
the life cycle, which is 'age (3 0- b0 years)'.
The pattern (figure 7) that seems to emerge here is rather
different.

The negative attitudes to change predispose people to favour

repressive measures (prison and the death sentence) the accent being on
effectiveness as well (effectiveness of certain measures to control the
crime situation, effectiveness of the police), but in a very different
sense because it acts to isolate and/or identify the potential or actual
authors of illegal acts through greater control.

- Figure 7 Factors explaining control
Information on crime
Saliency of crime
. concern
Image of crime and justice
. crime control

control

. satisfaction with police
General attitudes
. liberalism (-)
. punitiveness
Lifestyle
. age (-)

1. The cross tabulated tables show that it is in this age group that we find
the attitudes most favourable to control (38% compared with less than 20%
for the other groups and especially the youngest (8% and the oldest 4%).
-
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I
It is interesting to note the insignificant role of the saliency
of crime, especially the social saliency, which at first seemed to us a
determining factor in the attitudes toward solutions to the crime problem.
Actually, these results show that the image one has of the crime problem
and its extent are primarily determined by the more general attitudes to
society and human nature.
Opinion about crime, . then, appears to be only
one aspect of a world view and it is with or against these general attitudes
that we must work if we want to introduce important normative changes in our
crime policies.
Another interesting aspect to explore, it seems, is the
feeling of control over the crime situation and the idea that one has about
change in general.
We have seen that both these factors were determinants
in the attitudes to prevention and control. It is essentially on these
factors that public guidance should be focused if we are to have certain
programmes accepted and/or supported.

I
I
I
I
I

I

CONCLUSION
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This section dealt with the fear of crime, its impact on daily

life and the public's reaction to it.

We sought to establish the major

factors that influence the fear of crime and how people react to the danger

perceived, the precautions they take to minimize the risk of victimization
and the solutions they favour or support to reduce crime. A preliminary
model was developed in order to conceptualize the relationships that may
exist between the fear of crime, its causes and its consequences at the
personal and social levels.
neously the

This model enabled us to integrate sumulta-

contextual factors of the living environment (rate of crime,

degree of urbanization, average income and cultural composition of the
region of residence) and the individual factors connected with lifestyle
(socio-demographic variables, degree of integration in the neighbourhood,

isolation and social participation) with the information on crime (direct
exposure through victimization and indirect via the media or knowledge
of the system), with the images of crime and the

system of justice (vio-

lence of crime, responsibility of the victim, possibility of rehabilitating

criminals, causes of crime, satisfaction with the police, confidence in
justice and feeling of control over the crime situation) and with the

more

general attitudes toward society and change (liberalism, anomie, confidence
in people, satisfaction, quality of life).

Thus we were able to analyze directly and simultaneously the
different reactions to crime (fear, precautions against victimization and
solutions to the crime probleqin terms of the sum of the contextual and
individual factors explaining them.
This is the first time, to our knowledge, that a synthetic

study has been made in an effort to integrate these different variables in
one model and empirically verify the relationships that may exist between

what people think, see and do about crime, and why. Such an analysis was
possible due to the tremendous number of questions included in the questionnaire concerning crime, the justice system and certain crime policies
as well as people's way of life and more general attitudes toward society.

Also, the strategy of contextual sampling that was developed made it
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possible in the analyses to take direct account of the contextual at the

same time as the individual variables.
The studies on fear of crime and its consequences are still

recent and the data relatively dispersed and concerned with particular
aspects. The work we have done, though still insufficient, should
open up new avenues of approach. By choosing to explore a vast number
of attitudes and behaviour, it was necessary to sacrifice certain telling
questions and a deeper exploration of the complexity of the phenomenon.
Our objective was more to present a general conceptual framework from

which subsequent studies could be developed on more specific aspects.
The results are indicative of the reactions of the Canadian public. The
sample is not representative, but is a theoretical sample established on
the basis of hypotheses which this study set out to test, namely, the
influence of a criminal environment and of the living milieu on attitudes
and behaviour.

We therefore have a large representation of highly

urbanized cities and, within these cities, areas of contrasting crime rate,
average income and cultural composition. Thus we cannot speak of the
Canadian public as a whole but only of very specific sub-groups depending
on the characteristics of the area of residence.
The study shows that among the population questioned about one

person in three is very concerned about the crime problem and the rapid
evolution of criminality in Canada, where the rate has more than tripled in
the past five years. These results are very similar to those reported by
American surveys (OuBow et al. 1979, Stinchcombe 1980). However, the
incidence of day-to-day crime here still seems to be very different.
In
Canada, fewer than two persons out of ten seem to fear for their personal
safety compared with four out of six in the United States (Figgie Report
1980).

There seems, then, to be some discrepancy between the perceptions
of crime ln Canada and its immediate danger in daily life.
As we have shown, these perceptions differ and also engender

different reactions. People's perceptions of crime in Canada (social
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saliency) have little connection with the surrounding criminal reality,
but are more a measure of tolerance vis-e-vis deviance and crime, closely
associated with the more general attitudes toward society and justice. In
fact we have seen that the social saliency of crime was negatively linked
with liberalism and attitudes favourable to social change, these attitudes
influencing the confidence in the system of justice and tolerance toward
criminals (punitiveness). Social saliency varies with one's definitions
of morality and tolerance. Age and education are determinant variables
here, the elderly and people with little education generally being more
conservative and intolerant of others. We find a similar pattern where
the attitudes toward solutions to the crime problem are concerned.
On the other hand, the perceptions people have of crime in
their immediate environment and of their risks of victimization (personal
saliency) seem to be relatively realistic and show an awareness of the
objective risks. We have seen that the personal saliency of crime was
greater in areas where there was a high rate of official criminality and
in large cities where the people are more exposed to crime than in rural
areas. There is also greater saliency among more vulnerable persons
(low income, persons living alone, tenants) and/or those who have already
been the victims of criminal acts.
However, within these places of residence and among certain
groups, especially women, although less victimized than others, we find
a greater general fear of crime and a stronger feeling of vulnerability.
This fear and sense of vulnerability seemed to depend very much on the
feeling of control one had over the crime situation and one's personal
resources for self-protection. Thus some people, because of their physical
or social characteristics (women, elderly persons, low income,
living alone), feel more helpless than others and more impotent in the
face of crime due to the few personal resources they have for selfprotection. There was a close relationship noted between the feeling of
helplessness in the face of crime and the feeling of little control in life
(anomie) as well as social participation. Thus it is the persons who are
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the most socially anomic and participate the least socially who are at
the same time the most helpless and feel most vulnerable to the threat
of crime.
Clearly the feeling of control over the crime situation and
the pattern that determines it seemsto be a crucial factor in the reactions
to crime, whether in the area of fear, the precautions taken or the solutions preferred.
Another factor, more directly related to the stage of life
(age, family, proprietor) also emerged as important in explaining the
reactions to crime.

Like control over the crime situation, the degree of

integration and familiarity with the neighbourhood have an influence on
the fear of crime and the type of precautions people take to minimize
their risk of victimization.

The length of residence in a neighbourhood,

contacts with neighbours, closeness to members of the family and friends,
satisfaction with the quality of life in the area, a feeling of belonging
and a communal spirit in the locality diminish the feeling of danger by
favouring some concrete protection against victimization, especially by '
taking more measures to protect one's home and property. People who are
less integrated and less familiar with their neighbourhood, on the other
hand, tend to adopt avoidance tacttcs.
The personal saliency of crime, as a measure of the fear of
victimization and danger perceived, seems to be more directly linked with
the conditions of life, the objective risks, the feeling of vulnerability
and the personal resources for protection against victimization. In this
sense, it is a direct measure of the actual impact of crime on people's
daily lives, whereas social saliency is more directly linked with ideological factors and reflects the level of tolerance toward deviance and
crime.
Another essential aspect that differenciates personal saliency
from social saliency is the information on which it is based and the images
of crime to which it refers.
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To form an idea of the crime in Canada, people only have
reference to relatively abstract experience, based on information conveyed
via the media and public discussion. It is hardly surprising, then, that
the image they form of the criminal phenomenon is a criminality of violence
(attacks against the person) which is dramatically increasing in volume.
On the other hand, their judgment of the local crime is solely influenced,

I

as we have seen, by concrete experience based either on certain indications
in the vicinity (activities of the police, suspicious persons or situations,
etc.) or by a direct experience of victimization. The image of crime here
is one chiefly directed against property, which is the most frequent offence

I
I
I
I
I
I

and seems much more probable a risk than personal attack. Also, the extent
and increase of criminality is perceived as much less dramatic at the local
level.
These findings have important implications with regard to crime
policies.
ness

They indicate that public reactions of intolerance and punitive-

are mainly determined by crimes associated with violence and much

less by other criminal acts, this image being particularly dominant where
the public's perceptions are influenced by the media. On the other hand,
the fear of victimization depends more on people's perception of the risks
to their property and goods, and as we have shown, is not associated either
with punitiveness or tolerance toward criminals (discrimination in employment, facilitation of social reinsertion, etc.). It is important to remember,, then, when we speak of the punitive attitudes and intolerance of the
public, that these attitudes concern a relatively limited category of

P

I
I
I
I
I

criminal acts (against the person), a category that remains small but
attracts all the attention and polarizes the reactions.
The results have shown that fear of crime is a complex emotion
and should be analyzed as a multidimensional variable. After having distinguished several levels of perception (importance of the problem, perception of the rates throughout Canada and locally, perception of the risks,
feeling of danger), the analyses made it possible to group these different
factors according to two major .components. The first, social
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saliency, seemed to express a value judgment regarding the criminal phenomenon (the volume and scope of crime in Canada). This measures the level
of social tolerance and punitiveness. The second is more directly connected
with the fear of victimization (local crime, assessment of the risks
danger) and measures the impact of crime on people's daily lives.

and

The

conceptual model, first proposed, can thus be changed to include the

diffe-

II

rent factors that emerged to explain the fear of crime (social and personal
saliency) (Figure

-

8).

The second aspect of the reactions to crime that were studied
in this research concerned the personal precautions people take to reduce
the risks of victimization.

Four types of

bahaviour

were studied; avoidance,

11

measures to protect one's home and property, participation in prevention
programmes and the desire for information. The last two types of behaviour
are unlike the others in that they represent a special effort, a plan of
action and a different involvement with regard to crime and ways of mini-

mizing

the risks of victimization.

11

A relatively large number of respondents said they took pre-

cautions against victimization.

The most popular measures seemed to be

those generally taken during an absence from home.

Thus about seven out

of ten persons have their residence watched and six out of ten leave the

lights and radio on. About half also put their valuables in safe-keeping.
The other precautions taken are in the minority, especially specific

measures such as keeping a weapon

(13.6%)

or an alarm system

(6%).

How-

ever, one permanent method used relatively frequently is the installation
of chains or security locks (one out of two people).

Avoidance, which is perhaps the easiest strategy, if not the
most effective, seems comparatively less frequent than one would think,
for only two out of five persons say they avoid doing certain things
(avoid certain places, not carry money, etc.) and hardly one out of four
avoids going out alone at night for fear of attack. Finally, there is
relatively little participation in prevention programmes (one person in

I.
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- Figure 8 Relationship between the factors explaining
the saliency of criminality
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ten) and oddly enough, few people (1 in three) seem to want to know more
about crime or justice, most considering themselves well enough informed.
Thus we see that precautions against victimization are an
integral part of people's living habits. The majority of the respondents

I.

take an average of a least three different measures to protect themselves
or their goods and only a very small number (less than 5%) take no precau-

il

tions at all.
Generally speaking, the more one is exposed (high rate of crime,
urbanization, victimization) and the more one fears becoming a victim,
the greater the tendency to take precautions to protect oneself and one's
goods. However, the type of precautions a person tends to take depends
on his social and psychological characteristics. Thus people who tend to
adopt avoidance tactics report much greater fear and less feeling of control
over the crime situation. This applies primarily to women, persons living
alone or the disadvantaged (low income and low level of education), people
little integrated generally or in their neighbourhood specifically i ; those,
on the other hand, who tend to adopt active techniques (protection of goods,
participation, search for information) report less fear and a greater
feeling of control over the crime situation. The social characteristics
of the latter group are the direct opposite of those of the former. They
are middle-aged persons, relatively well-off (high income and high level
of education),most often living with family and socially integrated, who
actively prepare against attack and take protectilre measures, especially

u.
li

regarding their homes.
It is interesting to note that victimization seems to affect
the attitudes to safety and more generally the reactions to crime. The
victims of criminal acts take significantly more precautions than non-

1,
1. The elderly also have a greater tendency than others to use avoidance
tactics but there seems to be a very specific pattern which will be
described further on.

••

II
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victims, the number of precautions increasing with the gravity and frequency
of the victimization. The difference is particularly distinct in terms of
permanent security measures (locks, alarm systems, identification of
possessions, etc.) and participation in prevention programmes.

Also it is

among these persons that we find the greatest demand for additional information about crime and justice, and, in general, they discuss the crime question
with their associates more than the others.

Garofalo (1980) particularly

points out the cathartic function of these exchanges, but also that they
possibly contribute to spreading

a certain image of crime.

We have

seen that at the local level, the victims perceived more danger than the nonvictims, but at the national level, they appeared much more tolerant and
less concerned about the crime problem and the extent of criminality.

The

image of a crime of violence in particular seemed less salient among this
group than among those without any direct experience of victimization.
Finally, the victims seemed less punitive and more in favour
of preventive solutions (primary and secondary) than control.
It would be interesting to go more deeply into the nature of
the exchanges they have with their associates concerning the crime problem.
When Conklin (1975) speaks of indirect victimization and the role of victims
in circulating information in the community, it is not at all certain that
the image and the ideas they transmit on crime are more alarmist and intolerant than those of the non-victims; according to what these results seem
to indicate, the contrary would be true.
Other notable differences in the precautions taken seem to
depend on the stage of life.

The youngest (under 30) on the whole take

precàutions against victimization, and at the other end of the
continuum, the elderly (65 and over). On the other hand, it is among the
few

safety, especially
among those who have a family, an average income and own their own home.

middle age group that there is the greatest concern about

The measures they take are general protection of their homes (have their
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homes watched, put valuables in a safe place, etc.), an indication that
these precautions are a routine part of life.
These findings show that the personal saliency of crime
(perception of the surrounding criminality, of personal risk and danger)
has a major effect on the number of precautions people take to protect
themselves from victimization.

This saliency, as we have seen, depends

1
il

on the objective risks (exposure and victimization) and on vulnerability
(age, sex, isolation, well-being).

The kind of precautions taken, on the
other hand, is determined by the feeling of control over the crime situation, especially associated with a certain more general sense of mastery
in life and depends as well on the social integration at the

1

particular stage of life (age, family, property, social participation).
Thus some people, because of their social and psychological characteristics,
would tend to adopt avoidance tactics to limit their exposure to the danger
they perceive, whereas others would take action (protective measures,
participation, search for information) to defend themselves.

The results

also suggest that considering the frequency of certain protective measures,
especially during absences from home (a watch kept on the residence, lights
and radio kept on, objects of value placed in a safe place, etc.),these
measures are routine, particularly among people who are the most socially

I

integrated and socially committed because of their stage of life (middle
age, with a family, proprietors, average income). These measures are
connected not so much with fear of concrete and direct victimization as
with a more general attitude concerning safety (figure 9).
The third and last aspect studied largely concerned the social
repercussions of people's reactions to crime as manifested by the general
solutions to the crime problem favoured and/or supported.
Even though few of the respondents (one out of three) think
they can play an effective role in the prevention of crime, there seems
to be 9eneral readiness to advise the police of suspicious acts (9 out of

10 persons) or participate in programmes to help the reinsertion of

1

I
I
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- Figure 9 Relationship of the factors explaining

i
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the personal precautions against victimization
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juvenile delinquents (6 persons out of 10). We also find a great deal of

I

tolerance (about 7 persons out of 10) with regard to the various measures
for treating and rehabili'tating petty cri_rinals (youngsters, first offenders,

I

acts that are not serious: theft, etc.) and a majority is in favour of

I
I
I

10) or services to victims (6 out of 10), but not to increase the number

additional taxes to develop and/or improve preventive measures (7 out of
of policemen or prisons (1 person in 2 would refuse to pay additional taxes).
A factor analysis of all the answers concerning various solutions
to the crime problem made it possible to group them according to three
different general orientations:

a) prevention (social action and development

of measures for the rehabilitation and reinsertion of delinquents); b)
control (surveillance, detection of and intervention in illicit behaviour);
c) services for victims (assistance centres and compensation). On the
whole we find the same very favourable trend with regard to prevention and
service to victims (about 1 out of every 2 persons) whereas only a minority
is strongly in favour of control (1 in 10), the majority (7 in 10) being

15 5

somewhat in favour. It is interesting to note that among the respondents
questioned, only a fraction did not support or favour any solution, whether
prevention (15%), control (19%) or service to victims (20%).
The analyses clearly showed the crucial role of the feeling
of control over the crime situation in explaining the more or less large
degree of support for solutions to the crime problem. Three other variables
proved important as well: the degree of exposure to crime, sex and the
level of socio-economic well-being.
The type of solution favoured, however, depends on ideological
factors, especially the view of society (liberalism/conservatism), the
degree of punitiveness and of confidence in the system as well as one's
idea about the causes of criminality (social personality of leniency of
the system) and the criminal's ability to change.
Thus victims and/or people who live in areas with a high rate
of crime and who feel something can be done to reduce criminality have a
greater tendency than the others to lend their support to any possible
solution to the crime problem. Among these, there are more men than women,
the latter choosing more personal solutions (avoidance), while the financial
status also influences the degree of support, wealther people being more
willing to support solutions to the problem.
Whereas exposure, control over the crime situation, sex and
well-being all influence the degree of support, the preference for one or
another solution is explained by a series of very different factors.
the people who tend to favour preventive measures are:
• the most liberal and favourable to social change;
• consider the causes of crime to be primarily of a
social nature;
• believe that most criminals can change and can be
rehabilitated;

Thus
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• are against the death penalty and consider the present
sentences sufficiently or too severe;
• have no confidence in a justice which often discriminates
in favour of the rich;
• generally people who have already had a direct experience
of victimization and/or have a knowledge of the system;
• are much less concerned about the crime problem than the
others;
• are generally young or persons of middle age with a
relatively high level of education and are socially active,
belonging to several organizations.
On the other hand, the people who tend to favour control are:
. people residing in rural areas;
• non-victims;
• those most concerned about the crime problem which they
consider grave and drastically increasing;
. satisfied with the role and efficiency of the police and
generally have confidence in justice;
• conservative and opposed to social change;
• of the opinion that the present sentences are not harsh
enough and that the death penalty should be applied,
at least in certain cases. In their view, one of the
major causes of crime is the lack of severity of the
sentences;
• mainly people with a family, or who own their own home.
The pattern explaining the support for services to victims did
not seem to depend on variables that were clearly definable. However, the
people most in favour of services to victims appear to favour prevention
more than control and are also less punitive and more tolerant of criminals.
We see, then, that what differentiates the solutions favoured
is primarily the degree of people's punitiveness and the image they have
of society, justice and crime.

These images are influenced by the degree

of liberalism and attitudes to social change, confidence in the equity
and effectiveness of the system, the idea one has about the causes of
crime, the ability of criminals to change and the social importance of

157

the crime problem.

The people who are socially involved and have a

knowledge of the system or who have been victimized are more in favour or
prevention, whereas those living with a family and owning their own home
are more in favour of control.

Finally, generally speaking, the people

most exposed to crime because of criminogenic surroundings, men, and
those who are financially well-off tend more than the others to support
any possible solution to the crime problem.

But the variable that most
determines the degree of support is still the more or less strong feeling
of control over the crime situation in relation to the stage of life and
anomie. (Figure 10).
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- Figure 10 Relationship between the factors explaining the
degree of support for and type of solutions to the
crime problem preferred
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On the basis of our results, we can now revise the explanatory
model originally proposed. Figure 11 indicates the major components of this
model for the analysis of individual and social reactions to crime.

Characteristics of
the place of residence and social
characteristics

- Figure 11 --"- --------•-------^
objective risks

Personal reactions
and
social reactions
to crime

information on

crime
attitudes and
personal predispositions

III
Independent variables

Intermediate variables

Dependent variables

I
I
I
1

1
1
I
I
^

1
1

In the centre (II), we see the variables that emerged to directly
explain the reactions to crime, the objective risks (exposure and vulnerability)l
direct or indirect information about crime (victimization, the media, knowledge
of the system), general and specific attitudes to society (liberalism) and
justice (confidence in the system and satisfaction with the efficacy of the
police) as well as personal predispositions (feeling of control in life or
anomie). All these variables, to various degrees, influence the perceptions
and evaluations made about the crime problem socially, the risks and personal
danger of victimization, the precautions taken to minimize the risks of
victimization, and more generally, the solutions favoured to reduce crime.
These intermediate variables greatly depend on the physical and
social environment as well as on the personal characteristics (I) that at the
same time determine the style of life, the degree of exposure and the vulner-

1,

ability to crime, and offer objective indices and information, based on which
are formed and transmitted an image of crime and, more generally,'constitute

I
1
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a social framework and a situation in which the attitudes and personal traits
are developed, strengthened or changed.

If a person does'nt dispute the situational role of the objective
risks attendant to his surroundings and lifestyle or the information on crime
in determining his reactions, the pertinence and importance of his attitudes
and personal predispositions seem less evident and therefore have never been
closely studied. However, our study shows that they are of central importance
concerning the images one forms of crime and criminals, the feeling of control
over the crime situation, the saliency of crime (personal and social) as well
as the precautions one takes personally and the solutions one favours in
general. No study of reactions to crime can ignore these personal factors,
which should be taken into account if we are to isolate the distinct contribution of situational factors. There is some question in concrete cases as to
whether the personal or situational components are more strategic in terms
of accessibility to a major influence. It might be easier, for example, to
influence the normative structure of the images of crime and criminals
through a programme of pertinent information than to try to change the more
general attitudes to society and social change; attitudes that predispose
people to stigmatize deviant behaviour and to think in punitive terms.

On

the other hand, the feeling of control over the crime situation, which
emerged as a determinant variable of the fear of crime, the number and type
of precautions taken for self-protection or to protect one's property and
the degree of support given solutions to reduce the crime problem, seems
a particularly good aspect upon which to work by means of programmes. But
beyond the practical question of accessibility and the strategic importance
of influencing certain situational or personal factors, it is essential for any
policy to take into account the reticence it may or may not encounter

Concétning

certain actions and know on what to focus Its attention. Thus, as we
have pointed out a number of times and will discuss further in the second
part of this report, it became essential, on the one hand, to distinguish
very clearly between who people consider petty criminals (first offenders,

persons committing minor acts, juveniles, etc.) and hardened criminals

1
1
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(recidivists, persons committing serious acts, deeply involved in crime,
unable to change, etc.). On the basis of this distinction, the accent
should be less on the humanitarian aspect of certain programmes or measures,
but on their effectiveness and the possibility of changing àiminals and of
the crime situation. Also, with regard to personal safety,
controlling
two variables were found to be crucial: the perception of an existing
danger and personal risk and the feeling of control over the situation.
Here we see that it is a question of defining the concrete risks that a
person may run and the effectiveness of the methods to minimize these
risks. Prevention programmes should be focused on these specific risks
which, as we have seen, are not associated with punitive reactions but only
a reaction of self-protection. However, the media, in publicizing sensa-

1

tional cases and giving an alarmist picture of crime, reinforce people's
intolerance.
These examples show that all social behaviour should be analyzed
as the result of both the social and personal characteristics of a person
as well as his situation. A person's behaviour can differ substantially
when confronted by diverse situations; and conversely, different personS
will respond differently to the same situation.

Thus, faced with the same

dangerous situation, certain persons were found to adopt avoidance tactics
to reduce their exposure whereas others took defensive measures. What made
the difference between action and avoidance was the more or less strong
feeling of control some people had over the crime situation and their faith
in the effectiveness of their methods of self-protection.
We can try to integrate our results in a systematic and relatively
exhaustive way in the following model (figure 12), which is more explicit
than the very schematic model presented previously. We see two relatively
distinct levels of reaction to crime and the factors that explain them.
a first concrete and immediate level, the personal saliency of crime is
directly influenced by

1
1

At

the degree of exposure and vulnerability to crime and

directly influences the personal reactions against victimization (precautions).
At the second, the social saliency of crime is influenced by punitiveness, in
its turn dependent on the general attitudes to society and the system of

1
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justice, all of which influence the type of solutions to the crime problem
that people advocate. However, the saliency, the type of personal precautions taken and the degree of support for solutions to the crime problem,
are all influenced by the feeling of control over the crime situation,
it being itself influenced by vulnerability, the image of crime and the
more general feeling of control in life • The imageof -c-iiMè -de-pends - - on direct information (victimization, exposure, knowledge of the system)
or indirect (the media) as well as the more general attitudes toward society
(liberalism/conservatism) which act as filters and normative structures.
Finally, exposure and vulnerability, the information on crime, personal
attitudes and predispositions all depend on the living milieu and the social
characteristics that determine the style of life.

I.
I

- Figure 12 Model explaining the reactions to crime
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SECTION III

ATTITUDES TOWARD THE PENAL SYSTEM

CHAPTER I

THE PUBLIC AND THE POLICE
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1. Attitudes toward the work of the police

Despite all the criticism constantly leveled against the police forces,
every study on the citizens' opinions of the police shows that the population
has a very positive attitude toward them. This widespread satisfaction with
the police forces seems to be based on the people's conviction that they are
absolutely necessary to peace in society.
1.1 The police as an organization necessary to social life
Portune (1966) reports that more than 80% of the students questioned

in Cincinnati are of the opinion that without the police "there would be
crime in the streets". In Canada, Koenig, who in 1974 questioned 956 adult
residents in British Columbia, observes an almost unconditional support
for the existence of the police : 92% of the sample think that "a society
would not be possible without police", while 90% believe that "without
the police, we would have the law of the jungle". As for the people we
questioned, 96.9% agree that "the police are absolutely necessary to life
in society". The need, or even the legitimacy, of the police is almost
never questioned, save by an infinitesmal minority. And the people in our
sample most inclined to conceive of the possibility of a society without
police are mostly from among persons of 31 years and under, among people
who either have very low incomes (less than $ 10,000.00) or high middleincomes (between $ 20,000.00 and $ 35,000.00) and among persons who are
highly educated. These persons are more numerous in Quebec (5%) than in
Ontario (2.2%) and Manitoba (1%).
The presence of the police is seen as necessary, vital and indispensable to social life. As the secular arm of the justice system, they
embody law, order, authority, power and security. The ideal image of the
police, then, transcends their tasks and functions in the eyes of the public.
They constitute a sort of archetypical image whereby the "Police" become
the protectors and guarantors of the basic values of society. This abstract
concept of their role as the guardians of public order reinforces their
legitimacy to such an extent that no one can imagine a substitute that would
effectively prevent chaos and a return to the law of the jungle. A survey
carried out in France in 1975 (Robert and Faugeron, 1978) reveals that 86.4%
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of the French think that "if there were no justice and no police, anyone
could do anything at all". The police, like Argus, keep endless watch over

1
1

human behaviour. They remind the citizens of the precepts of collective
ethics and see that they obey them. They assure the liberty of all, while
in certain sectors and in some measure, they limit that of the individual.
On closer contact with the citizens, the police no doubt lose this
aura that gives them their indispensability, but they nevertheless inspire
a great deal of respect. For example, among the Canadians questioned during
the present survey, 89.2% showed great respect for the police in their neighbourhood. This high percentage is similar to that found in England, which
in 1962 was 83% (Royal Commission) and in 1972, from 78% to 90%, depending
on the neighbourhood (Shaw and Williamson). In the United States, the rate

1

of satisfaction was lower : 54% among the residents of Boston, Chicago and
Washington (Reiss, 1967b) and 66% among the citizens of Bay City (Crawford
1973). Recently, however, the Figgie report (1980) showed that 84% of
Americans had great confidence in the police.
The attitudes toward the police are not all-embracing. The people
make a difference between the tasks assigned to them, their ability to
fulfill them, their effectiveness and their impact on social life. The
French national survey, cited above, illustrates the gap between satisfaction

1

with the work of the police and the feeling of security that they give
the population : 68% of the French say that it is wrong to complain about
the police since they are only doing their duty, but, on the other hand,
many more, 80.1%, feel protected just the saine by the presence of the
police.
The feeling of security is not necessarily associated with approval

1
1.

of the methods used by the police force to ensure this protection. In this
specific case, the French seemed to show a certain constraint, which was
expressed by a less high percentage of positive assessments of the work
of the police (68%), despite greater security (with which 80.1% of the
respondents were satisfied), because the protection they received was given
by police who were too authoritarian : for 68.5% of the persons questioned,
policemen often abuse their rights.

1.
1.
1

I
I
I
I
I
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I
I
I
I
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The evaluation of the police, consequently, is made at several levels
and in various lights. Although 96.9% of the Canadians in our sample see
the police as absolutely necessary to life in society; although 89.2% of
them respect the police; although 90% feel safe in their neighbourhood, the
fact remains that, as we will see further on, almost half of the persons
interviewed find that in the exercise of their functions, the police act in
a discriminatory way, either toward the poor or toward minority groups. It
is evident that it is at two levels 1) the accomplishment of their duties
and 2) the extent of the powers of the police forces, that the opinions of
the citizens will differ the most and will enable us to see what factors create
the different attitudes. It is these two points that we now examine.
1.2 Satisfaction regarding the work of the police
The existence of the police is never questioned, and as Lohman and
Misner (1966) remark, even the most critical speak of police "reform" but
not their "abolition". There are even very few who would like to see the
number of police diminished. Among the population we questioned, there are
only 7.2% of the respondents who believe there should be fewer policemen
against 90.6% who say there are not too many policemen.' Since the main
roles attributed to the police are to protect the citizens, to maintain
order and to see that the laws are obeyed (Sonopresse, 1971; C.R.O.P. Inc.,
1972), Wilson (1975) is right in saying that "the average citizen thinks of
the police as an organization primarily concerned with preventing crime and
apprehending criminals" (p. 81).
This image that the population has of police work is almost the
opposite of the actual daily tasks at which the police forces spend the
major part of their time. Micheline Baril's review, in 1976, of the major
studies on the activities of the police concludes that about 80% of their
contribution consists in social services (Shearing and Leon, 1974). An
analysis by Cuming et al (1965) also shows that half of the telephone calls
made by citizens to a metropolitan police station were requests for help
health service, problems caused by children, quarrels, violence, missing
persons, etc., and that another third concerned "things" : thefts, traffic
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infractions, fallen electric wires, etc.

Baril,

p.

106).

This disparity

1

between the actual work of the police and the citizens' perception of it
are evidence of both the public's expectations with regard to the police
and the lack of visibility of the social end of police work. This is all
the more astonishing in that it is those who call on the police themselves
who, by their requests and appeals for help, in a way, define a good portion
of the activities of the police.
In this study, satisfaction with the police was measured against

11

aspects of police work. These aspects are enumerated in table 1 which

indicates for each task the degree of satisfaction for the entire sample.
The percentages of satisfaction are lowest for exactly those tasks
that have little to do with the basic goals attributed to the police forces
in the majority of surveys, namely, the protection of the

citizens and the

fight against crime. But it is important to note that the lower rate of
satisfaction with the assistance services (such as promptness in answering
emergency calls, information and leisure programmes for young people,
intervention during family quarrels and prevention programmes) are only
apparent because they are due to the very high proportion of individuals who
are not familiar with what these tasks entail. In effect, the percentage of
"I don't know" answers are 11%, 12%, 35% and 19% respectively for emergency

1
1
1
1
1

services, for work with youngsters, for intervention in family problems and
for preventive measures, whereas for the other activities, these percentages
fluctuate between

1.5%

and

5%.
11

1
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Table 1
Degree

of satisfaction of the population, by decreasing order of the % of
the persons questioned, with each of the tasks of the police mentioned

Nature of the task
very & somewhat very & somewhat
satisfied
dissatisfied
Traffic control
Safety in the area in which you live
Protection of property
Protection of your life
Tracking down criminals
Respect for citizens' rights
Promptness in answering emergency calls
The way they handle automobile drivers
Information and leisure programmes for
young people
Programmes for the prevention of crime
Assistance to families in trouble

D.K.

84.9
83.8
81.3
78.5
77.6
73.4
69.6
64.9

13.0
14.7
13.7
11.7
19.1
22.5
19.6
30.4

2.1
1.5
5.0
9.8
3.3
4.0
10.8
4.7

54.4
51.3
52.5

24.6
30.0
12.5

21.0
18.7
34.9

1.3 Index of satisfaction of the population regarding the police
In order to analyze the possible relationship between satisfaction
with the police and other variables that form the public's attitude toward

crime policies, we constructed an index of satisfaction based on the subjects'
evaluations of the eleven activities of the police mentioned above. By dichotomizing our population, we observe, as might be expected, that a very

large majority of the population (86%) is satisfied with the work of the
1
police, whereas only 14% are somewhat dissatisfied . This is very similar
to the results obtained in the United States (Figgie, 1980), according to
which 84% of Americans showed a high level of satisfaction against 16% who
displayed little satisfaction or confidence.

1. The scale of satisfaction was constructed by accumulating, for each subject,
the scores given for each of the 11 police tasks; each of them was marked
from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 4 (very satisfied). For purposes of clarity,
we divided the population into two groups : the dissatisfied who for each
police activity consistently marked dissatisfaction (1 or 2), and the
satisfied who made up the other group. It should be noted that the cohesion
between the 11 variables is very high, since the coefficient of the
reliability of the scale of satisfaction is nalphar.87".

Table 2

Degree of satisfaction and confidence in the police in the United States(1980)
and in Canada (Quebec, Ontario, Manitoba (1981))
Confidence in the police
States

Low
High
(Number of respondents)

Satisfaction with the poli
Canada

16
84
(970)

14
86
(817)

United

1

The American scale (Index of Police Confidence), like ours, is an
evaluation of the work of the police and of their behaviour. Although the
comparison is a little uneven since the two indices are not identical in
every way, they nonetheless show the very positive attitudes of Americans
and Canadians toward their police forces. In fact, the various attitudes
toward the police, whether in terms of confidence, satisfaction or respect,
are closely connected. For example, in our sample, the relationship between
the index of satisfaction and respect for the police is extremely

close

(gamma :n...63). 81% of the respondents said they had great respect for the
police and were also satisfied with the way they carry out their tasks.
The citizens most dissatisfied with the police (14% of our sample)
can be described as having the following characteristics :

- They are much more numerous among French Canadians (23% of the latter are
not very satisfied with the police) than among English Canadians or other
ethnic groups (categories of individuals who comprise 10% and 11% of the
dissatisfied respectively) ;

1
1
I.
I.

- there are proportionately more in Quebec (26% who are dissatisfied) than
in Manitoba (8%) or Ontario (7%) ;
- their percentages are in inverse proportion to age groups : there are 24%
dissatisfied among persons from 18 to 30, 12% among adults from 31 to 50
and 9% among persons 51 and over ;

I.

I
I
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1

- they are more numerous among persons who rent an e,partménV (18Z'bf tenants aore
dissatisfied) than among home-owners (11%) ;

I

- their number is twice as high among the people who do not like the district
they live in (26% against 13% for the others) as well as those who feel
they do not belong in their neighbourhood or fit into their surroundings
(20% against 11%) ;
- there are 32% among them who feel unsafe compared with 13% who say they
feel secure ;

I
1

I

- proportionately, a much larger number are to be found among persons who had
been victims of crimes or infractions than among the others (19% of victims
are dissatisfied with the police against 8% who were not victims)..
These several characteristics, which afford a profile of the people
dissatisfied with the police, show that this lack of satisfaction can be due
to a number of factors stemming from the life style, past experiences and the
socio-cultural context, to say nothing of certain traits of character. Among
these variables, there are some that overlap and that are reinforced : for
example, there are more tenants in Quebec than in the other provinces, and
tenants are generally less integrated in their surroundings than home-owners.
In fact, there is a direct relationship between social integration in the
neighbourhood and the fact of owning a home (gamma _.44) : thus there are
almost twice as many well-integrated persons among home-owners (33%) than among
tenants (18%). Furthermore, there is much more victimization among tenants

then among owners : although half of the home-owners (53%) had been victims of
crimes and infractions, two thirds (67%) of the tenants had been victimized.
On interpreting these coded data,. it seemed possible that certain links
existed between satisfaction with the police and life style. Proprietors are
generally older than tenants and have lived in the neighbourhood for a long
time. Owning a piece of property means having roots in a residential area,
thus a better integration socially and also more knowledge about the public
services, among them, the police. We know, too, that property owners protect
themselves more (r Z.22) and to a greater extent avoid going out alone at
night (r :.20). They seem to expose themselves to danger less than other
categories of society.

I
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As for the tenants, being more mobile, they are less firmly established
in their neighbourhood, and because of this, are perhaps also less familiar
with "their° policemen and less inclined to consider them capable of protecting
them effectively. This even more so since they are more often victimized anti
their contact with the police (as victims) usually has the effect of reducing
their degree of satisfaction. It is possible, too, that tenants live in less
fashionable neighbourhoods, where relations with the police are more strained,

1.

, victimization
is more frequent. There is a significant correlation (r..35 with a .0001

where there is greater insecurity and where, as we have seen

degree of significance) between the incomes and status of proprietor/tenant.
In the same way, there is also a connection between age group and
victimization. The category most victimized are the young. And as both "youngn
and "victims", it is logical to assume that their experience with the police
can be perceived in a much less positive way then by older persons who, first
of all, are less exposed to eventual victimization, and secondly, have a less
antagonistic attitude to authority.

1.4 Satisfaction with the police and knowledge of the penal system
Apart from these

socio-demographic data, it seems that certain experiences

1
1
1

with the judicial system can be associated with more or less complete satisfaction II
with the police. Among those who have watched a trial as spectators there is
more dissatisfaction

(22%) than among the others (15%); also there is greater

dissatisfaction, obviously, among persons who have previously been accused

II

(31% dissatisfaction against 17% for those who had never been arrested); and
the same is true for those who have appeared before the courts as victims

(26% dissatisfied among the victims and 19% for the rest of the population).
On the other hand, the fact of having done jury duty during a trial is associated II
significantly

(gamma.48) with greater satisfaction with the police.

Another interesting fact about experiential knowledge is that there is

8
11

no connection between a person's degree of satisfaction with the police and
any personal acquaintance he may have with members of the judicial system,
such as a policeman, a lawyer or a judge. Furthermore - and this seems
paradoxical at first - there is a correlation between greater satisfaction
with the work of the police and the fact of knowing an agent of the correctional
system or a prisoner personally. There are far fewer citizens who are dissatisfied II
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with the police among those who know (a) a person who works in a prison (13%
dissatisfied among these against 20% for the rest of the sa

l e);

(h) a person

who works with criminals or delinquents (12% dissatisfied against 22%) and
(c) a person who has spent time in prison (10% against 21 5 ). On the whole,
there are almost half as many individuals dissatisfied with the police among
persons who know someone who has had contact with the prison world.

1
1
1
1
1

What these results seem to show is that the policeman's image is
devalued in the judicial context (it is he who arrests, testifies, interrogates...
and who, in comparison with the judges and lawyers, plays a minor role in the
court) whereas this image, on the contrary, is well regarded by the prison
milieu (a person's knowledge of criminals and prisoners might be of a nature
that would lead them to look on the policeman with a more indulgent eye;
perhaps because he has a better idea of the individuals the police have to face).
These idea are expressed as hypotheses but they nonetheless furnish plausible
explanations for part of the results presented.
Among the population questioned during our survey, we have, then, a very
large proportion of respondents (85 5 ) who are satisfied with the work done by
the police. In general, the more people are satisfied with the police the less

.38), the more they believe
the police are necessary to life in society (gamma .42) and the less they
think the police have too much power (gamma .50). Satisfaction with the
they find there are "too many" policemen (gamma

1

police, as we have seen, is associated with people's feelings of security,
their integration in society, victimization, age,ethnic origin and contact
with the system of criminal justice. This satisfaction with the way the police
forces fulfill their functions is accompanied by a greater tolerance concerning
the number of police and the powers they hold. It remains to be seen whether
the population would like the police to have still more power, especially with
regard to the use of methods to better control and supervise people's private
lives, in order to be more effective in the prevention of crime and the fight
against criminality.

1
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2. Attitudes toward the extent of police power

1

At the present time it has been widely demonstrated, notably >y the
studies on victimization, that a large proportion of crimes and infractions
that are committed go unpunished. The main reason for this is that the police
forces are unable to establish the identity of all the authors of criminal
infractions. This impunity that a considerable proportion of criminals
enjoy is impelling certain social groups to demand that the government
adopt two types of measures which, it seems to them, would increase the

1

effectiveness of the fight against crime.

1

The first of these measures, which we shall come back to later, consists in introducing more severe sentences; this would have a dissuasive effect
and discourage delinquents from committing their heinous crimes. To do this,

II '
l

they demand - among other things - the reestablishment of the death sentence,
the imposition of very long sentences or the abolishment or restriction of
parole measures. It is these elements that will be dealt with further on
when we discuss the "punitive attitudes" of the population or their attitudes
regarding the severity of sentences and of the courts.
The second measure, intended to maximize the fight against crime,
consists in reinforcing the powers of the police, particularly their powers
of enquiry and their means of investigation. This is an extremely important
subject in terms of its consequences on the functions and tasks of the police
and the basic orientation that crime policies might take. With regard to the
attitude of the citizens, the more or less restricted limits that individuals
are willing to impose on police action can be of considerable significance.

e

1
1
1

1.
le

In effect, the degree of tolerance that people are disposed to accord
police initiatives in order to render them more capable of detecting delinquents
gives rise to the crucial debate about the balance between respect for individual II
rights and respect for those of the community. In other words, it is a question
of determining, on the one hand, to what extent the suppression of crime should
involve intrusion in private life and, on the other, how high a price must be
payed to ensure law and order. This price, however, must necessarily be measured
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in terms of the quality of life, of which confidence between the population
and the public authorities, for example, is an essential component of a
democratic regime.
Seen from this point of view, the problem of strengthening the powers
of the police can present different attitudes in the community toward the
areas of activity reserved for the police. It is possible that on this issue
the population would be divided, or dichotomized, into groups,some of which
would give priority to the general security and others to individual rights.
If this should prove to be the case, it could be assumed that the
attitudes of each could have differential repercussions on the way in which
the goals of the criminal justice system are envisaged, including how its
effectiveness and its functioning are evaluated. It is to answer this hypothesis
that an attitude scale regarding the powers of the police was designed. Its
object was to measure the limits set by the citizens on the margin of
manoeuvre permissible for certain police action.

2.1 Index of tolerance toward the powers of the police
The index of the citizens' tolerance toward the powers of the police
was constructed on the basis of five questions. These questions were seiected
because, due to the issues they deal with, they could show the exercise of
control on the part of the police which, in the eyes of certain citizens, would
involve a more or less tolerable infringement on personal privacy. The five
questions used touch, respectively, on the power of a policeman (1) to require
a person to identify himself; (2) to question people; (3) to resort to the
use of wire-tapping; (4) to open mail; and (5) to have access to certain
non-criminal records. For each of these activities, the population in the
sample was asked if the police, in the exercise of their duties, should have
more power, less power, or maintain the same power they have now. The answers
for the population as a whole are given in table 3.

I
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1
Table 3
Opinions of the population concerning the powers of the police in the exercise
of certain methods of investigation
Type of activity

I
I
I

1. To require a person to
identify himself at any
time in the street
2. To question people about
their activities
3. Tap telephone conversations

% of persons according the police :
no power less power the same power more power
as now

2.4

16.4

63.7

17.5

3.1
13.0

20.7
40.5

61.4
35.9

14.8
10.6

4. Open peoples mail
20.6
5. Consult citizens' files
(tax reports, medical records) 19.6

43.8

28.9

6.7

38.4

35.0

7.0

Table 3 seems to show that, for about two-thirds of the people, the
present powers of the police are sufficient when it comes to the question

I
I

of the identification and interrogation of individuals. We note, however, that
there are more people who would like to see these powers diminished (18.8%
concerning "requiring that a person identify himself at any time in the street"
and 23.8% for the possibility of "questioning people about their activities"
than there are who would like these powers increased (17.5% and 14.8% of the
sample respectively.

I
I
I
I
I
I

For the less conventional activities of the police ( wire-tapping,
opening mail, consulting the public's files), 30% to 35% of the people questioned
think that the police should maintain their present power, 7% to 11% would
accept greater police powers in these types of activity and finally, more

than half to nearly two-thirds (53.5%, 64.4% and 58.0%) would eliminate or
diminish police powers.
These questions show the attitudes to police powers, that i s to say,
the limits they would like to impose. The five questions were combined to form
an index which gives a very high coefficient of cohesion ( alpha _.77). This

index enables us to group the individuals in our sample according to categories
that differ from one another in their more or less tolerante attitude regarding
the possible interference of the police in certain sectors of private life.
It is these categories and their distribution that are described in table 4.
Table

11

4

Distribution of the population according to the degrees to which people do or

11

do not accept that the police be allowed to resort to the identification and
interrogation of the citizens, to wire-tapping, to opening mall and to
consulting non-judicial files

1
2
3
4

177
217
304
119

%
21.7
26.6
37.2
14.5

TOTAL

817

100.0

Number of persons

Degree of acceptance

There is a close link

-

confirmed by the correlation

-

1
I.

between the

image of the police and people's attitudes toward the extent of their intrusion II

.

in the citizens' private life; their points of contact seem to be primarily
in the area of the deep-rooted attitudes generated by the image each person has II
of the criminal justice system and what he expects of it.
For example, the people most satisfied with the police are at the same II,
time those who find that they are not too numerous (gamma
haven't too much power (gamma-4

.50).

e,.38)

and that they

These are also the ones who are the most

reluctant to see certain of their faults : they are less willing than the others
to admit that the police concentrate too much on the criminality of the poor
and not enough on that of the rich (gamma -4.29) or again, that the police
treat minority groups badly

(gammalr.29).

There is also a certain relationship

between satisfaction with the police and an orientation toward punishment :
the more people are satisfied with the police forces, the more they are In

II
1

11
ma,
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favour of the death sentence (gamma =.22) and the more they are of the opinion
that it is because the sentences are not severe enough that people commit
crimes (gamma

.28) .

We find almost the same profile among the people who are the most in
favour of the police having more authority to resort to the identification
and interrogation of the citizens, to wire-tapping, opening mall and consulting
non-judicial files. In effect, the more people favour the use of these measures,
the greater the number who evidence great respect for the police in their
neighbourhood (gamma =.28) and have confidence in the courts (gamma .23);
also the greater the number who find that the sentences are not severe enough
(gamma: .24), who think that this is one of the causes of criminality (gamma .30)
and favour capital punishment (gamma.. .25).
At one end of the scale, we find the respondents who, for the five
types of activity mentioned above, are the most inclined to accord either
no power to the police or less power (21.7%). At the other end are the persons
in favour of the police making more use of methods of enquiry and surveillance that
involve a certain intrusion in the personal life of the individual. The 9roup
most in favour of extending the powers of the police forms14.5% of the sample.

2.2 The people's tolerance regarding the powers of the police
Among the population, there is a close connection between satisfaction
with the police and the willingness to give them more powers of enquiry since
the two scales are correlated to a significant degree (re- .28) with s

.0001 ).

However, in comparison with the degree of satisfaction with police work, sociodemographic factors have much less influence in differentiating people's
attitudes with regard to according greater powers to the police forces. Neither
sex, age, income, schooling, nor even social integration or degree of security
are influential factors in explaining the propensity of individuals to grant
or not grant increased powers of investigation to policemen. Just as in the
case of satisfaction with the police, we note, however, that a larger proportion
of proprietors (57%) than tenants (46%) on the one hand; ana of non-Octim159%1 that
victims (47%) on the other, is in favour of the police having the authority,
when necessary, to interfere in the private lives of the citizens in order
to fight crime more effectively. The same is true of the rural population

(63% are more in favour of increasing the policemen's means of investigation)
in comparison with the urban population (48%).
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What seems to emerge from the data is that the measure of satisfaction
with the police and that regarding the methods they use are situated at differej
levels of understaneng of:the reality. Although the degree of -SatiefactIce-in the general evaluation of the work of the police, the tolerance regarding
certain investigation procedures is due more to a world view, and even
ideological Parameters, since - as we have said - it brings into pTay the -concepts

of respect for individual liberty and the protection of community rights.
We note, too, that the persons inclined to grant a greater margin of
manoeuvre to the police forces are at the same time more in favour of correctional'
institutions

: in much higher proportions, they would like to see more guards

in the prisons (gam

(garmnaz .19).

.19)

and fewer visits by the prisoners to their families II

More than the others, these persons have a more positive impression

of imprisonment; they tend to think that prison helps criminals to start living
a normal life

(ganma..15)

II

and are against the view that by imprisoning

.18). This conception
of parole (gamma lz.20) and to a
houses (gamma.17).

delinquents, we make criminals of them (gamma:

of prison

life leads them to be less in favour

lesser

degree, more reticent about half-way

II

3. Conclusion
The analysis of the public's attitudes toward the police has shown that

11

a vast majority of the population is satisfied with the police. We have seen
that people's satisfaction with the tasks accomplished by the police forces
is established, first of all, in terms of contextual variables, namely, social

11

accordin
ownership status) and, secondly, in terms of contac/11 ,
experdence with the system of criminal justice. Il

integration, feelings of security and the need for protection (which vary
to place of residence, age and
with crime (victimization) and

Furthermore, in studying the population's opinions of the police and
the extent of the powers of investigation that should be given them, it was
found that the attitudes toward the police actually have their roots in people's
image of the justice system and this image should be considered in relation to
how they see the penal institutions, their functions and their goals. We deal
with this is the following chapters.

8,
8,
1.
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CHAPTER II
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THE PUBLIC ATTITUDE TOWARD PENAL
AND CORRECTIONAL MEASURES
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1. Punitive orientation of the population or attitudes of
the citizens toward the severity of sentences
Very roughly,we can assume that the attitudes of the public towards
crime policies depend on two major perceptions :
a) its perception of (or experience with) criminality as a real or potential
menace; this perception could be of a nature that would create a reaction
on the part of the population (fear of crime, dread of victimization,
suspicion, the desire for revenge against criminals, expectations of protection,
security, the suppression of crime, prevention and the rehabilitation of
delinquents, etc., by the penal agencies);
b) its perception of the criminal justice system as a more or less adequate
response, first, to the pursuit of the objectives assigned to it (protection
of the social order, the punishment or rehabilitation of criminals, the
compensation of victims) and next, to its methods of functioning (satisfaction
with the methods used, the tasks accomplished, the effectiveness of the
efforts made, their deontology, etc.).
In this schema, the "punitive/non-punitive" attitude becomes a dual
reality in the sense that it can be modulated both by the view we have of
crime or the criminal (images which can be more or less exact depending on
whether they are based or not on experiential knowledge) and by the image
we have (it, too, being marked or not by experience with criminal agencies)
of the system of criminal justice, whether as a whole or in its individual
components : the police, the courts, probation, correctional institutions,
parole.
It seems that the idea of punishment cannot be dissociated from that
of criminal justice, or even justice itself. When an individual or a community
has one of its rights attacked, the court charged with settling the dispute
must have a coercive power that can, as a last resort, force the author of
the infraction to give satisfaction to the injured party. This coercive
power implies the possibility of resorting to punitive measures if the
offender refuses to comply with the decision of the legitimate authority.

1
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Attitudes to the severity of the sentences pronounced by the courts

In the field of criminal justice, the "punishment" or "penalty*
is not only used as a measure of constraint intended to force the delinquent

II

to make reparation for the harm done. It is only one element of the
sentence pronounced by the court. In fact, as the origin of the word indi-

11

cates, the "penal" law is basically a "punitive" law.
And on this point there seems to be a very large consensus among
the population.

However, where there is a great difference of opinion is

on the question of the function of the punishment. Asked about the most
important objective of sentences, the people answered as follows

:

I/

11

Table 5
The importance accorded by the population to the various objectives
sought by the criminal justice system in giving sentences

11

Choices of the sample
Objective considered most important

by percentage

31.4
25.0
19.1
14.7
7.0
2.0

To discourage people from emitting crimes
To protect the citizens against crime
To punish those who commit crimes
To enable criminals to return to a normal life
To enable society to take revenge on those
whose commit crimes
Do not know

5,

we see that the citizens expect that the
decisions taken by judges will have a deterrent effect on future delinquents
and will give them true protection
In short, punishment is
seen much more as intended to protect the public than as a measure of

(31.4%)

à

To compensate for the harm done to victims

0.7
100.0
Looking at table

11

(25%).

11
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expiation

posed on the criminal (19.1%).

And it is a relatively small

proportion of the sample who consider the most important objective of
the sentence to be social reintegration (14.7%), reparation for the harm
done to the victim (7%) and public vengeance (2.1%).
In general, the public seems to define both the object of the
sentence and the type of punishment in terms of what will best ensure
its own safety. This seems to correspond, in great part at least, to
imprisonment that is long enough and hard enough to instill fear, and
widely enough used to isolate and neutralize the greatest number of criminals.
It is by this guage of the effectiveness of imprisonment that the criminal
justice system is evaluated.
The Figgie report (1980) shows that although in the United States
the attitudes toward the police are very positive, this is not true of
the people's feelings about the system of criminal justice. Our research
shows the same result.

The lukewarm attitude of the Americans toward

the courts is evidenced by the following: eightout of ten citizens think
that the prison sentences now given do not succeed in discouraging crime ;
a large majority of persons believe that it is impossible to help those
who commit crimes or control criminality with the existing judicial system ;
on the other hand, 66% of Americans are of the opinion that the death
penalty could effectively discourage the commission of murder.
In general, among the people questioned in the United States,
there is a large consensus on the need to resort to much more severe and
more punitive sentences to control crime, and even to achieve a certain
rehabilitation of delinquents. Thus there are only 3% (against 95%) of the
persons questioned who consider the courts too severe.

This coincides with
the results obtained in Canada by C.R.O.P. (in September 1980) and by our
own research; these two studies show that 2% and 4.2% of their samples,
respectively, share the opinion that, in Canada, the courts are too severe.
The same holds true in France, where a survey done by the S.O.F.R.E.S.,
In February 1977, showed that for 84% of the French, the justice system
was too lenient;

an opinion which, according to Peyrefitte (1981), has not
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been disproved by any more recent survey.
In the United States, the opinion surveys show that the proportion of persons who think that the punishment inflicted is not severe
enough has been increasing continually over the past fifteen years, and
According to the data of Stinchcombe et al,
(1980), who present the results of twelve surveys which from 1965 to
1978 dealt with this question of the severity of the courts, we find

at a fairly rapid rate.

that in 1965, 49% of Amercians were of the opinion that the sentences were
not harsh enough; a percentage that rises to 63% in 1968, to 78% in 1274.
and reaches 85% in 1978. During this same period, the rate of violent
crimes (murders, rapes, thefts with violence and grave assaults) that
amounted to 189 per 100,000 inhabitants in 1964, jumped to 482 in 1975.
This comes to an increase, in ten years, of 255%. The same phenomenon

•

can be observed in Canada, where between 1964 and 1974, the rate of violent
crimes more than doubled, going front 40 to 98 per 100,000 inhabitants.
On a parallel with these figures are those relating to the
fear of crime (fear that is measured here by the fear of going out alone
at night in one's own neighbourhood). An analysis of the principal surveys
that were made in the United States between 1965 and 1977 show that, for
men, the feeling of fear tended to spread to a larger and larger population,
but at a relatively slow rate: 18.4% in 1965 and 23.4% in 1977. During
the same period, the surveys made by Stinchcombe (1980) show that, among
women, the percentage who were fearful was much higher : it was around

50% between 1965 and 1968, and around 63% from 1973 to 1977.
Without wishing to draw a direct line of cause and effect between
these three phenomena - the increase in crimes of violence, the heightened
fear among the population and the rise in punitive attitudes, the fact
remains that Peyrefitte's remark, for France, seems highly pertinent:
"To begin with, major criminality soared between
1970 and 1980: hold-ups, swindlings, murders and
assassinations, rapes and armed robberies. Assuredly,
it represents only 1.5% of all crimes and infractions;
but it is this that, making the headlines in the
newspapers, is the fuse that has set off the increasing
feeling of insecurity" (1980, p.334). (Free translation)

I
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Even though violent crimes constitute only a small portion
of the total volume of criminality (10% in Canada and a little more
in the United States), the fact remains that it is frightening and
that its rapid increase makes it more visible to the general public.

1

Thus it is not the most frequent crimes that create anxiety but those
that are more serious, because the consequences they entail, by their
nature, can arouse anxiety and distress. This greater visibility of
violent crimes, then, following their marked increase, by making a
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vast number of people feel insecure, seems to have some influence

in creating punitive or stringent attitudes in people.
This does not mean to say that the most punitively oriented
persons are those who are the most frightened; it means with the
increased fear of crime,that more and more people picture criminals
as violent individuals who require more radical correctional measures.
In other words, when citizens are asked if, in general, they think
the courts are too severe, severe enough or not severe enough, most
of their replies are in terms of dangerous criminals. "Presumably...,
the question of harsher courts encourages people to fill in their
picture of the average court, the average crime, the average criminal,
and perhaps the average victim and to make an overall judgment".
(Stinchcombe et al (1980) P.143).
This, in any case, is the finding of the C.R.O.P. survey (Omnibus1980-5-3) and of our inquiry (G.R.A.C., April 1981) where with regard
to the severity of punishment, we obtained very similar results;
these are shown in table 6 and their analysis confirms the hypothesis
just advanced.

1
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Table 6
Comparative distribution of the opinions of a sample of the
Canadian population (C.R.O.P.. 1980; N 979) and a sample from
the provinces of Quebec, Ontario and Manitoba (G.R.A.C., 1981;
N 817) regarding the severity of sentences.
Percentages

Opinions
The sentences pronounced by the

C.R.O.P.

court are:
too severe
just severe enough
not severe enough
don't know
Total

G.R.A.C.

2
18
70
0

4.2
17.5
72
6.4

100

100

In both cases, the people were asked to specify what type of
criminal they were thinking of when giving their opinion on the
severity of the sentences. For the C.R.O.P. sample, 41% of the
people had murderers in mind,

5% rapists and 14% violent criminals

(authors of kidnapping, physical assault, armed robbery, recidivists,
etc.). We get 60% of respondents, then, who think of a crime of
violence and 70% who believe that the courts are not severe enough.
The same conclusion is arrived at from our own data: 32.3% of those
surveyed thoughtof various forms of assassination and murder, 9.7%
of rape and 22.1% of serious criminality, that is, of crimes committed
by "real criminals" (premeditated acts, sadistic acts, thefts with
violence, repeated criminality, recidivism, etc.). Thus 64,1% of the per
sons interviewed referred to "big" crimes, whereas 72% of them considered
the courts of justice too lenient.

It seems evident, then,

that_among the population, it is the violent

criminal, the recidivist, the incurable offender who serves as the
standard for judging the severity of the courts and judges. And it
is no doubt because of this that the punitive attitude of the public
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is expressed almost exclusively in temrs of imprisonment, the only
punishment that seems able to make life in society safe because it
eliminates the evil, or the threat of evil, in its midst: the criminal.
If we analyze the opinions of the respondents with regard
to long sentences of imprisonment, we see confirmation of their
tendency to consider prison the ideal method of ensuring public order
by playing the double role of deterring offenders and protecting the
citizens. Thus, among our sample, we find 38% who strongly (16.8%)
or somewhat (21.1%) agree with the fact that it would be "inhuman
to keep people in prison for twenty-five years". On the other hand,

58% of the people somewhat (30.3%) or strongly (27.6%) disagree with
this point of view.

'

Similarly, only a minority of 18.8% of persons either
strongly (5.7%) or somewhat (13.1%) agree that "life in prison should be
easier". On the contrary, more than two thirds (72.1%) of the population are somewhat (35.5%) or strongly (36.6%) against improvement
of the living conditions of prisoners. This is due, of course, to
the fact that half of the individuals questioned (50.6%) have a singularly optimistic image of the correctional institutions, for
they think that "today, the prisons are veritable hotels". But this
also shows a desire on the part of the public to be assured that prison
sentences are disagreeable and difficult enough to discourage crime
and to deter criminals.
It follows that punitiveness is directly connectedwith
the functions that the population assigns to the system of criminal
justice. And among these functions, as we have already seen, those
that emerge the most often are "deterrence" and "protection".

S

I

Punitiveness, as a general way of thinking, seems to be focused
more on victimization, that is, on the consequences of the act
(perceived as an attack against the public safety) than on the
the punishment
criminals. This means that, for the people questioned
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should serve more to eliminate a threat to the social order than
to apprehend deviant individuals in order to punish them, to get
them to reform or become rehabilitated. These objectives of punishment
seem to be subsidiary to "putting away" the delinquent, "keeping him
out of harms way".
A study conducted in California in August 1981 by the
National Council on Crime and Delinquency shows that, for 78% of 1018
persons interviewed, one of the main reasons for sending offenders
to prison lies in the fact that,"it is the way justice keeps its
promise that those who commit crimes will get the punishment they
deserve".

This view of prison on the part of the California popula-

tion confirms what our own data seems to show, namely that the public,
in its majority, identifies "criminal justice" with "prison".

And

implicitly, this popular view corroborates the idea that the concept
of "criminal justice" would also evoke, for most people, a grave criminality for which imprisonment would be the proper punishment.

And

in spite of the disadvantages it can sometimes entail, prison, as
Foucault says, is seen as the "deplorable solution which we could
not do without" (1975. p.234).

1.2 Threshold of tolerance toward crime and criminals
At the present time, in various societies, there seems to
be a sort of shifting of the expectations with regard to the institutions of detention.

The prison image seems to evoke in people less

the idea of imprisonment (deprivation of liberty and the correction
of criminals) than "confinement" (putting them in a place which they
In effect, coming back to the California survey, we
note that the persons questioned agreed, almost unanimously (93%),
cannot leave).

r•

that recourse to penalties of imprisonment "removes the criminal from
the community and protects citizens from further crimes that might
be committed by that person". Although a relatively large number of
citizens (67%) thought that incarceration "deters other people from
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committing crimes because they are shown an example that crime
does not pay", the proportion of those who believed the prison
"places the criminel in an environment where he can be reformed
through job training, work experience, education and similar programs"went down to 58% ; the proportion of Californians who saw
imprisonment as "society's way of getting even with the criminal
for what has been done to the victim" fell to 50% and those who
perceived the prison as"a harsh experience that will discourage
that person from committing another crime", shifted to 42%. And
for the whole of the United States, the Figgie report shows that
only 48% of the people think that prison sentences discourage crime.

It is this that makes us understand that the punitive
attitude starts with a perception of dangerousness and gives
rise to a demand for ostracism. For the general population, it is
as if delinquents were divided into two categories: the dangerous
and the not dangerous, the "true" criminals and the others. All
this leads us to believe that for the public, the criterion of dangerousness delimits the threshold of tolerance toward the delinquent.
As soon as the danger perceived is seen as a sufficient threat, the
reaction toward the deviant is one of rejection. Hence a marked
preference on the part of the population for penalties of imprisonment
as soon as the criminal act is considered sufficiently menacing.
What our Canadian sample maintains as the indication of dangerousness
is the act itself rather than the personality of its author.

For example, for an occasional petty theft, 5.4% of people
would like to see a prison sentence, 52.9% probation and 40.6% a fine.
If there is recidivism and someone has committed a number of petty thefts
without violence, twice as many people favour prison (19.5%), almost
half the sample (47.1%) probation and a third (32.2%) a fine. For
an armed robbery, even if it is the delinquent's first offence, a
large majority of citizens (74.6%) would want the j udges to resort
to imprisonment whereas 16.4% would accept probation and only 6.4% a fine.

I
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After the type of crime, there are elements which, in
the eyes of the persons questioned, constitute the dangerousness
of an act, the first being premeditation (the element chosen by

27.1% as the most important factor, and which the judge should
take into account when handing down his sentence). Next in order
of importance are the way in which the crime was perpetrated (the
most important factor for 23.6% of the respondents), the motivation

(20.4%), recidivism (16%), the personality and social milieu of the
accused (8.8%), and the age and sex of the victim (2.6%).
All this leads us to the conclusion that the popular
I1

penal philosophy - at least as it appears - could be reduced to

1
1
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two basic statements : 1)there are some delinquents who represent
a danger to life in society and others who do not; 2) there are
some delinquents who should be removed from society and some who
can be tolerated. It is this point of view, it seems, which influences
the opinions of a large portion of individuals on the subject of
the death penalty.

I.

1.3 Attitudes toward the death penalty
Capital punishment, for many persons, is a form of ostracism which"
in the most serious cases, becomes a supplement to imprisonment.
For some, it is the surest way of ensuring public safety and for others,
the most humane way of ridding society of a dangerous criminal. Table
.

7 shows the distribution, among the population, of the opinions on the
death penalty.
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Table 7
Distribution, in.the sample, of the different opinions on the death
penalty
Frequency in %

Opinions

15.8

... I am opposed to the death penalty
under any circumstances ;
... I am opposed to the death penalty

29.9

except in a few cases where it may
be appropriate ;

31.4

... I am generally in favour of the
death penalty except in a few cases
where it may not be appropriate ;

... I am strongly in favour of the death
penalty as an appropriate measure ;
... I don't know

22.2
0.7

Among the population, there are 15.8% of persons who are
totally against the very principle of capital punishment, and who
oppose it ideologically, and 83.5% who, to various degrees, accept
it as an exceptional or necessary recourse. Among the latter, 29.9%
are opposed to it save when it proves necessary, 31.4% are in favour
of it except in a few cases where it is not necessary, and finally,
22.2% form a hard core of people who say they are strongly in favour
of it.
In the case of murder, the gravity of the act - if we
are to go by the proportion of persons who would be in favour of
applying the death penalty - is judged more or less great according
to the following criteria:
1) the age of the criminal: 34.1% of the people are in favour of
resorting to the death penalty if the murderer is a youth, and

53.7% if the accused is an adult ;
2) whether the act is impulsive or premeditated: 34.4% of the population
are in favour of the death penalty when a person has killed his/her
spouse in a fit of anger, 76% when a person commits premeditated
murder and 79.8% when a person has killed more than once (in this
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last case - which has the largest consensus - the idea of
recidivism implicity i ncludes that of premeditation) ;
3) The personality of the author and the type of victim: for murder
in general, committed by an adult, 57.7% of the respondents advocate the elimination of the criminal. If the victim is a policeman
or prison guard, 70.9% of the sample would want the guilty party
condemned to death. In this last case, the difference in the
answers was always attributed exclusively to the status of the
victim. And it is mainly on the basic of this aspect that the
death penalty was reestablished in Canada as a measure believed
necessary to protect (by deterrence) the lives of policemen and
prison guards.
The response of the population is ambiguous, however,
and it is impossible to know if it relates to the type of victim
or the type of criminal. In effect, the question of the death
sentence being applied to the murderer of a policeman or guard
is attributed to the image of a "more dangerous" criminal than
is the case when it is a matter of an "ordinary" murder. To kill
a police officer or a guard, a person must either have committed
another crime and be pursued by the police, or must already be a
prisoner in a correctional institution. This murder shows a criminal

who is not new to the game.
Surveys on capital punishiment in the United States have
shown a decided increase in the population favouring this measure:
in 1936, 62% of Americans declared themselves in favour of the death
sentence and in 1977, the proportion reached 67%. Stinchcombe
(1980) compares - as mentioned before - the increase in violent
crimes, the spreading fear among the population and, what appears
to be a result of these phenomena, the increase in punitive attitudes:
demands for harsher sentences and the death sentence. He notes
that, among the persons who find that the sentences are not severe
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enough, there are

24.3% more who support the death penalty than

among those who think the penalties are adequate. The latter,
in turn, are 10.1% more numerous In advocating the death_ penalty
than the persons who think that the courts are too severe in their
judgments.
In spite of the parallel between the rise in the number
of persons who are afraid of crime and that of the indices of
severity of the sentences, Stinchcombe is unable to establish any
connection whatsoever between fear and punitiveness. The recent data
in the Figgie report (1980) incidentally confirms this absence of
correlation:

With regard to both types of fear
(concrete and fFiliress), almost equal
members of the fearful and non-fearful
favor the death penalty and long prison
sentences. The fearless are no more
likely than the fearful to believe that
long prison sentences discourage crime"

(p.127).
Further on we shall try to clarify this ambiguity and
to answer the following question: how is it that, in the last
fifteen years, there are more and more people who are afraid
of crime, that there are more and more people who demand the
death penalty and longer prison sentences and yet there is
no connection between the persons who are afraid and those who
ask for the imposition of more severe sanctions by the courts?
Where the death penalty is concerned, the data in the
Figgie report shows clearly enough that feelings of fear are not
factors that determine or explain the degree of people's punishment
orientation. On the contrary, certain groups, that of men and that
of whites, who are much less afraid, are much more in favour of
recourse to capital punishment: among Americans, there are

76% of
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men against 68% of women who are for the death penalty (gamma .20)
and 73% of whites against 64% of blacks (gamma .22). The same study
indicates, furthermore, that the elderly are more for the death penalty
than the young (76% of those 60 and over compared with 67% of young
people from 18 to 29).

The same relationship exists between married

persons (or who have been married) and single persons: 73% of the
former are in favour of the death penalty against 63% of the latter.
Our study confirms the absence of any connection between
fear and the desire to punish. Thus if we consider the persons who
would accept the application of the death penalty, even in exceptional
cases, we get the following results: 83% of women and 84% of men;

74% of young people from 18 to 31 years of age compared with 87% '
of persons 62 and over; 81% of city residents against 91% of rural
dwellers. These last figures reveal the independence of fear and
severity, for many more people in the villages feel safe than in the
cities (96% against 88%), do not fear being robbed (76% rural
against 57% urban residents) and have no fear of being attacked where
they live (83% against 76%). And yet they are more inclined (10%
more among the rural dwellers) to favour recourse to the death penalty.
The authors of the Figgie report, in view of their results,
conclude that *support for the death penalty is a dominant sentiment
which seems to uniformly reflect the ethos of what was once popularly
called the 'establishment', and which is defined demographically as
older, white, male and married". To interpret our data according
to this same logic, we would have to add "rural" to the definition
of the "establishment", which does not make much sense.

However,

and it is in this perspective that we will study the propensity toward
punishment, it is probable that the attitudes toward sanctions have
nothing to do with either demographic characteristics, sentiments or
emotional traits, but that they come from particular public images.
From this point of view, the connection between the "establishment"
and "rural" variables could well be found in a more "authoritarian"
and more "conservative" view of the world.

I.
I.
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To analyze the punitive/non-punitive attitudes of the population
questioned, we used the components we have just described, namely:
a) the view of the sentences pronounced by the court: are they too severe (1)
just severe enough (2) or not severe enough (3) ?
b) the opinion regarding very long sentences: "It's inhuman to keep
criminals in prison for twenty-five years"(strongly agree 1; somewhat
agree 2; somewhat disagree 3; strongly disagree 4);
c) opinion vis-à-vis measures to improve the conditions of detention:
"prison life should be made easier" (strongly agree 1; somewhat agree 2;

• 1

'1

Scale of punitive/non-punitive attitudes

somewhat disagree 3; strongly disagree 4);
d) opinion concerning the death penalty: strongly against (1); somewhat
against (2); somewhat in favour (3); strongly in favour (4).
Based on these four components, a scale of punitive attitudes
was designed. For each subject, the score for each of the questions
was added together. Next, the subjects, according to the score obtained,
were regrouped into five categories, distributed in increasing order
according to their degree of punishment orientations. This distribution
appears in table 8.
Table 8
Distribution of the sample population according to its increasing degrees
of punitiveness
Number

1
2
3
4
5

85
113
234
234
151

10.4
13.8
28.6
28.6
18.5

817

100.0

Low

I

High
TOTAL

T

I

Percentages

Degree of punitiveness
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The questions that form this scale of punitive orientation,
besides being closely tnter-associated (the coefficient"alpha" is
0.66), offer the advantage of integrating the severity of the people
concerning both the sentences pronounced by the courts and the conditions
of detention, and of also taking into account the "punitive" nature
accorded by the citizens to long sentences of imprisonment and the death
penalty. Because the scale is not limited to only one aspect of the
severity, this gi'ves it a better grasp over the numerous and complex
factors that underly the punitive attitude.
Structured in this way, the measuring instrument offers more
flexihility and makes it possible to better explain the population's
reaction to criminals. It too often happens that we presume there is
extreme severity among the public since more than 70% of the people
find that judges are too lenient, and just as many, if not more, are
in favour of the death penalty. What we forget to take into consideration is the fact that this severity is'"most often directed only"towârd
the most dangerous criminals; and these constitue but a very small
minority of individuals responsible for particularly repugnant
acts. It seems wrong, then, to think that the population - at least
a portion of it - demands more severe sentences for all crimes (even
the less serious ones) . We must not forget that in the eyes of a
large part of the population, the desired severity of the sentences
shows a need to be "protected" much more than to "chastise" or "punish".
This is a most important point and should be at the very basis of every
crime policy. The pseudo-punitive attitude of the public may only be
a reflection of the criminal justice system's inability to prevent
crime and rehabilitate delinquents.
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1.5 Factors connected with the punitive attitudes among the population
By cross-tabulating the scale of punitiveness with most
of the variables in our questionnaire as well as with the scales
that were constructed,we can identify certain characteristics of the

1
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groups in our sample that are the most severe and the most punitive
vis -8 -vis criminals.
The first thing to note is the total absence of any connection
that can be established between punitiveness, on the one hand, and sex
(gamma .01), victimization (gamma .09), a feeling of security (gamma .02),
fear of going out alone at night because of crime (gamma .03), fear
of being robbed (gamma .09) or of being attacked at home (gamma .05),
on the other. Thus we are able to confirm certain of the conclusions
arrived at by Stinchcombe et al (1980), namely:
- first, that women, who are less often the victims of violent crimes,
are more fearful but not more punitive than the rest of the population;
- second, that persons who had been victimized do not have a greater
tendency to favour more punitive measures than those who had not.
We have already menticned that the Figgie report (1980) also
established the absence of a relationship between the fear of crime and
attitudes 1) toward the death sentence (gamma .06 and gamma .04 according to whether the fear is concrete or formless) and 2) toward long
prison sentences. Despite the fact that since 1965, in the United
States and elsewhere, there has been an ever-increasing rise in both
the percentage of persons who say they have a fear of crime and that
of people who would like to see harsher sanctions against criminals,
there is no direct relationship between the two phenomena.
People have become more punitive in latter years than they
were before because, it seems, the increase in violent criminality
has made their image of the delinquent correspond more to that of the
dangerous criminal.

Whether they have any fear of not, people have

the same image of the offender, and it is in terms of this image and
not of fear that their punitiveness is manifested. In other words,
a large majority of the persons questioned (64% of our sample) are
thinking of murderers, rapists and violent criminals when they consider
the sentences not harsh enough. Consequently, the punitive attitudes
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of the population are a reflection of the gravity of the crimes which
it uses as a guage to evaluate the severity of the sanctions and not
the fact that these serious crimes elicit, for some more than others,
a fear of crime or a dread of victimization (both of which, for example,
are greater among women, elderly persons and city people).

It, then,

the fear is emotional, the punitive or non-punitive attitudes are due
much more to a way of seeing things. At least this is what we will try
to show by pointing out the factors that characterize the most punitive
groups of individuals.
Socio-demographic indicators show that, among the most punitive
people, proportionately, there are (1)
1) more people with very high incomes (57% of persons earning $ 35,000
and more) than persons with low incomes (41% under $ 20,000) ;
2) a much higher percentage of proprietors (56%) than tenants (37%) ;
3) 57% and 55% of the members of the sample who live in Ontario and
Manitoba, respectively, compared with 32% of those who live in Quebec ;
4) more English Canadians or those from other ethnic groups (55% of
them in both categories) than French Canadians (31%) ;
5) more elderly persons (54% of people 62 years of age and over) than
young people (35% of those under 30) ;
6) more rural residents (52%) than city residents (45%) ;
7) more people with little education (50%) than persons who are well
educated (31%).
These variables are fairly closely connected. First of
all, ft is interesting to note that the socio-demographic characteristic that shows the strongest correlation with punitiveness is the status
proprietor/tenant (gammaz.36). Then, in decreasing order of association,
comes the province (gamma:1.32), ethnicity (gamma=29), revenue (gammar...22),
age (gamma-.17), scholarity (gamma:07) and place of residence (rural/urban
gamma...15).
The most punitive persons, then, are people

who, in

the

highest proportions, are proprietors, live in Ontario or Manitoba, are
(1) The people defined as the most punitive are those situated at the levels
of 4 and 5 on the scale of punitiveness. They represent 47.1% of the
sample.

English-speaking, have a high income, are elderly, live in rural areas
and are less well-educated. These different factors obviously overlap.
For example, in our sample, there are only 38% of proprietors in Quebec,
whereas there are 55% in Ontario and 74% in Manitoba. Also it is in
Quebec, of course, that we find almost all the French (83%) against

4% in Ontario and 5% in Manitoba). Furthermore, where revenue is
concerned, we find that there are more than three times fewer persons
in Quebec who receive salaries of $35,000 and more (5% compared to 25%
in Ontario, and 26% in Manitoba). In the case of low revenues, the proportions take a reversed curve: 69% of Quebecers, 41% of Ontarians and
37% of Manitobans earn less than $ 20,000. Finally, we note that of
young people from 18 to 31, 33% are home owners whereas among those
62 and over, the rate is 53%; also there are many more villagers who own
their own homes (80%) than city residents (45%).
On the question of punitiveness, we come back to almost the
same profile that described the groups who were most dissati . sfied with
the police. It seems that the people who have the most negative attitudes
toward the police are those who tend to be less punitive toward criminals.
This is illustrated in table 9.
Table 9
Relationship between the degree of people's punitiveness and the degree
of their satisfaction with the police
Degree of punitiveness

Degree of satisfaction with the police
Low
—%--62

High
%
60

Very High
%
42

38

40

58

(Number of respondents)

(118)

(362)

(337)

% of the entire sample

14

44

41

Low
High

Gamma .23
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Thus among the people who evidence a low degree of punitiveness,
we find, on the one hand, about two thirds (62%) of the persons most dissatisfied with the police, and on the other, less than half (42%) of those
who show a very high degree of satisfaction with the various tasks accowpiished by the police. The relationship between satisfaction with the
work of the police and the tendency to demand more repressive measures
And this tendancy Is accentuated when We Stûdy the Inter'
is quite clear.
dependence between people's severity vis-à-vis offenders and their
propensity to grant more powers to the police forces T Powers that,could
increase their control over the private lives of the citizens. Table
10 shows the closeness of this interdependence.
- Table 10 Relationship between punitiveness and the willingness to delegate more
powers of investigation to the police (identification and interrogation
of the citizens, wire-tapping, the opening of mail and access to non-

judicial files)
Degree of punitiveness

Degree of willingness to increase police powers
Low

High

Low

60

46

High

40

54

(Number of respondents)

(394)

(423)

% of the entire sample

48

t'
r
I'
I
I
I
I
I

52

Gamma .23

Among the persons least in favour of increasing the powers of
the police, there is a very great majority (60%) who are at the same
time among those who are the least severe in their attitudes toward the
sanctions that should be imposed on criminals. And inversely, the most
punitive people are also those who would like the police to have better

I
I
I

control over the citizen's private lives when necessary: indeed,
54% of the people who have a high degree of punitiveness are among
those who would be more willing to have the investigative powers of the
police forces increased.
To sum up, the social groups most satisfied with the police
and the most inclined to grant them more powers are at the same time
those who are seen to be the most punitive. And these groups have
several dominant traits in common: they have high incomes, are proprietors, English-speaking and elderly. Schooling and place of residence
(rural/urban) enter here as well, but to a lesser degree.
With regard to more general attitudes, we find that the
groups or individuals who evidence the most punitive attitudes are
those who prove to be the least liberal. In fact, in our sample,
the persons who want criminal justice to be more severe with delinquents
are largely those who have a more rigid, more conservative and less
tolerant view of the world.

For example, the more severe people are,

1) the more they are in favour (68% of them against 48% of the less
punitive) of a more authoritarian government to better ensure public
order (gammaz.31) ;
2) the more they think (64% against 49%) that women who have children
should stay at home to look after them (gammare.22) ;
3) the more they are of the opinion (58% compared with 50% for the others)
that people today have no respect for anything (gammar...14) ;
4) the more they believe (85% against 72% of those who have a low degree
of punitiveness) that if things are bad today, it is because the family
no longer plays the same role that it used to (gamma=.28) ;
5) the more numerous they are (47% against 26%) in rejecting the idea that
in our society homosexuals should be accepted like everyone else (gammaz.36).
However, these five questions, which serve to distribute our
population according to "conservative/liberal" attitudes, afford a high
enough degree of cohesion to serve as an index (the coefficient alpha is .66).
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By separating our sample according to the degree of punitiveness and
liberalism, we can establish a direct equation between the two scales,
as table 11 shows.

Table 11
Relationship between punitiveness and liberalism
Degree of punitiveness

Degree of liberalism and openness to change
More conservative

More liberal

Low

44

66

High

56

34

(492)

(329)

60

40

(Number of respondents)
% of the sample
Gamma .34

According to table 11, among the most punitive people there is
a higher percentage of "conservatives" (56%), for among the same group
of individuals, only 34% are "liberals". The opposite distribution occurs
for the

persons who have a low degree of punitiveness: 44% tend toward
conservatism whereas 66% express more liberal opinions. In view of these
data, it is clear that the persons who are in favour of harsher sentences
(persons who are very much "pro-police", incidentally) are at the same
time less tolerant. This is evidenced in the sense that they are more for
an authoritarian government (capable of guaranteeing law and order), for
maintaining traditional values (such as respect, the continuity of the
family where the woman remains the central pivot), and are much less open
to accepting certain deviancies (such as homosexuality).
It seems logical, then, to find among punitive and conservative
people those who are culturally the most deeply rooted in the past, in
ancestral values and institutions, and who are most in favour of maintaining
the established order and acquired rights, namely, the "haves" (that is,
those who own property and who have high incomes), the elderly and rural
residents.
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2. Attitudes of the population toward the rehabilitation and social
reinsertion of delinquents and criminals.
The first part of this chapter was focused on the attitudes
of citizens regarding severity of sentences. Since most people have
dangerous criminals in mind when they evaluate the adequacy of the
punishments imposed by the courts, it is evident that a majority of
respondents think they are not harsh enough. Studied from this angle,
the data gathered during the present survey overstimate the punitiveness
of the population.

Since the images of crime and the criminal which the

persons questioned

have in mind are those of the most violent delinquents,

namely those who have committed murder, rape, grave assault or theft
with violence, their attitudes toward rehabilitation are not very clear.
Because of fact that the persons who find the sentences too lenient

ug also.those.

who are most numerous in thinking of criminals as

incorrigible and hardened recidivists, it is not surprising to find
that it is also these most punitive people who believe least in the
rehabilitation of delinquents.

2.1 Relationship between punitive attitudes and attitudes toward the
rehabilitation of criminals.
In our sample, it is among the persons who have shown
themselves to be the most punitive that we find the greatest pessimism
regarding the proportion of criminals who can be rehabilitated, that is,
can be influenced to return to a normal life in society. Among the
people with a high degree of punitiveness, there are 81% who think that
not one (4%) or only a few (77%) prisoners can be rehabilitated, 17%
who think that most criminals can be, and 2% who believe that all delinquents have the potential for reintegration in society. In comparison,
among the less punitive persons, there are none who think that no delinquent
can be salvaged, there are 35% (twice as many as for the other group)
who are of the opinion that most of the authors of crimes and infractions
are capable of changing their way of life and 3% who are sufficiently
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optimistic to hope that all offenders can somehow find the straight
and narrow path. Thus the correlation between the attitudes toward
the severity of sentences and those regarding the ability of delinquents
to reform is very strong: gamma= .45.

r

The data just analyzed show us the proportion of delinquents
who, according to whether people are more or less punitive, are considered
to have some chance of being reformed by society. Another, more specific
question concerned the possibilities of rehabilitating a true criminal
("even a hardened criminel is not beyond redeaption"). The object of the questio''
was both to assess people's determinism regarding criminogenesis and their
pessimism concerning the "redemptio ►i'capacity of individualsas well as
'
the penal institutions. As we logically expected, 53% of the most punitive
individuals rejected any possibility that the hardened criminal could be
rehabilitated. Here, too, the relationship between punitiveness and
pessimism regarding rehabilitation is fairly high : gamma z.33.
Combtning these two components of rehabilitation (evaluation
of the number of criminals who can be rehabilitated and hope that a
hardened criminal can be reformed) and cross-tabulating the results
obtained wifh those of the scale of punitiveness, we can show the
relationship existing between the attitudes toward the rehabilitation
of criminals and the opinions concerning the severity of sentences.
This relationship is presented briefly in table 12.

I
I
I
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Table

12

Relationship between the attitudes toward the rehabilitation of criminals
and the opinions concerning the severity of sentences
Confidence in rehabilitation

Little
Average
Great
(Number of respondents)

% of the total sample
Gamma -.40

Degree of punitiveness
Low

High

29
61
10
(432)
53

51
44
5
(385)
47

As the percentages in table 12 show, the persons who have little
confidence in rehabilitation are highly concentrated among those who are
the most punitive (51%) whereas there are only 29% among them who show
a low degree of punitiveness. At the opposite end of the scale, among the
people who are the most optimistic regarding the reintegration of delinquents,
there are proportionately twice the number who belong to the less severe
group (10%) than among those who would like the courts to deal more severely with offenders.

2.2 Attitudes of the population regarding imprisonment as a measure to combat
crime.

Prison, as we have seen, is considered by the population to be
the ideal punishment. This conception is due to a dualistic perception of
criminals. People believe there are the "true" criminals (the hardened,
the violent, the incurable, the authors of serious crime ...) and the "petty"
delinquents (the young, the first offenders, the occasional criminals, those
who commit trifling offences, minor crimes, ...). In the matter of correctional measures the same dualism is apparent: for the first type of offender
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(the one that is feared), it is absolutely necessary to resort to
incarceration, not for the others: all depending on the gravity of
the act and the author's danger to the safety of the community.
For the public in general, the main use of prison, as confirmed by 93% of a California sample (N.C.C.D., 1981), is that it
removes the criminal from the community and in this way protects the
citizens from other crimes which this individual might have committed.
We also mentioned earlier that few people in the United States truly
believe that imprisonment discourages the commission of crimes: the
Figgie report (1980) shows that more than half the Americans (52%)
discredit the deterrent role of prison.
The results of our survey, like those of the California
study and the research headed by Figgie, clearly show this contradiction: namely, that a large proportion of the people (72%) desire more
severe sentences (in terms of imprisonment) whereas they have no illusions about the therapeutic virtues of the prison milieu. Among the
persons we interviewed, 54% say that by putting someone in prison we
create a criminal; this means that more than half of our population
shares this widespread opinion that prison is a "crime school", that
it is degrading and has a deteriorating effect. And it is in the perspective of this same view that only 34% think that prison helps criminals
to assume a normal life. These two questions cross-check and (in the
opposite direction, of course) are strongly correlated (gamme:-.65).
They mean that, among the citizens interviewed, only a minority
(barely more than a third) grant the correctional institutions a certain
therapeutic role.
Curiously enough, it is the most punitive individuals (those
who, as we have shown, have the least confidence in the rehabilitation
of delinquents) who believe most in the curative function of the prisons.
Indeed, compared to the others, these are the people who are the most
severe (a high degree of punitiveness):
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1. who least see (39% against 61% for the rest of the sample)
the criminogenic effects of imprisonment (gamma:»33), and
2. who are the most numerous (53% against 47%) in perceiving the prisons
or penitentiaries as resources capable of getting delinquents to
return to a normal life (gaimmic.21).
These two questions enable us therefore, to form an
index able to evaluate the attitudes of our sample toward incarceration.
Table 13 indicates that there is a positive relationship between the
perception of imprisonment as a measure to aid convicts and the degree
of punitiveness of the population.
Table 13
Relationship between confidence in the rehabilitative role of the prison
and the degree of punitiveness of the population

Confidence in the rehabilitative
role of prison

Little
Average
Great
(Number of respondents)
% of the total sample
Gamma .31

Degree of punitiveness

Low

High

29
50
21
(432)
53

19
48
34
(385)
47

We see, then, that the persons who want the sentences handed
down by judges to be more severe are obviously more numerous (34% against
19%) In considering the prisons role in helping criminals.very favourably.
And this favourable attitude toward imprisonment is associated with
a certain pessimism with regard to the prevention of crime. Among the
respondents who are most positive toward prison, for example, there are
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31% (against 23% of those who have a more negative view of incarceration)
who say that "whatever we do, it is impossible to protect ourselves
against crime". This no doubt accounts for the predilection for harsh
measures. These are also the people who more than the others (37%
against 20% for those who denied practically every beneficial aspect
of imprisonment) tend to leave it to the "experts" to solve society's

1

I
1

problems (gamma.-.23). They are therefore in favour of penal institutions
and have confidence in them (aren't they specialized places staffed by
experts?). Just as a greater number of them display a high degree of
punitiveness, they also show a more accentuated conformism or conservatism than the other members of the sample. This is demonstrated in table

I
t

14.

1

Table 14
Relationship between the degree of confidence in the rehabilitative role
of the prison institutions and liberalism

Confidence in the rehabilitation
role of the prison

Degree of liberalism and
openness to change
More conservative More liberal

Little
Average
Great
(Number of respondents)
% of the total sample
Gamma .19

20
48
32
(492)
60

30
50
20
(325)
40

The data show that 32% of the people who tend to be conservative
have great confidence in the positive role played by the prisons in rehabilitating the criminal. This opinion, however, is much less shared (20%)
by persons having a more liberal orientation. The latter, and here the
tendency is totally reversed, being 3 against 2 (respectively 30% to 20%),
show little confidence in the help that the prison can give its inmates
where rehabilitation is concerned.

I
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2.3 Image of the prison and punitiveness
What has just been said depends as much on the image people
have of crime and criminals as on the repressive or therapeutic measures
adopted by the penal system. We have seen, for example, that generally
speaking, the persons who consider the sentences too lenient are a majority
of those who are most preoccupied by crime (to the point of resorting more
to various ways of protecting themselves) and who see the criminal as a
violent person, a recidivist and incurable. For the less punitive individuals, the picture is quite the opposite (it is of young delinquents ,
are not dangerous and who can
crimnalsotgheirfsoncwh
be rehabilitated).
To be able to thoroughly analyze the "punitive/non-punitive"
attitudes of the population, then, it would be completely wrong, and
unfair, to limit the study (as many surveys do) to only the public's
evaluation of the severity of the sentences pronounced by the courts.
If the population considers punishment either too severe or not severe
enough, it is essential to know in terms of what type of criminal (this
is what we discussed at the beginning of the chapter) and what manner
of sentence. It seems self-evident that people's punitive attitudes
can only be assessed in relation to their idea of the punishment.
Furthermore, since among the majority of people there is a strong homology between the "penal sentence" and "imprisonment", it is impossible
to focus on the punitiveness of the citizens without knowing their
perception of prison.
The public's image of prison institutions is polarized around
two stereotypes: the paradise-like prison-hotel and the nightmarish
concentration camp. It would seem logical that people's conception
of prison would have an influence on the degree of their punitiveness.
For example, among the population that we surveyed, there are a little
more than half (58%) who believe that "today the prisons are veritable
hotels". The others (42%) have a more sombre, a more unpleasant picture
of custodial institutions.
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The answers to the questions evaluating the severity
of the respondents show, without any doubt, that the persons who see
the prisons as "hotels" are those who, in largest proportion, feel that
the sentences are not harsh enough (gamma:.47). Among them, there are
85% (compared t&58% for the otheri) who eay that the sentences pronounced
by judges are not severe enough. Thus there is a direct relationship
between the degree of punitiveness and the fact of thinking that life
in prison is more or less painful. Table 15 illustrates this close
connection between punitiveness and image of the prison.
Table 15
Relation between the degree of punitiveness and whether or not people
consider prisons "veritable hotels".
Degree of punitiveness

The prisons are veritable hotels
Agree

Do not agree

Low

40

71

High

60

29

(Number of repondents)

(473)

(344)

% of the total sample
Gamma . 47

58

42

The results presented in table 15 show that seven persons
out of ten (71%), among the less punitive individuals, do not think
that the prisons are like hotels. Consequently, it is those who have
the most negative view of imprisonment who are the least severe.

The

contrary is obviously true for the people who have a high degree of punitiveness: 60% tend to minimize the negative and deprivational aspects
of imprisonment. Thus a correlation emerges between the image of the
criminal, punitiveness and impression of the prison. The most punitive
citizens are those who, when judging the severity of sentences, have
the most dangerous criminals in mind, and who refer to the prisons
as "veritable hotels".
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This correlation could mean that it is the image of the
prison that actually conditions both the individual's punitive attitude
as well as the desire to see the courts act with much more severity.
It seems more logical, however, to believe that the conditioning takes
the opposite direction.

It would be the "punitiveness" rather, as a

basic attitude, that would lead people to see life in prison as more
or less easy-going, more or less"pleasant".
What made us choose this explanation is that the prison image,
like punitiveness, is, on the one hand, negatively associated with
liberalism (gammaz.43) and with rehabilitation (gamma:-.32) and on the
other, is positively correlated with tolerance toward delegating greater
powers to the police (gamma:.14) and belief in the rehabilitative role
of the prison (gamma:.24).

All these correlations can be seen in the

following diagram:

•
AP,

Ortl'
Degree of Ir
punitiveness
—!lb

ese4

Liberalism
Confidence
lin rehabilitation
foammaz.471
.1)

More power for
the police

Image of
the prison

2.

Rehabilitative
Irole of the prison

The interconnections between the various scales of attitudes
are distributed, in this case, quite symmetrically. The degree of punitiveness being strongly associated with the prison image (ganmo=,47), as we
have pointed out, it was natural to expect analogies concerning the contact
points of these variables with the other scales directly associated with
them. However, resemblances here become almost similarities, and this
excludes any connection of cause and effect between severity and the
perception of imprisonment. In other words, punitiveness and the prison
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image react in the same way: either negatively i n relation to
liberalism ( the gamma are respectively -.34 and -.43) and
rehabilitation ( gamma_-.40 and•-.32), or positively vis-&-vis
the discretionaly powers of the police ( gamma:.23 and gamma:.14)
and the rehabilitative role of the prison ( gammai.31 and::24).
These identical ways of reacting mean that the two
variables (punitiveness and prison image) cross and largely overlap.
For example, we find that the people who are the most punitive are,
at the same time, those who (in a proportion of 60%) consider the
prisons to be "hotels". It is rather strange, then, to find that
there are more persons among this group who believe that the prison
can play a rehabilitative role.
This apparent contradiction seems to stem from the fact
that the most severe individuals would like judges to give longer
sentences of imprisonment. It seems that they feel it is the length
of the sentences which, by dissuasion will break down the delinquents
and will ensure the protection of the citizens. It is for this reason
that they do not believe that by putting people in prison they are
made into criminals (the fact that they consider the prisons "comfortable" residential centres allows them to ignore the criminogenetic
influences of prisons) and it is also because of this that they think
that, on the contrary, penitentiaries help criminals to return to a
normal life (gamma_.24 between the prison image and its rehabilitative
role). This role, in their view, has little to do with a person's reintegration in society or with his rehabilitation.
It is among the punitive people, those who see the prisons
as too lenient, too "comfortable", that we also find those who have
least confidence in the rehabilitation of delinquents. And, based on

I
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what was said at the beginning of this chapter, this is consistent with
the fear they have of crime (they are more worried about crime than the
others) and of the criminals themselves. They see the latter as "dangerous",

I
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"hardened" criminals, "Incurable" and "violent" (gamma:-.32 between
the prison image and confidence in rehabilitation). According to them,
only incarceration can succeed, provided it is long

enough. These

persons are also (and perhaps their image of prison life and punitive
tendencies are due to this) much more conservative (71% compared with
45% for those who do not call the prisons "veritable hotels"). The
gamma here is very high between the prison image and liberalism; it is
-.43, and table 16 explains the distribution of these two variables.
Table 16
Relationship between liberalism and the prison image
Degree of liberalism and
openness to change

The prisons are veritable hotels
Agree

More conservative
More liberal
(Number of respondents)

% of the total sample
Gamma .43

71
29
(473)
58

Do not agree

45
55
(344)
42

The image of the prison, then, to be redundant, is largely
"imaginary". It is based on each person% perception of the world
and of his fellow human beings. The fact that it is so closely associated with "conservatism/liberalism" indicates that people "see" prison
in terms of their punitiveness, with the result that there is a correlation between their demand for severe sentences and the way they
evaluate the deterrent aspect of these "sentences". As the data
already shows, this means that the most punitive persons are also those
who have"the least punitive" image of life in prison. And it is precisely
because they want more severe sentences that they tend to view prison
life as easy and not very likely to discourage criminals. All the more
so since when they think "criminals", they refer to cruel, impenitent
and incurable individuals.

219

It is not surprising, then, to find among the people who
see the prisons as hotels those who are most opposed to alternative
measures to imprisonment. The largest proportion of them are against
In table 17, we show the distribution
both parole and halfway houses.
of our population's opinions concerning these two measures, a distribution that varies according to the way the respondents view the prisons.
Table

17

View of the prison and attitudes toward alternatives to imprisonment
Opinions concerning parole
and halfway houses

The prisons are veritable
hotels

Agree

Do not agree

1) Parole
For, in every case
For, in certain cases
Against, in every case

4
80
16

13
84
3

15
79
6

27
70
3

Gamma .52 ; r .28
2) Halfway houses
For, in every case
For, in certain cases
Against, in every case
Gamma .34 ; r .21
(Number of respondents)

% of the total sample

(473)
58

(344)
42

Clearly, in both the case of parole and that of halfway housès,
the majority of the sample advocates recourse to these measures "in
certain cases". We note, however, that among the people who have a
more negative view of prison institutions, the percentage of those
who would be in favour of these measures for "all" delinquents is
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higher than the others (13% and 27% respectively are in favour of
parole and halfway houses for all priSoners against 4% and 15% in
the rest of the sample). It is at the extremities of the scales
that the opinions are modulated. The persons who conceive the

prisons as hotels are five times more numerous (16% against 3%) in
being against parole "in every case" and twice as numerous (6%
against 3%) concerning halway houses. And here again,
we see confirmation of the fact that the most conservative people
tend to see criminality in terms of "violent criminals" and hence to
demand more repressive measures and a stricter filtering of the use
of alternatives to incarceration.

2.4 Conceptions of prison life and the degree of punitiveness
We saw previously that most citizens seemed to expect

the courts to provide sanctions that would afford them "security"
rather than exact penalties aimed to"punish" or "chastise" criminals.
From this point of view, we can confirm that punitiveness ses to come
somewhere between the view of the dangerousness of the criminals and
the need to isolate the most menacing among them. Since, on the other
hand, people have few illusions about the therapeutic potential of
correctional institutions, it seems valid to claim that - for the population as a whole - the

key concept that underlies the penal

philosophy is "deterrence".
This can be deduced from the fact that nearly six persons
out of ten among those interviewed (56%) think that the primary objectives of criminal justice are to discourage people from committing

crimes and to protect the citizens against any attempt on their person
or property. It must be noted, however, that for 21% of the respondents,
the goal of sentences is primarily either to "punish those who commit
crimes" (19.1%) or "to permit society to take revenge" on offenders.
These are among the most punitive of the respondents and therefore
among those who would like to see prison life as harsh as possible in
order to bring "hardened" and "incorrigible" criminals to their knees and
to reform.
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1
Thus there is a very strong correlation between the degree
of punitiveness and the conditions that people advocate for prison
life.

The more punitive people are,

I

- the more they are opposed to prisoners with light sentences being

(30% of the
gamma:.44 and rz.38);

able to work in companies outside the prison
against

13%

of the less punitive:

more punitive

11

- the more they are against prisoners being paid the same salary as

(44% of
gamma:.29 and

workers outside the prison and also paying toward a pension
punitive in comparison with

26%

of the non-punitive:

the

rs.28);

II

11

- the more they demand that prisoners be obliged to work, without a
salary, in the prison shops

gamma%.42

and

(52%

against

28%

of the less punitive:

r.e.38);

- the more they object to prisoners being allowed to have sexual
relations with their husbands or wives in prison
persons against

-

23%

of the others:

gammar..52

and

(55% of
rz.47);

the punitive

the more they are against granting prisoners the right to vote

(64%

against

35%: gammal..51

and

r-.48);

- the more they are opposed to prisoners having frequent leaves to

(77%
r:›58);

see their families

ganuna64

and

against

37%

of the less punitive persons:

- the more they are inclined to demand more guards in the prisons
(75% against 57%: gammaz.23 and rm.22).
There can be no doubt about the relationship between punitiveand detention. The persons in our sample who show a high
ness
degree of punitiveness are, first of all, those who want judges to
hand down more sentences of imprisonment, and secondly, would like
these sentences to be more severe, that is, longer and harsher. Thus
they have a more repressive conception of life "intra muros". What
is wanted by the persons who demand more severity on the part of the
courts (and who are also those who "imagine" that the prisons are like
hotels: 74% of these punitive persons have this image) is that the
detention houses "deter" criminals and prevent recidivism.
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To achieve this end, they do not wish the prisoners
to have that they consider privileges (salaries, the right to
vote, sexual relations with their husbands or wives, family
leaves) but, on the contrary, would have prisoners confined to
a more disciplined, more ascetic and more arduous way of life.
The answers to the questions concerning prisoner's living conditions show that punitive persons feel a certain nostalgia for the
"correction" houses of the past. They seem to want all prison
activities to be centered on "work", the latter being perceived
(and this clearly emerged from the in-depth interviews held during
the qualitative stage of the research) as "redeeming", "character
moulding" and "therapeutic".
3. Conclusion
An analysis of the public attitudes toward penal and
correctional measures enabled us to establish some basic data
which can be summed up as follows:
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- the degree of punitiveness shown by an individual has nothing to
do with sex, fear of crime or victimization, or even actual
victimization;
- the degree of punitiveness seems, rather, to be connected with
socio-economic status (income, province, property ownership)
where these factors are directly associated with an ideology
or world view: thus we were able to establish a link between
the position of the respondents on a scale of "conservatism/liberalism"
and punitiveness;
- the degree of punitiveness conditions the image people have of prison
institutions as well as their i mage of the criminal: the more punitive
they are, the more they tend to use "the violent criminal" as their
point of reference to justify the laxness of the prisons and to
demand more repressive sentences.

.finally, it would seem that punitiveness is a basic attitude
(derived perhaps from authoritarianism, from anomie and a certain
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intolerance ... in short, from a way of seeing people and situations)
which is inherent in people's personality. As such, it cannot be
explained by how people perceive the criminal phenomenon or by the

image people have of the system of criminal justice. On the contrary,
it would seem to function as an important modulating element which itself
plays a basic and active role in how people see crime, the criminal and
criminality, and on the other hand, in their perceptions of the penal
system and the way it reacts vis-à-vis crime and the criminal. It is
according to this point of view that our analysis will now proceed.

CHAPTER III

PUBLIC CONFIDENCE IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE
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Introduction
Crime is a daily reality which, consciously or unconsciously,
directly or indirectly, influences each of our lives to some degree.
Whether due to victimization, to a feeling of fear, more or less vague
and more or less constant as well, whether by avoiding certain situations or seeking preventive and protective measures, the criminal
phenomenon is one of the major factors affecting the quality of life
and the environment. Thus crime is a matter of concern for most
people. In our sample, for example, 49% of the people are very
concerned about crime; 34% are somewhat concerned about it; 13%
a little and 4% say they are not concerned about it at all.
For 83% of the respondents, then, crime is a fairly important source
of concern.
Despite the fact that crime is omnipresent, that it prevents
a large proportion of people (41%) from doing certain things (like
going out at night or frequentimcertain places), there are 90% of the
respondents who feel either very (30%) or reasonably (60%) safe in
their neighbourhood. We have also seen that, even though the police are
often powerless to control crime, a very large majority of the population says it is not only well satisfied with them (86%) but has a great
deal of respect for them (89%). It seems, then, that the citizens understand the work of the police, their risks and their limitations.
The growth of criminality and its rapid increase, especially these last
few years, seems to have generated a certain fatalism among the population:
48% of the persons in our sample believe that it is impossible to protect
themselves against crime.
It is based on this attitude that the population evaluates
the work and effectiveness of the agents of the criminal justice system.
And although the police forces have the sympathy, the understanding and
support of the public, it is not so in the case of the courts.
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The Figgie report (1980), using a fair number of contrasts, shows
the enormous difference between the confidence Americans have in
the police and that which they show toward the courts. While they
are 84% confident in their police forces, eight out of ten Americans
think the judicial system is ineffective as far as rehabilitating
criminals is concerned or helping them resume a normal life in society.
Furthermore, more than half of them are of the opinion that the prison
sentences handed down by the courts have no deterrent value. On the
other hand, the vast majority of the respondents are in favour of
more severe and more punitive measures. On the whole, nine out of
ten persons want mandatory prison sentences, 86% would like to see
long sentences, 66% are in favour of the death penalty for those
accused of murder, and finally, 45% would approve of the sterilization
of habitual criminals and those who are not of sound mind.
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The fact is that the population blames the judges and
the courts for being too lenient with offenders. People do not like
the relationship that exists between the work done by the police and
that accomplished by the courts of justice. Not only do their tasks
not seem to complement one another, in certain regards they even appear
to be contradictory. Among our population, we find almost six out
of ten persons (67%) who confess that, in their opinion, "the decisions
of the judges prevent the police from being effective". A dysfunction
of this kind, as it is perceived by more than half of the population,

I
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can only undermine its confidence in criminal justice.

1

Furthermore, this dysfunction is not the only source
of the public's lack of confidence in the courts. To begin with,
the latter seems to belong to an abstract world, one that is intellectual, complicated, legalistic and sophisticated; next, it has the
appearance of an arena where judges and lawyers confront one another
and where "the battle goes to the strong". Is it any wonder that

I

75% of the persons questioned find that "justice is so complicated

1

that no one can understand it " and that almost as many (74%) are
certain that "a guilty person can always win if he has a good lawyer"?

I
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And what of public protection in all this? And justice?
In the present chapter, it is precisely the attitudes
of the population vis-a-vis "the fairness of justice" that will
be dealt with on the basis of two factors:
1. The perception of the equity of criminal justice, and
2. Opinions concerning the discrimination of the system of criminal
justice.
We shall try to show the connection between these
attitudes and the other elements that compose the framework of our
survey.

1. Perception of the equity of criminal justice
Among the various perceptions everyone has of criminal
justice, that pertaining to the equity of justice seems an essential
factor in explaining the public attitudes toward crime policies.
The data collected during our pilot enquiry led us to differenciate
between two seemingly overlapping concepts, namely that of the "equity"
of justice and that, which will be dealt with subsequently in detail,
of the "discrimination" of the penal system.
These two concepts, despite their seeming relationship,
are two distinct entities and must not be confused. In the first
case, that of equity, it is the administration of justice that is
looked at and judged. What we try to analyse here are the attitudes
of the population toward the quality of the justice rendered in the
justiciary and administered by the courts. In other words, are the
decisions handed down by judges perceived as just and equitable?
In the second case, discrimination, the object of study is the
functioning of the penal system which, through its agencies, seems
to concentrate more on the criminality of the poor than that of
the rich. It is these selective and differential activities of the
mechanisms of justice that will be dealt with further on.
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Among the questions bearing on the opinions Canadians
have of justice, three proved to be very good indicators by which
to measure the degree of equity the population accords the decisions
taken by the courts.
Through these questions, it was ascertained that justice,
as it is administered, can be "unjust" for three different reasons,
namely:
1. because it gives priority to the quality of the defence over
the guilt of the accused ("a guilty person can always get off if
he has a good lawyer");
2. because it gives more weight to the police testimony than to
verification of the facts; in short, to be arrested and accused
(stigmatized) presupposes guilt ("when dealing with the courts
you get the impression that everything is decided in advance");
3. because it favours the

rightsof

the accused over those of the

victim ("The courts treat accused persons better than the victims").
This attitude of the population toward the equity of justice
is all the more important in that it shows a very critical view of
the Canadian system of justice.

This is shown by the data in table 18

By dichotomizing the answers, we find that
questioned are in complete agreement

(49%)

74%

.

of the persons

with the overwhelming influence II

the lawyer can have over the outcome of the trial; that 35%, a minoritY,
are completely (11%) or somewhat (25%) in agreement with the fact that
before the courts, everything is decided in advance, that the dice are
loaded; finally,

43%

of the sample agree, some more

(10%),

some less

that in court the accused are better treated than the victims.

11

(33%) 11
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Table 18
Opinions of the population about the equity of the justice system in Canada

'Distribution of the answers in percentages

TotaIly
Opinion

agree

l. A guilty person

Somewhat Somewhat
agree
disagree

Totally
Disagree

D.K.

25.2

48.6

17.3

7.2

1.7

10.8

24.6

39.5

15.8

9.3

9.7

32.7

34.1

15.0

8.6

can always get off
If he has a good
lawyer
2. When dealing with
the courts, you get
the impression that
everything is decided
in advance
3. The courts treat
accused persons
better than the
victims

According the answers to these three questions (whose alpha
coefficient is .62), the respondents were divided into four categories
according to their increasing degree of skepticism regarding the equity
of criminal justice. The distribution of our sample, according to this
new composite variable, appears in table 19.
Table 19
Distribution of the sample in terms of the degree to which the people doubt
or do not doubt the equity of criminal justice
Degree of skepticism regarding criminal justice
Low

High
Total

1
2
3
4

Number of persons

.

97
250
320
150

11.9
30.6
39.2
18.4

817

100.0
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On applying this scale of

skepticism to most of the

variables in the questionnaire, we see that the persons who doubt
the equity of justice the most (1) are:
- the poorest people (68% of those who earn less than $10,000 compared
with 50% of the

richest, those whose income is $35,000 and more);

- elderly persons (64% of people 61 and over for 54% of those 30 and
under);
- people with little education (67% against 50% who have a high level
of education);
- French Canadians (67%) more than the other ethnic groups (53%);
- Rural residents (64%) rather than urban residents (56%).
Looking at these several socio-demographic characteristics,
there is a strong temptation to establish a certain relationship
between skepticism regarding penal justice and social class. The persons
most apt to consider the courts as institutions than can be influenced
(in the sense that it would be possible to take advantage of the fact
that Justice is blind

and thus easily distorted) are those who, by

income, education, language and habitation, are culturally the most
distant from the world of the court. This is a world there the expert
(the lawyer) is indispensable, where the language is select, where
the vocabulary is abstruse and sometimes specious, and where the procedures, with their archaic decorum, are often unnecessarily intimidating.
To support to some extent these hypothetical remarks, let
us remember that there are 65% of the most skeptical people (against
35% for the others) who find that Justice is complicated to the point
of being incomprehensible (gammaz.46); that 66% of them think that
justice favours the rich more than the poor (twice as many as among
those who believe more in the equity of justice: gammar.49) and
63% of whom think that, by their decisions, judges prevent the police
(1) This refers to categories 3 and 4 of the scale, or 58% of the sample.
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from being effective ( gamma=.28).
Whatever the case, this skepticism about the equity of
justice shows a certain lack of trust in the courts; furthermore,

1

the same may be said

f

to the more general subject of the people's confidence in justice.

is discriminatory.

for those who feel that the penal system
We

now discuss this aspect before coming back

2. Opinions on the discrimination of the penal system
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What is understood by the "discrimination" of the criminal
justice system is the fact that it prefers to "recruit", so to

speak, its clientele from among the disadvantaged. The crime statistics
show, first of all, that the majority of crimes committed and recorded
are thefts (in their crudest forms), and secondly, that the characteristics
of the accused, and even more, those of prisoners, have socio-demographic
traits that disconcertinql.v aDdlv maial.y to the most needy.
This obvious homology between poverty and criminality brings
up the question of the possible differential reporting of criminal
acts to the penal agencies as well as their selective absorption by
the various courts of the criminal justice system. The fact is that
classic criminality, that which is proper to so-called "criminogenic"
environments, is more visible (direct attempts on private property,
and not fraudulent dealings that are difficult to detect;.astute crimes
that are the prerogative of the business world, the white collar crimes
that seem so easily camouflaged by
the upper classes of society.
Also, the detection agencies (the police corps) are better equipped
to fight this classic form of criminality.
Since the police patrols concentrate on marginal neighbourhoods
and unsavoury districts frequented by the underworld, it is obvious that
they will apprehend only this type of criminal. This is not a banal
tautology: there is a connection here between the specific orientations
of crime policies and their effect.
A change in police practices, for
example, would bring about a big change in the nature of the criminality
recorded and the characteristics of the criminals arrested. We would
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not be too far wrong in supposing that if the majority of policemen
were accountants and spent a good part of their time checking the
accounts of business enterprises and professionals, the image of
the criminal phenomenon would be iomewhat different.
We therefore cannot ignore the problem of the embarrassing
propensity of the system to concentrate on the criminality of the poor
rather than the rich (more wily, but - and this has been demônstrated much more of a financial burden to the community). This discrimination
on the part of the justice system is referred to in the three questions
presented in table 20.

•

Table 20
Opinions of the population on the discriminatory practiceS of the penal
system

Distribution of the answers in percentages II
Opinion

1. The police concentrate
too much on the criminality of the poor and

Totally Somewhat Somewhat Totally
agree
agree disagree Disagree

D.K.

19.9

26.3

29.1

17.3

7.4

10.4

26.7

31.2

23.0

9.7

28.1

38.5

20.8

9.2

3.4

not enough on that of
the rich

2. The police maltreat
people belonging to
minority groups

3. Justice today favours
the rich over the poor

The answers to the questions pertaining to discriminatory
justice show that a considerable portion of the population feels that
this aspect of the functioning of the criminal justice system exists.
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46.2% of the sample agree that the police concentrate
on the criminality of the poor and

not enough on

too

that of

much
the

rich; 37.1% find that the police maltreat people belonging to
minority groups and 66.6% are of the opinion that justice today
favours the rich over the poor.
The answers to this last question are surpringly similar
to those obtained in France by an IFOP survey made in March 1977.
Faced with the statement: "Justice in France does not defend the
poor as well as it does the rich", 66% of the French were in agreement,
26% were not and 8% had no opinion. In February of the same year,
71% of the French citizens who were questioned during a survey by
SOFRES agreed that "justice is not the same for peoplè with low incomes

and other people" (Peyrefitte, 1981).
The three questions asked during our enquiry, which we

have just examined, touch on the inequalities that the justice
system can initiate,according to certain persons, by basing itself
on factors relating to the social characteristics of those appearing
before the court (ethnic origin, milieu, income) which have nothing
to do with the criminal act or the personality of its author, both
of which should be the focal point of the judicial process. Since
the three questions are interrelated (alpha .66) we have combined
them into one single variable which enables use to distribute our
sample according to the degree of discrimination perceived in the
penal system.

At point 4 of table 21, we find the people who, for

all three aspects, are most convinced of an element of discrimination.
The persons at point 1 of the scale are those who have the most
egalitarian perception of justice.
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Table 21
Distribution of the population according to the degree of discrimination
it attributes to the functioning of the penal system

Degree of the discrimination
of justice

Low

High

No. of individuals

1

133

16

2

291

36

3

224

27

4

169

21

817

Total

100.0

Comparing the profile of the respondents who had the most
doubt about the equity of justice,

among the persons who see a high degree
of discrimination (categories 3 and 4 of the scale; that is, 48% of
the sample)we find some common characteristics, but two main differences.

Among the things they have in cannon, we find that here too, it is the
poorest (51% with incomes of $20,000 and less against 47% with incomes
of $35,000 and more) who have the most negative view of justice; also
French Canadians (57%) are more negative than English Canadians (44%)
or other ethnic groups (43%).

This is not surprising since ethnic origin

and income are closely associated (gammaz.28).

The French Canadian popu-

lation lives almost exclusively in Quebec and its earnings are not as
high as those of comparative populations in Ontario and Manitoba.
On the other hand, still referring to the different traits
of the people who were most convinced of certain injustices in the courts,
we find no difference between rural and urban residents.

In each of these

groups, 48% consider justice somewhat discriminatory. Incidentally, we
find a double reversal: it is (a) the young more than the old (60% under
30 and 38% 61 and over) and (b) the more highly educated (53%) more than
the less educated (46%) who have the greatest tendency to accuse the
penal system of discrimination.
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It is clear that the two variables "age" and minstructien
largely overlap (gamma:,42); that is to say, the young are *ore
educated than the elderly. If the young are more aware of the discrimination ofthe penal agencies than the old, it is no doubt because some
of them can see themselves (at least as a group) as victims, or potential
victims, of this discrimination (especially on the part of the police).
Our data show, in fact, that there are many more young peOle -diititTifîed
with the police (24%) than older persons (9%).
If we now compare the two scales, that of equity and that
of the discrimination of the justice system, they seem, although different,
to be rather closely associated (gammae0 42)as table 22 shows.
Table 22
Relationship between the people's view of the equity and of the
nation of criminal justice

Degree of discrimination
attributed to justice

Low
High
(Number of respondents)
% of the sample

Degree of inequity attributed
to criminal justice
Low

High

67
33
(347)
42

41
59
(470)
58

Gamma. .42
Table 19 clearly shows the direct connection between people's
perceptions of the administration of justice where equity and discrimination are concerned. We see, in effect, that 67% of the persons who
consider justice as equitable also consider it not very discriminatory.
On the contrary, 59% of those who attribute a high degree of inequality
to the courts ascribe a high potential of discrimination to the penal
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agencies. Although they largely overlap, the two scales seem, at
the sane time, to be complementary.
When referring to the equality of justice, the attitudes of
the persons questioned go much deeper than when they discuss the discrimination of the criminal justice system. We find, actually, that
there are analogies between the skepticism regarding the equality
of the judgments and the liberalism and anomie shown by the respondents.
On the one hand, the more liberal they are (open to change, tolerant,
less traditional and less authoritarian), the more confidence they

have in justice and the more they consider it equitable (gamma:.30).
On the other hand, (and this is what we call anomie), the more people
fear change,

the more they tend to leave the experts to solve

social problems, the more they feel lost in the face of a profusion of
values, the more they have a rigid and determinist view of man, and the
more these people (anomic and alienated) question justice (gamma=.27).
Betweee these elements of a world - view, liberalism and anomie. which affoct

the perception of judicial equality, there is no bridge.
_
There is no meeting point between these elements and the discrimination
perceived in the penal system (the gamma are:.06 and: .01 respectively).
In our opinion, these indications show a difference in the
level of peoples' understanding of justice. As we said above, the
equality of the judgments has much more to do with the image one has
of Justice, with a capital "J", whereas the discrimination refers far
more to the functioning of the institutions. To suooort this assertion,
we can advance the following data: the more people consider the agencies
of the criminal justice system discriminatory (a) the less they believe
in the rehabilitative role of the prison (gammaz.30) and (b) the less
they are punitively inclined (.gamma:-.24). This confirms the hypothesis
of Stiachcombe et al:
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We suspect that people who believe that the
criminal justice system is biased are likely
to be less punitive than those who believe
it is fair (1980, p.77).

I
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To a lesser degree, we find this negative relationship
between the skepticism vis-à-vis justice and the rehabilitative role
of the prison (gamma:-.13), whereas there is no connection between
skepticism and punitiveness (gamma:.05).
The results of this analysis can be summed up according
to the following chart, which indicates the nature of the links
between the various scales mentioned in this chapter:
Complementarity of the scales of inequality and discrimination of criminal justice
Inequality
of justice

(gamma:n...42)

(Gama:- .30)

I

(gamaz.27)

(gama:,.05)

I
(gammal-.13)

•1
•

•1
•1

I

Degree of I
liberalism

I

Discrimination
of the agencies

(gamma:.07)

Degree of
anomie

(gammaz.01)

Degree of
punitiveness

(gamma:-.24)

Rehabilitative role
of the prison

(gamma:-.30)

The two scales, in two differents areas, illustrate respectively:
1. In terms of the equality of ientences, the attitudes people have towa r- d
judicial decisions;
2. In terms of discrimination, the view of the practice Whereby the egencies
concentrate by preference on criminals who are poor.
As the chart shows, it seems that the world view (liberalism and anomie) has a much more direct influence on people when they have to evaluate
the equality of justice than when they assess the discriminatory measures
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of the penal system. Here - according to all evidence - it is much
more the punitive attitudes that seem to become operative.

But whether tt be

the equality of justice or the discrimination of the agencies, there
is no doubt that, in each case, the scale shows the wéonfidence/
distrust" that

the citizens have in their system of criminal justice.

3. The confidence/distrust of the Population vis-à-vis the penal system
To go a little.further into the analysis of the public attitudes
toward criminal justice, it seemed to us that the next step was to group
together the elements that, in the citizens' eyes, discredit the administration of justice.

These are the issues pertaining to the equality of

the courts (priority given to the performance of the lawyer rather than
the guilt of the accused; the frequent occurrence of the accused being
condemned at the very outset of the trial: the behaviour of the court
which favours the accused over the victim) and those concerning the discrimination of the agencies (police action directed more specifically
against thé criminality of the poor; police prejudice against minorities;
justice that favours the well-to-do).

1
1
1
1

These are complementary and related issues since the alpha
coefficient of cohesion is .69 for the six. The scale of confidence/
distrust which was drawn up based on these questions (table 23) was
divided into four categories, according to the distribution of our samPle.

11

Table 23
Distribution of the population according to the degree of confidence/distrust

1

tard criminal justice

Attitude of confidence/distrust
toward penal justice

1
2
3
4

Confident

Distrustful
Total

Number of persons

174
243
252
148

21.3
29.7
30.8
18.0

817

99.9

1
1
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The population is divided fairly evenly between the people
who have confidence in the justice system (grades 1 and 2: 51% of the
sample) and those who are more distrustful (grades 3 and 4, or 49% of
the sample).. This division corresponds with the reality: if we refer
to tables 15 and 17, we can verify the fact that the percentages of
"totally agree" and "somewhat agree" with each of the negative aspects
of justice vary between 37% and 74%, with an average of 50% for the
six questions. We have applied this scale of distrust to the principal
variables of our questionnaire so as to identify the elements that influence
the evaluation of the administration of justice.
The characteristics of the respondents who are the most
.

distrustful of criminal justice combine those that were identified
previously by means of the equity and discrimination scales. The
constants remain the same. The most distrustful persons are:
- those who are the least well-to-do (56% of those who earn less than
$ 10,000 against 43% of those whose income is $35,000 and more);
- also French Canadians (57% against 43% of English Canadians and 49%
of the members of other ethnic groups).
Where other socio-demographic variables are concerned, we find
a larger proportion of people who distrust the justice system among:
- young people (54% under 30 and 44% aged 61 and over);
- the less educated (53% with little schooling against 43% with higher
education);
- the rural population (53% compared with 48% of urban residents);
- tenants (51% and 47% of proprietors);
- Canadians (51% against 39% among immigrants);
- and, finally, those living in Quebec (57%). In Ontario, we find

44% of the sample distrustful and 45% in Manitoba.
3.1 Contidence/distrust vis-à-:vis justice and ettitudes toward the police
Upon analyzing the relationship between confidence/distrust and
the other variables, one of the first things that strikes the eye is that
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the confidence/distrust the public has vis-à-vis the criminal justice
system largely depends on the
attitudes toward the police. As table
24 shows, we systematically find, among the people who have confidence
In justice, a higher percentage of satisfaction (-from 9% to 23%) with

1
I!

each of the tasks of the police.
The relationship between the scale of satisfaction, based
on these eleven tasks of the police, and the scale of confidence/distrust
seems obvious (the gamma is .38) and close. It is among the persons who
acknowledge the greatest confidence in the administration of justice,
then, that we find those most favourable to the police. It is among
these that we count the most individuals (79% against '59% among the
distrustful) who do not think the police have too much power. And it
is also among these that there is the largest proportion of people
(44% against 30% among the others) who do not believe that the decisions
of the judges prevent the police from being effective. Among this category
of citizens, one senses a bias in favour of the police that makesthem defend them against any possible criticism. Only half the number
of these citizens believe that there are too many policemen.
A connection is also shown between the degree of confidence
in justice and the view that the police are absolutely necessary to life
in society (gammaz.22). Finally, we note that the more confidence people
have in criminal justice, the more they are in favour of the police having
recourse to methods of investigation and surveillance that could involve
interference in the private life of the citizens (gamma.t.14).

Ii
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Table 24
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Relationship between the confidence/distrust of the population vis-d-vis
criminal justice and satisfaction with the pôlice

% of t ose sat s ie
Police tasks

among people with
confidence

X of those sat s e
among people who
distrust

Differences

1. Detection of
criminals

88

74

14

2. Keeping your
district safe

90

81

9

3. Speed in answering
emergency calls

85

76

9

4. Protection of your
life

94

83

11

5. Information and
leisure programmes
for the youth

75

52

23

6. Their behaviour
toward automobile
drivers

79

60

19

7. Programmes for the
prevention of crime

72

54

18

8. Intervention in
family quarrels

88

74

14

9. Traffic control

92

82

10

67

21

1
i

10. Respect for the
rights of citizens

88

I

11. Protection of your
property

92

I
I
^

1 . The percentages here are ca cu ate on the number of respondents who
answered for tasks 5, 7 and 8 where the "don't know" replies were
particularly numerous.
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3.2 Confidence/distrust vis-à-vis justice and attitudes toward
the administration of justice.
Based on our sample, it is obvious that the more confidence
people have in criminal juttice, the more their image of it is positive.
We see, for example, that there are respectively 83% of persons who show
confidence and 66% of those who show distrust who say that, on the whole,
the justice system in Canada has more good sides than bad. The relationship
between confidence/distrust and the fact of perceiving the positive or
negative aspects of justice proves to be quite strong: gammam .35. On the
other hand, having been a victim or involved with the courtiseems to
develop a distrust of the justice system. In effect, there are about
10% more people who show distrust among those who had been victims (64%
against 55%) and among those who had been present at a criminal trial
(32% and 21%). Table 25 shows the differences that emerge in the opinions
of criminal justice, according to the degree of confidence/distrust a
person has.
Before analyzing the opinions of justice in terms of confidence/
distrust which the respondents express toward the administration of justice,
it might be well to give the overall results of our sample's answers to
these statements.
We find that, for all the persons interviewed, there
are

-65% who believe that, as victims, they would be well treated by the
courts ;
-only 53% who think that legal aid allows poor people to be as well
defended in court as the rich;

-75% who feel that justice is so complicated that it's impossible to
understand it;

-81% who see the slowness of justice as a factor that discourages people
from resorting to it, and

-64% who consider the laws to be behind the times.
We first note the low percentages given the positive aspects
of justice (65% for the hope of being well treated in the courts and
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Table 25
Relationship between the confidence/distrust of the population vis-a-vis
Criminal iustice and attitudes toward the - administrition
% of people who agree
Opinion of justice

among those who have
confidence

1. If I had to go to
court as a victim,
I feel certain I
would be well
treated

% of people btO agree
among those who are
Differences
distruStful

82

60

22

63

51

12

70

86

-16

79

93

-14

64

84

-20

2. Free legal aid
today allows the
poor to be as well
defended as the rich

3. The justice system
is so complicated it's
Impossible to understand it

4. Justice procedures are
so slow that citizens
hesitate to press charges

5. Present laws have not
kept up with the times

53% for the effectiveness of legal aid in reestablishing equality before
the law). The second thing are the negative aspects which, we must admit,
get very high scores (81% for the slowness of the procedures and 75% for
the abstruseness of justice; concerning the laws being behind the times,
the opinions are more evenly divided since 64% of the respondents are in
Finally, let us remember that 72% of the people find that the
sentences pronounced by the courts are not severe enough and that 67% of them
believe that justice favours the rich over the poor.

agreement).

* The cross-checking of the confidence/distrust scale and the 4 degree scales:
strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat and strongly disagree) give
very high gammas: for 1 (9 .41), 2(g -19), 3 (g -.40), 4 and 5 (g -.35).

In a way, these data enable us to show, first that the Canadians'
image of the criminal justice system is not very different from that which
the French have of theirs, and secondly, they allow us to "quantify" the
labels which, according to Peyrefitte (1980), the French citizens use to
describe their justice; labels that scarcely differ from those used in Canada:
Let us preeent, as a guide, the labels that
the French themselves use to describe justice
when they are asked about it: justice is lenient
to the point of showing criminals an indulgence
that encourages crime; inequitable to the point
of becoming a lottery; inaccessible because it
is expensive, complicated, antiquated, esoteric
and intimidating, to the point where people don't
know how, or don't wish to, resort to it; congested
because it is so slow, stifling because it opposes
power against liberty. In short, for all these
reasons, profoundly unjust (p.23), (free translation)
It is obvious that this description of justice varies enormously
depending on the degree of confidence/distrust that people accord it.
Table 22 helps us to outline the major traits that create different
images of the administration of justice according to whether the persons
questioned have confidence in it or not;
1. among the people with confidence, 82% are certain that, as victims,
they would be well treated before the courts; 63% think the legal aid
given the less well-off has positive results; 70% consider justice too
complicated, 79% believe it is too slow and 64% feel that the laws
are behind the times.
2. of the distrustful people, 60% (22% less than among those with
confidence)

are of the opinion that they would be well treated by

the courts if they ever had to appear before them as victims; 51%
(12% less than for the first group) think that with free legal services
for the poor, the latter are as well defended as the more affluent;

86% (16% more than the persons who have confidence) can understand
nothing about criminal justice because it is too complicated, 93%
(14% more) consider it too slow and 84% (20% more) find that the laws
are way behind modern values.
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Conclusion

Based on the socio-demographic characteristics described above
and which differentiate the persons who have the greatest tendency to
have confidence in or distrust criminal justice, we can conclude that the
more limited a persons's income (gamma=.14 between income and the confidence/
distrust scale), the greater his distrust regarding the equality and non-discrimination of justice and its agencies. The same is true for the people
living in Quebec (gammam.18), citizens who are French-speaking (gammac.15),
persons who are born in Canada (gammaa.20) and who are tenants (gaema:.13).
It is among these people that we find the largest proportion who are
distrustful. Age, schooling and place of residence (urban/rural) show no
significant correlations, even though, in the first two cases, the study
of extreme groups (younger vs older) (less educated vs more educated)
showed notable differences (20% and 10% respectively).
These variables, "Quebec", "income", "Francophone", "born in
Canada", and "tenant" are actually very closely related in our sample.
To demonstrate this, suffice it to say that:
- 98% of Francophones are born in Canada (against 91% of Anglophones and 50%
of other ethnic groups);
- 95% of the Francophones questioned live in Quebec (against 4% in Ontario
and 1% in Manitoba);
- 66% of the Francophones earn less than $ 20.000 a year (against 35% of
the Anglophones and 44% of the other ethnic groups);
- 64% of those earning $20,000 and under are tenants (against 59% for those
who earn $20,000 to 35,000 and 67% of those whose income is more than
$ 35,000);
- 62% in Quebec are tenants (against 45% in Ontario and 26% in Manitoba);
- among our population, 67% of tenants (against 53% of proprietors) had
been victims of crimes or infractions.
What seems to emerge from these data is that the distrust of
justice could be related to two major factors:
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1. Life-style (income, being a tenant, not being well integrated in ones
neighbourhood, being more exposed to victimization ...);
2. Experiential knowledge of the system (having been present at a criminal
trial, having been a victim, having been a witness at a trial

(gamma

.34)...).

In short, the more contact one has with the penal system, the
more one is apt to belong to the socio-economic strata in which it chooses
to recruit its delinquents and where one is most likely to be a victim. The
more one gets to know the penal agencies, the greater one's skepticism
regarding the fairness, the equality and the integrity of criminal justice.

SECTION IV

•

1
IMPLICATIONS OF THE RESEARCH
IN TERMS OF CRIME POLICIES
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This research comprised two major complementary phases. An
initial qualitative phase was undertaken to determine the salient
aspects of crime, justice and crime policies that are visible to the
citizen. This phase, by means of in-depth, unstructured interviews,
made it possible to understand how people's perceptions of these were
formed, as well as the tmportant variables that determined their reactions
to crime and crime policies. It is on the basis of these data (visibility
of the phenomena and identification of the variables) that a questionnaire
for the second, a quantitative phase, was designed with a view to answering
certain concerns expressed by the admfnistrative authorities responsible
for the functioning and designing of crime policies.
The plan of analysis established for this second step made it
possible to integrate both the contextual variables (characteristics
of the area of residence) 1 and the individual variables (style of life and
... the analyses. This plan also enabled us to
personal characterist 1 cs) 2 in
see the respective roles of the environment, the style of life and personal
characteristics in the reactions to crime,to the justice system and, more
generally, to crime policfes 3 . But the key determinants, halfway between
the contextual and individual variables and people's reactions, are the
ideas and images they have of crime and justice4 as well as their view
of the world and attitudes to change 5 .
1.The rate of crime, degree of urbanization, average income and cultural
composition of the area of residence.

1

2.The socio-demographic characteristics, integration in the neighbourhood,
social isolation and parttcipation, direct and indirect Information about
crime and justice (contacts with the justice system, witness or victim
of criminal acts, the media of information, exchanges with associates,
etc.)
3.Crime prevention (control, social prevention, rehabilitation of criminals ,
victims,severity of sanctions, etc.) and prevention against
servicto
victimization (avoidance, personal or collective mobilization, etc.).

1
1

4.The nature, extent and causes of crime; typification of criminals and
victims; role of the . ?olice and satisfaction with their work, role of
justice and satisfaction with its administration (the courts, correctional
agencies), feeling of control over the crime situation, etc.
5.Conservatism/liberalism, anomie, confidence in people, satisfaction with
the quality of life.
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The analyses showed that the attitudes of the public to çrime
policies is determined by two major factors:
1) The public perception (or experience) of crime as a real or potential
menace; these perceptions lead to personal reactions (fear of victimization, measures for protection against victimization; distrust and
denunciation of criminals, desire for vengeance, participation in
programmes, etc.) and social reactions (importance of crime as a
national problem; pressure on the government for protection, safety
measures, the repression of crime, prevention, the rehabilitation of
delinquents, etc.).
2)

The public perception of the criminal justice system as a more or less
adequate answer, first to the pursuit of the objectives assigned it
(protection of the social order, the punishment or rehabilitation of
criminals, service to victims, etc.) and, second, with regard, to
its methods of functioning (satisfaction with the methods used, the
tasks accomplished, its effectiveness, its legitimacy, etc.).

Although these perceptions are partly the result of the existing
crime and the saliency of the phenomenon, they depend a great deal on
the public's beliefs and general attitudes to society.
Thus the in-depth interviews showed that, even if people are
very little informed about specific aspects of crime policies, they
have fairly definite ideas and opinions about "who is a criminal, why,
can something be done and how". These "commonsense" or criminological
lay theories are integrated in people's world views (liberal or conservative)
and in the way they perceive both the criminal plenomenon and the means
used by the penal agencies to prevent or neutralize crime. It is impossible
to understand the reactions to crime and solutions to the crime problem
without understanding these views of the world and of society on which
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Figure 1: General model of the reactions to crilme
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they are based. It is due to these views that the criminal phenomenon
is interpreted as more or less grave and extensive, that criminals are
seen as more or less responsible, excusable, and capable or incapable
of changing (rehabilitation), that the penal system is or is not considered legitimate and an adequate answer to the prevention and control of
crime and the sanctioning or treatment of criminals.
Each society, each group or individual creates an image of the
world in which he lives in an effort to give it meaning. This image,
this view more or less founded on the human experience, finds a number
of truths here and there to support it, but it is not based on these.
This is why a same event, a same situation, can be interpreted differently
depending on each person's norms and values, his beliefs and previous
experience. These are not simply general observations; they have direct
implications where crime policies are concerned. In fact, the dynamics
of the public attitudes and behaviour vis-à-vis crime and solutions to
the crime problem could never be understood and reconstructed without
an understanding and analysis of the normative system of the social concepts
that mediate and determine them.
What might be called the external variables (contextual social
and personal characteristics), although important, are only indirectly
associated with these attitudes and behaviour. They mold the normative
ideas and images, and in this sense, they partly help to identify the
variationsthat may exist between different groups or individuals, but
not to predict reactions.

In other words, a person is not more punitive because he is old
or has little education, or because he is authoritarian or lives in
a dangerous environment. He is more punitive because he believes that
there is more and more violence, that people respect authority less and
less, that the major causes of this rise in violence and asocial behaviour
comes from the present leniency of the institutions, and that to reestablish
order and ensure public safety, what is needed is more severity, less

II
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tolerance and more and harsher punishment of those who break the law.
To understand and predict lits reactions, one can see the importance
of having access to these ideas and these images. As Smith, Bruner
and White (1956) say, in their celebrated study, they are like "agendas
for action" 1 .
1. The public perception of crime.

The public's perception of crime fis determined at two different
levels of understanding of the phenomenon, and all the present contradictions in the analysts of reactions of fear and punitiveness stem from
the confusion of these two levels.
At the first relatively abstract and general level, people
perceive crime as a serious and worrisome problem; the rate of crime
at the national level is seen as increasing dramatically (more than
tripling fin five years) and the image of crime that is dominant here
is one of violence (murder, rape, etc.); it is this that really frightens
people and is felt to be intolerable. Hence the feeling of intolerance
that we find at this level.
As every generation thinks that its era is the most difficult
in which to live, the feeling that violence and crime are increasing,
that they are much more widespread today, seems to be a constant in public
.
2. This feeling is not so much based on reality—and even less
opinion
on direct experience—as on people's highly diverse and often contradictory
Impressions, depending on their ideological orientation. For some, it is
1.Opinions and Personality.

New York: Wiley, 1956.

2.See, for example, "Fear in the West" by J. Delumeau (1978), the history
of the violence of J.C. Chesnais (1981).
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the result of the breakdown of traditional structures, the excess of
liberalism ln the social control of behaviour, the decline of moral
values or the leniency of the judges; for others, it is the social
inequalities that keep increasing, the economic crisis, the frantic
pace of life and urbanization which, as Peyrefitte (1977) points out
in his report, fosters: "a new aggression (...) in interpersonal and
social relationships" (p.32) 1 . Whatever the explanation, this image
is based on a general assumption that there is an increase in violence
and a confusion between violence and crime. It is surprising to find
that most of the talk about the increase of violence and crime is actually
only a sign of nostalgia for another era or a belief in the myth of a
golden age. But it is also the result of the veny nature of the heinous
or spectacular crimes, both shocking and frightening, which the media
give particular publicity. These images, by feeding the public imagination
with only part of the reality, provide frightening episodes used as examples
to prove the rise in violence, therey justifying the demand for more
protection. There are striking omissions in this expression of public
opinion, as our interviews have shown. Not a word is mentioned about
domestic violence, although it occupies an important place in the total
range of violence. But violence between the members of the same family hai
something about it that is unacceptable and at the same time puts the
official image in doubt, the reassuring image of harmony in the family
or between the sexes. Some feminists have denounced this silence.
Nor is there a word said about white collar crime.
These facts warrant mentioning for they show that the overall
image of crime is not only eminently subjective and hazy but selectively
short-sighted. The elements kept in mind are not a matter of coincidence.
The event, always attributed to the very structure of the social and
political system, then becomes the expression of that system, the effect
of the dominant order. Thus we see that the fear of crime at this level
1. "The response to violence". Report on the task force on violence,
crime and delinquency, Volume I. Pocket Press, Paris.
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not only informs us of the social impact of the phenomenon, but also
that crime or deviance are ideal subjects for expressing modes of
social relationships. Here, then, is where we measure the degree of
social tolerance.
This level of perception is the one most easily revealed by
the opinion survey: it is largely based on fiction. It would bea mistake
In formulating any crime policy to connect these perceptions with the
increase in violence, that is, to take them as a measure of fear that
reflects the true facts, and to determine policy on these impressions.
All the more so, for although the majority (eight out of ten
persons) of the sample questioned said they were concerned about crime,
curiously enough, when it came to more concrete and immediate facts, almost
all the respondents (nine out of ten) 1 said they felt safe in their
neighbourhood.
This apparent contradiction is partly explained by the difference
in the indices and experiences on which these two levels of perception are
based. When it is a question of assessing the crime situation in Canada
as a whole, people have few concrete indications to go by and can only
base their evaluation on popular beliefs, largely acquired, as we have
indicated, from the images conveyed by the media.2 Here the facts are
secondary since there is practically no concrete point of reference. But
when we touch on more familiar ground, the perceptions are supported
by indications in the immediate environment (activities of the police,
etc.) and by daily experience. The people can then more directly
evaluate the evolution and nature of the crime in their neighbourhood
and the specific risks that exist.

1.This percentage varies somewhat according to the degree of exposure
and vulnerability (rate of crime in the area of residence, actual
victimization or objective risks contingent on age, sex, income and
social isolation, etc.).
2.Certain authors and the results of our own research lead us to believe
that there might be a possible association of the crime situation in
Canada with that of the United States brought about via the media,
especially television.
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Thus we have shown that the closer people get to factual
experience, the less the interpretations of the phenomenon have a
chance to become distorted and stereotyped.
At this particular concrete level, people's perceptions of
crime and levels of fear appeared to be determined by the official
rate of crime in their area of residence, the experiences of victimization and contacts with the official agencies (police, etc.), the quality
of life perceived in the nefighbourhood - homogeneity, interpersonal
relations, feeling of belonging, etc. - and the immediate and familiar
environment: neighbours, family, composition of the home, sex and
stage of life. People are more afraid of crime when they are more
exposed to it, when the consequences of a victimization can be serious
or when they have few resources for self-protection and have the feeling
that there is no way of controlling the crime situation. On the other
hand, integration and familiarity with the neighbourhood increases the
feeling of security and reduces the fear of victimization. At this level,
the fear of crime seems to be a response relatively proportionate to
the situation and reflects the real impact of cri'me on the daily lives
of the ci*tizens.
At this level, too, the media seem to have little influence
on the perceptions and evaluations of crime or the risks of victimization.
Nor is there any evidence that the fear of victimi'zation is part of a
view of the world and society; even more striking, it creates no greater
punitive reactiori vis-A-vis criminals. Contrary to the images of violence
that colour people's perceptions at an abs-tract and distant level, the
image of crime at the local level is chiefly that of crime against
property (theft, etc.), the most frequent offence, and the one seen as
the most probable risk.

These results mean that fear and victimization should be analyzed
on the basis of the variables that differentiate the population according
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to the degree of risk and vulnerability involved, the resources people
have to defend themselves against the threat of victimization and the
actual and feared consequences of a victimization. On the other hand,
at the level of abstract and global perceptions of the phenomenon, the
basic variables are the ideas and images people have of crime, criminals
and justice as well as their view of the world and society, for it is
that this produces one type of belief
or another.
Crime is not easily defined and the ambiguity about its meaning
leaves room for a number of concepts; depending on the facets one wants
to examine, one or another of these concepts will be applied. But a
crime policy cannot be based on confusion and it is essential to distinguish
clearly:
1)between what is a general concern, based on an image that is most
often alarmist and always stems from a particular view of the world
(conservative or liberal) which ifeierifnei peo0e 1 i—Punitive
reactions, and
2)between what is a fear of victimization or more generally a fear of
crime based on objective risks and vulnerability. It is the perception
of these risks and the more or less strong feeling of vulnerability
that motivates people to take certain precautions to minimize their
exposure (avoidance) or increase their means of self-defence
(mobilization). Although at this level fear engenders a reflex
action of protection against victimization, it does not play a significant
role in the degree of punitiveness. Thus at the general level, we
have an indication of the social saliency of crime and threshold
of tolerance toward the crime problem. At the second level, closer
to actual experience, however, we have an indication of the true impact
of crime on the daily lives of the citizens and the concrete fear
that exists.
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2. The public's perception of the criminal
As in the public's perception of crime, we find two distinct
levels, one of which ts fairly abstract and dominated by an emotional
reaction that conjures up the most vivid 'images of crime. It is always
the most stereotyped answers that emerge; the same ideas and the same
images are evoked,based less on a reality than on unrelated episodes
that are disturbing or threatening. When we asked people to spontaneously
describe what the word crime or criminal brought to mind, the images
that emerged were cut and dried, without distinction, and, because of this,
were like the stereotypes portrayed in mystery novels, on police programmes
on television,or in the criminal cases that make the headlines In the
newspapers. What emerges, therefore, are serious and violent crimes
(murder, rape, grievous assault, etc.), committed by hardened, dangerous,
violent and incurable criminals. Since this Is a category of people who
are considered to be without pity or conscience, the measures advocated
for them are elimination (the death penalty) or neutralization (long and
severe sentences to punish and reform them). Here again, it is important
to note the role of ideology and false perceptions compared with knowledge
and actual contact. The less people know about the system or the persons
involved (criminals, victims, or others), and the less they are exposed
and have experienced victimization, the more the image is stereotyped and
criminals seen as dangerous. The mass-media, entering the home, influence
and standardize people's opinion, and by a sort of social contamination,
the same images are evoked over and over. The result is that they are
constantly in the mind and immediately susceptible to the slightest
stimulation. It is these highly emotionally charged images that come
to mind when a person finds himself on a deserted street, but they also
occur when he hears talk about prisons, prisoners, etc. The process
is one of simplification, assimilation and generalization.

It
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However, at a second level, more thought out and reasoned, when
people have to describe the phenomenon, they consider the underlying
causes and what makes a person behave the way he does. This reasoning
forces hfm to make subtle distinctions, to refer to a concrete social
reality where he can establish some sense of responsibility and/or
identification vis-b-vis the criminal in question. It is at this level
that one can obtain a relatively complete typology of criminals that takes
into consideration not only a) the nature of the act but b) the
characteristics of both the delinquent and the victim c) the intention
behind the commission of the act d) its consequences and e) the
circumstances (aggravating or attenuating) surrounding it 1 .
At this level of perception the reactions of punitiveness and
the type of treatment advocated are based on three essential elements,
whether or not to excuse the offender, pardon him or allow him to make
amends:
- the possibility of identifying with the author of the criminal act
(having grown up in the same milieu and/or in a similar situation,
could I have done as he/she did?)
- the degree of responsibility (premeditation, attenuating or aggravating
circumstances)
- the possibility of change and social reinsertion (young, a novice or an
adult, hardened and a recidivist).
On the basis of these elements, people will classify criminals as:
- petty criminals:excusable, more or less responsible, able to change;
- true criminals: not excusable, responsible and unable to change;
- mentally ill criminals: excusable or not, they are not responsible,
may or may not change, but in any case must be interned and under
psychiatric care;
1. For further details see the interim report on the qualitative phase.
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- for the petty criminal who has committed minor offences (shoplifting,
car theft, etc.) there is a great deal of tolerance and the sanction
is considered necessary mainly to reinforce the social norms;
- for the true criminal, on the other hand, who has committed acts having
serious consequences (premeditated murder, armed robbery, etc.) depending
on the gravity of the act and dangerousness of the criminal, the punishments
demanded are the death penalty and long prison sentences (which should in
no case be shortened).
We can see the implications of such data in terms of a crime policy.
They show the importance and necessity of distinguishing very clearly between
these types of criminals (petty, true, mentally ill) whether in any public
discussion of crime or in the application of certain programmes or reforms.
Contrary to what the public opinion surveys try to show, the majority of
people are relatively tolerant of the petty criminal, but are very severe
when it comes to the true criminal. Although everyone agrees in saying
that these individuals, albeit very dangerous certainly, are few in number
and that many people in prison should not be there, there is total reservation
regarding this small number of out-and-out criminals who justify the role
of the penitentiary system and at the same time reinforce the dichotomy of
good and bad. (For some people, nothing can be done, there is "bad blood"
in them). A lack of this distinction certainly gives rise to generalization:
for every dangerous individual, a parallel is drawn with the entire criminal
or prison population. However, these dangerous stereotyped images disappear,
as we have shown, with knowledge and reasoned discussion.
3. The public's perception of the penal system and punitiveness

It seems that the popular penal philosophy can be reduced to two
basic statements:
- there are delinquents who are a danger to life in society, others who
are not;
- there are delinquents who should be removed from the social milieu and
others who can be tolerated.
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In other words, people dichotomize criminals according to categories:
the dangerous and the non-dangerous, the true criminals and the others. The
criterion of dangerousness, for the public, marks the threshold of tolerance
toward the delinquent. What seems to be held as an indication of dangerousness
is the act committed (premeditation) more than the social and personal
characteristics of its author. However, the delinquent's age, associated
with a more or less rigid turn of mind and deep entrenchment in crime,
seemed to be a factor connected, not with the criterion of dangerousness,
but with the application of suitable punishment. It is this philosophY
that colours the views expressed about the penal system. In particular,
we were able to show:
- that, among the population, it is the violent criminal, the recidivist,
the incurable offender who serves as the guage to judge the severity of
the courts and judges. On the other hand, the evaluation of the tasks
and efficacy of the police appears to be much more directly connected
with a person's daily experience in his immediate vicinity. Here we
have one of the reasons for the very positive evaluation of the police,
for almost everyone, as we have pointed out, considers his own area
a non-dangerous one where the residents feel secure. On the other
hand, an evaluation of the effectiveness of the penal system, which
is based on this generalized image of the dangerous criminal at large
or released too quickly, increasesthe feeling of insecurity.
- for most people, the main function of the severity of the sentences is
to deter future criminals and to ensure law and order and public safety.
Punishment, rehabilitation, reparation or vengeance are rarely mentioned.
From this point of view, the type of punishment that seems most
likely to ensure effective protection and have a deterrent effect is
imprisonment and the inflexibility of the punishment (no release before
the end of the set term). We note, however, that the people's list of
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punishmentwas very limited, most often being restricted to prison and
the death sentence. Other types of sanctions are very little known
and/or confused (probation and parole, for example). But a policy
cannot be based on people's ignorance. On the other hand, it is important
to keep in mind the two essential criteria, deterrence and protection,
rather than punishment. This point is of the essence and should form the
basis of any crime policy.
The punitiveness expressed seems to be focussed on victimization,
that is to say, on the consequences of the act rather than on the criminals.
The punishment should reduce the threat of crime rather than simply punish
offenders or reform and rehabilitate them. Punishment is seen as putting
someone "out of the way" or keeping them "out of harm's way". Thus people's
image of prison seems to evoke not so much the idea of "imprisonment" as
deprivation of liberty, and correction of criminals as "confinement", that
is, putting them in a place from which. they cannotget out.
•

Two ideas qualify tilts image:
the attitudes toward the severity of sentences and those concerning the
ability of delinquents to become rehabilitated are very closely related:
people are in favour of severe sentences (long-term imprisonment and
the death penalty) for those they consider impossible to rehabilitate
(hardened adults, etc.1
the attitudes toward severity (in terms of imprisonment) are closely
linked with the image people have of prison (prison/hotel - prison/nightmare)
and at the same time with the prtson's ability to rehabilitate. We note
that for the majority of the respondents,prlson seems hardly the place
for the rehabilitation of delinquents and their i.einsei-tioît in society. On the contrary, it is seen as having a criminogenic effect. It is
based on this view that it seems to be reserved mainly for criminals who
cannot be rehabilitated and that punitive reactions are most often directed
toward the most dangerous criminals, who actually constitute only the

262

the small minority responsible for violent acts. It lst mistake
therefore, to Interpret the demands of the population as insistence
on harsher sentences for all crimes.
4. The fear of crime and punitiveness

If, as the surveys eakt, victimization and fear of crime
increase at the same tfme as the demand for harsher sentences, one
mightthfnk that there fs a close connectfon between these three
factors. One would expect, then, that where the personal saliency
of crime is greatest (and where the incidence of crime is most frequent
in daily life), there would be much more Intolerance vis-&-vis the crime
situation (social saliency) and a demand for more repressive measures
and greater control. However, our results show that a certain familiarity
with the crime situation (a great deal of exposure, victimization, contact
with the system) enables people to get a more realistic idea of the
risks they run and at the same time to be less alarmed about the problem
In general. On the other hand, persons less familiar with the situation,
and relatively unexposed, tend to see the crime problem in general as
extremely grave and disturbing in comparison with their area of residence,
where they feel relatively protected. Whereas the former will adopt
individual solutions (avoidance, mobilization) to minimize their risks
of victimization, the latter seem to be mainly interested in collective
solutions to the problem (prevention, control, repression, etc. )1
The choice of one or the other of these collective solutions depends
very much on personal convictions and Ideology.
These results show the important difference between what one
could call "concrete" fear, which depends on the objective and immediate
risks in the environment, and "abstract" fear, which Is based on a remote
1. We find this same difference, due to familiarity, on controllong the
socfo -demographic variables of the area of residence (average, income,

cultural homogeneity) and the individual variables (sex, age, family
income, education).
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and very general threat, determined less by direct experience
than by impressions and indirect information (the media, popular
belitfs, etc).
It would be a dangerous mistake to draw a parallel between
fear, which certainly increases with the incidence of crime, and
a demand for more repressive measures. In fact, the personal saliency
of crime (concrete fear) has no real relationship with punitiveness,
whereas the more general attitudes toward society not only introduce
a difference in the degree of punitiveness but also in the ideas
people have of crime (the causes and extent of the problem) and criminals
(responsibility and rehabilitation). These results suggest that personal
experience plays only a minor role in the development of beliefs and
idéas about crime and that they are determined much more by the sociocultural environement and ideologies.
5. The fear of crime and vulnerability
It is here that we find the variations due to people's
personal characteristics. Thus in the same area of residence and among
certain groups, especially women and elderly persons, though apparently
less subject to victimization, we see a greater fear of crime. In view
of this inverse relationship between the actual rate of victimizartion and
fear, some authors have concluded that this is an irrational fear.
However, by limiting themselves to the probability of victimization, real
or perceived, they ignore certain qualitative aspects of crime which can
be just as frightenïng for some people, if not more. Thus the capacity
for self-defence, the gravity of the consequences and the possibility of
recovering after being victimized appear to be important factors in fear.
An elderly person generally has fewer physical resources for self-defence
and is an easier target for criminals. The consequences of an attack *
can be more serious, even the theft of a few dollars can have a devastating
effect in certain cases. In the same way, if an elderly person should
fall during an altercation, the consequences can'be more serious than
for a young person, not to mention the psychological effects.
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It is also important to know the type of crtme that is most
feared. The fear of being raped or physically attacked is quite
different from that of being the vtctim of shoplifting or having
one's car or purse stolen. We have shown that the greater fear felt
by women in general was less the consequence of personalite traits
than the type of crimes they fell victtm to, particularly rape.
Finally, integratton in the netghbourhood also plays an Important
role. Knowing the netghbours and being familiar with the area to some
extent facilitates control over the crime situation. It makes it easier
to notice strangers or suspictous situations, to avoid certain places
considered dangerous, and to know where to find help in case of trouble.
In this sense, integratfon Increases the feeling of control over the
crime Situation and reduces feelings of vulnerability.
Thus in order to understand a concrete fear of crime, we have
to focus not only on the quantitative aspect of the impact of crime
(degree of exposure and objective risks), but also take into account
the qualitative aspect of the impact of crime, which is different, as
well as thefeeling of vulnerability (the capacity for self-defence,
type of salient crimes, gravity of the consequences and possibility
of recovery).
6. The fear of crime and prevention
A number of approaches to the prevention of crime propose that
the degree of social cohesion In a neighbourhood and satisfaction with
the quality of life are factors that influence both the objective security
of the area and the subjective security of the residents (Newman 1973,
Conklin 1975). Our study shows that these two factors encourage the
residents to take community problems in hand and increase protective
measures, especially surveillance of the homes, by promoting contacts
between neighbours and taking note of suspicious persons or situations.

This can reduce the opportunities for criminal activity. Thus we
find (we cannot speak here of cause andeffect)that in high-crime
areas there is less social integration than in areas that are
relatively protected (all other contextual and socio-demographic
variables having been controlled). These results confirm and further
support the present approaches to crime prevention which seek,
through physical changes, to increase the use of space and the opportunities
for residents to meet one another.
Another interesting aspect of the impact of personal variables
on perceptions and prevention is the feeling of control over the crime
situation. In fact we have seen that the personal saliency of crime
and fear of victimization were very closely associated with the objective
risks (exposure, vulnerability, etc.). However, among the groups that
are most exposed and vulnerable, we find a considerable difference in
the threshold of fear among certain groups (women, the elderly, the
isolated, people of low income). This greater fear depends very signi-

I.

ficantly on the degree of control over the crime situation; people who
feel helpless against victimization tend to feel generally less secure
and to adopt avoidance tactics far more than the others.

On the other

hand, they take fewer measures to protect thefr homes or property,
but take care to limit their exposure by staying at home and not
frequenting certain places. No active defence measures are taken.
Conversely, the people who have a feeling of control over the crime
situation are relatively less afraid and mobilize themselves more
actively to protect their property (security measures, participation
in programmes, search for information).
There is also a close link between the feeling that nothing
can be done to effectively protect oneself against victimization and
the idea that there is no solution that can really reduce crime.

Ii

1
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These two variables are themselves associated with a more general
feeling of helplessness vis-S-vis life i n general and a tendency
to leave the responsibility for social or comnunity problems to
others ( anomie).

1
L
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This pattern of variables associated with a lack of mastery
over events and little feeling of social responsibility is at the heart
of the behaviour and the reactions toward pra;vention, whether against
victimization at the personal level or against crime at the social
level. It explains the more or less great fear of crime, the number
and type of precautions taken (avoidance, mobilization), and the support
given to various solutions to the crime problem (prevention, control,
service to victims). These results, which show a strong empiric relationship
between the different reactions (feeling of conLrol, fear, protection,
solutions),suggest a number of implications with regard to crime policies:
• a certain perception of the risks Is necessary for people to take
precautions;
• great fear linked with a feeling of helplessness leads to avoidance
tactics, not mobilization;
• a certain fear of victimization accompanied by a feeling of control
over the crime situation encourages mobilization to actively defend
and protect one's property;
• the more people feel that something can be done to reduce crime and
that certain solutions are effectïve, the more they will tend to
actively support solutions to the crime problem by agreeing to
pay more taxes, by becoming involved in the prevention or control
of crime, by encouraging a lack of discrimination in the housing
and employment of ex-prisoners and by being willing to have halfway
houses set up close to their homes.
Naturally, the type of solutions a person supports or favours
depends on the image he has of crime or criminals as well as the

267

confidence he has in the legitimacy and effectiveness of the Justice
system (police, courts, etc). It seems important, then, in any prevention
programme,to incorporate precise and selective information on the riskS
and effectiveness of certain measures to minimize the risks of victimization
or reduce crime: Future efforts to reduce people's fear and increase
their involvement in crime prevention should focus on these psychological
variables in particular (feeling of control over the crime situation,
perception of the efficacy of certain measures, belief in the possibility
of changing things, social responsibility, the feeling of being able
to handle one's own problems or those of the community with the help of
others, etc.)--variables that not only reflect a specific attitude toward
crime but a more general attitude to life.
What seemed to emerge most strikingly in the analyses is that
the prevention of victimization and the prevention of crime are situated
at two different levels in the interpretation of the reality and involve
different attitudes and reactions. Whereas the prevention of victimization
depends on the risks perceived and the personal resources to minimize
these risks, the prevention of crime depends more on the normative view
of the world and on values, for it is based on the ideas one has of
crime (causes, nature of the phenomenon) of criminals (dangerous, responsible,
capable of rehabilitation) and of the system of Justice (equality, discrimination, effectiveness); and at the same time, there are ideas about the
priority of rights and liberties, protection and public safety(more
control or social prevention, rehabilitation of criminals, etc.).
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Population

Mal;

(r4 768)

Managerial staff
Staff personnel
•

rofessional

businessmen
Service personnel
Labourer
Student

1- .3
7.2
17.8
18.0
35..3
15.4

5.1

!n c ome

Less than $ 10,000.00

20.9

10,000 - 19,999.00

25.5

20,000.00 - 34,999.00

27.9

35,000.00 and more

16.9

No answer

8.8

Schoolino

Low level
Medium level
High level

41.5

Catholic
Protestant
Other
No religion

47.6

36.7
21.8

Relinion

32.4
7.0
13.0

100

Total

o

Sex
Masculine
Feminine

48.0
52..0

Age
18-30 years

29.2

31-50 years

33.3

51-60 years

15.1

61 years and over

22.4

Ethnic Origin
French
English
Other .
Civil StitUS
Unmarried
Married
Widowed
Divorced/separated

33.3

44.8
21.9

24.0
58.8
9.2
8.1

Occupation
Active
Retired
Home ..
Student
Other .

57.9
14.1
18.0
5.0
5.0
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Population

=817

*Jeligious practice

Regular
Irregular

34.0

None

32.6

33.4

Provincial political affiliation

Liberal
Conservative

25.0

N.0 P

12.7

Parti Québécois

17.9

23.7

Other

7.1

None

13.6
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I I. Do you think that your personal life now is oetter. worse of the same

as it was five years ago ?

i

11

Better .......................................................................
Worse ........................................................................
The same .....................................................................
Don't know ...................................................................
No answer ....................................................................

50.6
16.3
32.6
0.2
0.4

r 2. What problems concern you most i n your daily life at the present time ?
(First choice)

I
I

I

Crime ........................................................................

5.3

Personal financial problems ..................................................

45.7

Personal health problems .....................................................

8.7

Personal psychological problems ..............................................

7.9

Family unity .................................................................

10.0

National problems ............................................................

3.7

Others ..........................................................

.........

4.9

DK ...........................................................................

13.8

3. Do you think life i n Canada today is better, worse or the saine as it was
five years ago ?
Better .......................................................................

23.1

Worse ........................................................................

43.8

The same .....................................................................

30.7

Don't know ...................................................................

1.3

NA ...........................................................................

1.0

Jr. order of importance, what, in your opinion, are the three most important social
proClens in Canadian society ? (First choice)
Crime .........................................................................

^
t
I
I
1

19.3

Employment/unemployment .......................................................

13.2

The economy ...................................................................

23.9

Social problems ...............................................................

14.1

values ........................................................................

18.8

The national problem ..........................................................

4.3

Other .........................................................................

1.4

DK ............................................................................

5.0

5. Now long have you been livin in

?

One year and less ....... ... .name.o...^.ty ......................................
1 to 5 years ..................................................................

2.2
8.2

6 to 10 ycars .................................................................

7.8

10 years and more .............................................................

81.7

.

6. Now long have you been living in

(name of--district)
1 year and less ...............................................................
1 to 5 years ..................................................................

19.9

6 to 10 years .................................................................
10 years and more .............................................................

60.2

DK ............................................................................

0.2

8.4

11.3

Population
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7. In general, would you say you like living in

district or municipality) a
A lot

lot, fairly

well, a lfttle or

total
(name
not at all ?

of the
67.9
23.4
4.4
3.9
0.3

Fairly well
A little
Not at all
Don't know

8. In your opinion, do the people who live in
somewhat

or

not at all

the

same life

style as

have
you

completely,

do T
12.6
63.6
17.4
5.3
1.1

Completely
Somewhat
Not at all

Don't know

NA
or do you think of it
9. Do you feel you really belong to
as merely a place to live ?
1 have the feeling of really belonging in the place 1 live in
It is merely

I;

a place

to live

Don't know

65.6
33.8
0.7

10. Is your interaction with your neighbors very frequent, fairly frequent,
not very frequent ?
16.8
35.5
41.1

Very frequent
Fairly frequent
Not very frequent
Non-existant
Oon't know

6.6

11. Aould you like to have more contact, the same amount of contact or less contact
with your neighbors ?
More contact

Less contact
The same amount of contact
No contact at all
Don't know
NA

17.3
2,4
76.0
3.8
0.4
0.1

12. Do you have friends or relatives living near you ?
77.1

Yes
No

Don't know

GO

ON

TO Q. 14

22.9

GO ON TO Q. 14

13. Do you feel you could ask for their help if you needed it ?
Yes

No
Don't know -

il

94.0
5.1
0.9

It

I
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14. Do you participate in any activities organized for the people of the area ?
Yes
No
,,,G0 ON TO Q. 15
Don't know
GO ON TO Q. 15
Which ones ?
Community work
Others

I

Population
total

30.8
68.8
0.4
19.6
80.4

, are there places you don't like
15. When you go out in
(name of district or municipality)
to go to ?
Yes
No
Don't know

) GO ON TO Q. 16

What places ?
Public transportation
Bar
Store
Street
Downtown
Tough district
Other

21.5
77.8
0.6
1.1
?7.7
5.6
37.3
1.7
18.6
7.9

Why ?
Fear
Bad district
Too many youngsters
Too many foreigners
Danger
Other
16. When you think of "crime", what immediately comes to mind ?
Grievous assault violence against tne person
Theft with violence
Crime against property
Other crimes
Others

26.2
25.5
7.1
3.5
1(.3
26.2

44.1
8.6
20.1
2.1
25.2

17. Are you very, somewhat, a little or not at all concerned about crime ?
Very
Somewhat .
A little .
Not at all
Don't know

49.3
33.9
12.5
3.8
0.5

18. What crime frightens you most ?
Grievous assault- violence against the person
Theft with violence
Crime against property
Other crimes
Others
None
DK

70.7
9.1
10.5
1.8
3.1
3.9
0.9

Population
total
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19.Are there things you avoid doing because of the fear of crime ?
Yes
,G0 ON TO Q. 20
No
G0 ON TO Q. 20
Don't know

1

40.8
58.3
1 .0

What things ?
Going out during the day
Going out at night
Going to certain places
Taking public transportation
Avoiding carrying a lot of money
Other
OK

2.9
60.9
16.9
2.6
2.0
14.0
0.6

1

20.Placing the rate of crime five years ago at the centre of the scale, can you show
with the help of this card (card 1) where, in your opinion, the rate of crime is
today

?

CARD 1
Much
lower

Lower

-1
Canada

. 1
• 2
•3
•4
•5
Less
0
OK

Ville

•1
•2
•3
•4

•5
Less

0
OK

b

.

r

e

•

1
1

Much
higher

Five years ago Higher

.3

à
5.7
17.6
35.7
16.4
20.3
0.6
2.5
1.4
9.5
21.0
26.1
14.4
15.3
1.7
10.6
1.2

1

1
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I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

20. (continued)
District

• 1 .................................................................

Population
total

21.6
:.'0. 7

• 3 .................................................................

14.1

• 4 .................................................................

9.3

^ 5 .................................................................

9.7

Less ........... .....................................................

2.8

Q .................................................................
DK ....... ............................................................

18.4

3.4

21. Here, where you live, do you feel very safe, reasonable safe, not very safe or
very unsafe ?
Very safe ....................................................................

30.0

Reasonably safe ............................................................. .

60.0

Not very safe ................................................................

7.2

Very unsafe ..................................................................

2.8

Don't know ...................................................................

22. Do you very often, often, rarely or never avoid going out at night because
you are afraid of crime ?
Very often ...................................................................

15.4

Often .............. ..........................................................

10.7

Rarely ....--• ................................................................
Never ..... ...................................................................

16.2
57.7

Don't know ...................................................................

23. Have you ever thought of movin9 because you do not feel safe here ?
Yes ............ .............................................................

7.7

No ..........................................................................

91.8

Don't know ..................................................................

0.5

24. When you leave home, does it ever occur to you that you could be robbed ?
Very often ..................................................................

12.9

Often .... ...................................................................

25.5

Rarely ......................................................................

35.3

Never ....................... ................................................

26.2

Don't know --• ...... .........................................................

0.1

25. When you are at home, do you very often, often, rarely or never think that
someone could enter your place and attack you ?
Very often ..................................................................

7.0

Often ............ ...........................................................

14.9

Rarely ... ...................................................................

43.5

Never .... .. .................................................................

34.4

Don't know ..................................................................

0.1

26. Do you use the following methods to protect your home and your possessions ?......
1. ... a watch-don .......
Yes .........................................................................

17.7

No ..........................................................................

82.3
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26.

! ,opulation

total

I.

(continued)
2. ... a weapon of some sort
13.6

Yes
No
3. . .

4. ...

5. ...

a chain or security lock
Yes
No
a burglar alarm system
Yes
No
OK

....
5.8
93.9
0.4

identification marks on valuable objects
Yes
No
OK

6. Other (SPECIFY)
Yes
No
OK

27.

55.6
44.4

20.0
79.7
0.4

:
8.0
91.0
0.9

When you leave home for more than a day or two, do you
1. ... ask someone to watch your home 7
Yes
No
OK
2. ...

advise the police or superintendent of your
Yes
No
OK
pretend that there is someone home by
Yes
No
OK

3. . .

have someone stay in your home
Yes
No
OK
NA

4. ...

put
Yes
No
OK
NA

5. ...

...
67.8
31.9
0.2

buildinn ?

leavinn

21.6
78.2
0.1

the radio or the

linhts

on

?
58.8
41.1
0.1

?
21.7
77.9
0.1
0.3

valuable articles in a safe place ?

have the grass mown or snow removed
Yes
No
OK
NA

6. ...

,

49.9
49.8
0.2
0.1
7 ...
40.5

57./
0.4
1.4

1

1

Population
total
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27. (continued)
7. ... stop delivery of the mail or have it picked up ?

44.3
55.2
0.2
0.3

Yes
No
OK
NA
8. Others (SPECIFY) :
Yes
No

I

DK

NA

7.4
91.5
0.9
0.1

28. Do you believe that you could do something, either by yourself or with other
people, to reduce the crime in yourdistrict or neighborhood ?

Yes
No
Don't know

I
GO ON TO Q. 29
GO ON TO Q. 29

What could you do ?
Punish the offender
Report to the police
Take preventive measures
Setup citizen patrols
Personal security measures
Self defence
Other
DK

I
i

I
1

NA

34.6
58.6
6.9
1.4
18.5
19.9
45.5
7.7
0.7
4.2
2.1
-

29. Here are a number of opinions often expressed about the victims of crime.

Do you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree or strongly
disagree with each of them ?
A person who leads a good life and minds his own business is rarely
the victim of a criminal act.
Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly

aaree

13.0

agree
disagree
disagree

22.0

DK

35.1
28.8
1.1

Most women who are raped were asking for it.
Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly

agree
agree
disagree
disagree

01(

2.8
13.6
28.2
53.9
1.6

No matter what we do, there is no protection against crime.
Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly
01(

agree
agree
disagree
disagree

15.1
33.4
31.8
18.8
0.7
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2.5 .

Population
total

(continued)

People who are not careful are just as guilty as the offenders of whom
they are victims.
Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly
OK

agree
agree
disagree
disagree

12.5
35.9
28.6
22.2
0.7

30. Now, when you think of a criminal, what is the first thing that comes to mind ?
A violent person
A sick person
A person on drugs ...
A thief
Other crime
Other personal characteristics
The causes of crime
Punishment of the criminal
Crime control
An emotional reaction
Everyone
Other
OK

31. Here are a number

29.6
8.3
1.7
5.8
6.3
18.4

il

8.0
6.2
6.2
4.3
0.7
1.2
3.2

1

of opinions about the reasons why people commit crimes. Do you

strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree with each
of them ? (CARO 2)
People commit crimes because the temptations are too great.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree
OK
Circumstances more than personality create criminals.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagee
Strongly disagree

13.7
41.7
27.7
15.5
1.2

20.4
50.9

1

17.0
8.7

Religion gives people strong enough principles to prevent them from

crimes.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree

committino

OK
There is a great deal of crime because sentencesare not severe
enough.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree

Strongly disagree
OK

16.4
25.3
29.3
28.?
0.9

49.1
27.5
12.2
8.9
2.2

Ii

a
I
I
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31. (continued)
The unequal distribution of wealth makes people commit crime%.
Strongly agree ..............................................................
Somewhat agree ..............................................................
Somewhat disagree ...........................................................
Strongly disagree ...........................................................

I
I
I
t
I
1

-

I
I
I
I
1

OK ..........................................................................

When a person comes from a criminal environment. the chances are great
that he will become a criminal.
27.9
42.3
21.6
7.6
0.6

Strongly agree .......... ....................................................
Somewhat agree ..............................................................
Somewhat disagree ...........................................................
Strongly disagree ...........................................................
DK ..........................................................................

Most criminals are people who have lacked affection.
16.2

Strongly agree ..............................................................
Somewhat agree ..............................................................

45.9

Somewhat disagree ...........................................................

?3.5

Strongly disagree .... .......................................................
DK ..........................................................................

8.1
6.4 .

A violent society like ours produces criminals.
Strongly agree ..............................................................

21.9

Somewhat agree ..............................................................

46.5

Somewhat disagree ...........................................................

18.7

Strongly disagree ...........................................................

10.6

DK ..........................................................................

2.1

32. Do you think that all criminals, most criwinals, only some criminals or
no criminals can be rehabilited (i. e. go back to living a normal life) ?
All ........................................................................

.

2.6

Most .......................................................................

26.7

Only some ..................................................................

67.7

None .....................................:.................................
Don't know .. ...............................................................

1.7
1.3

33. In your opinion, what types of criminal can be rehabilitated ?
All ........................................................................

4.9

None .......................................................................
Beginners ..................................................................

40.6

Violent criminals ..........................................................

2.^
17.9

1.1

Thieves ....................................................................
Normal persons .............................................................

4.4
15.4

Those with favourable characteristics ......................................
Other ......................................................................
DK .........................................................................

I
1

5.8

I

7.4
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34. What types of criminals cannot be rehabilitated ?
Hardeeed criminals
Violent criminals

Thiemes
Sick people
Those with unfavourable characteristics
Others
OK

30.9
28.7
0.5
19.0
12.0
2.7
6.2

1

35. What in your opinion would be the best way to rehabilitate a criminal ?

Psycho-social measures

19.6
13.3
11.7
11.5

institutions
Repressive measures

10.0

Work

TheraDY
Education

Other
OK/no way

9.9

8.3
15.7

36. Would you say that you are very satisfied, fairly satisfied, fairly dissatisfied
or very dissatisfied with the police in regard to the following points ?
1. Tracking down criminals.
Very satisfied

21.3

Fairly satisfied

56.3

Fairly dissatisfied

13.8
5.3
3.3

Very dissatisfied
OK

1
1

2. Maintening safety in the areas where you live
Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

OK

31.8
52.0
10.4
4.3
1.5

1

3. The speed with which they respond to emergency calls
Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
OK

27.8
41.8
12.5
7.1
10.8

1

4. Protecting your life.
Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

OK

26.6
51.9
7.0
4.7
9.8

1

1

Population
total

281
(continued)

• 5. Providing young people with information and recreational activities.
Very satisfied

17.9
36.5
17.7
6.9
21.0

Fairly satisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

DK
6. The way they handle automobile drivers.
Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

DK

•

16.9
48.0
19.5
10.9
4.7

7. Crime prevention programs.
Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

DK

12.6
38.7
23.1
6.9
18.7

8. Intervening in family quarrels.
Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

DK

13.7
38.8
8.6
3.9
34.9

Jä. (continued)
9. Controlling traffic.

10.

Very satisfied

32.7

Fairly satisfied

52.:

Fairly dissatisfied

8.7

Very dissatisfied

4.3

DK

L1

Respecting citizens . rights.
Very satisfied

22.2

Fairly satisfied

51.2
15.9
6.6
4.0

Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

DK

11. Protecting your property.
Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
DK

26.0
55.3
9.4
4.3
5.0

282

Population
total

O. In your opinion, is it up to the police or other organizations to perform the
following tasks ?
To stop noise or disturbances of the peace at night.
Police

Other organizations
Both
OK

86.7
11.9
0.2
1.2

To intervene in violent family quarrels
Police

Other organizations
Both
OK

80.2
16.0
3.8

111
111
)

To organize recreational activities for young people in the neighborhood.

Police
Other organizations

Both
OK

11.0
86.2
0.7
2.1

•

To protect elderly people in transit.
Police

Other organizations
Both
OK

32.9
64.1
0.4
2.6

To deal with infractions of parking regulations.
Police

Other organizations
Both
OK

56.2
42.0
0.2
1.6

To report accidents that cause little physical damage.
Police

Other organizations
Both
OK

59.2
38.6
0.1
2.1

To educate young people on crise prevention.
Police

Other organizations
Both
OK

62.0
34.7
2.2
1.1

To transport injured or sick people to hospitals and in emergencies.
Police

Other organizations
Both
OK

45.1
52.2
2.0
0.7

To protect commercial buildings (i.e. shopping centres, office buildings).
Police

Other organizations
Both
OK

48.3
49.8
0.6
1.3

1

283

Population
total

37. (continued)
To intervene in violent quarrels between neighbors .

88.8

Police
Other organizations

9.5

Both

0.1

OK

1.6

To control strikes or demontrations.
Police

72.9

Other organizations

25.1

Both

2.0

DK
Io protect children on their way to and from school.
Police

28.7

Other organizations

69.2

Both

1.0

DK

1.1

38. According to you, are there problems or behaviour which your police should pay
more attention to than they are doing at present ?
41.6

Yes
No

›

GO ON TO Q. 39
GO ON TO

Don't know

54.6
39

3.8

What are they ?
Fighting crime

12.6

Prevention

15.9
5.9

Maintaining order
Safety

26.5

Traffic safety

15.0
8.5

The community

15.3

Other

DK
39. In your opinion, are they any problems or kinds of behavior that your police force
should pay less attention to than they are doing at present ?
30.2

Yes

No
Don't know

GO ON TO Q. 40

po ON

„e

TO Q. 40

64.3
5.5

What are they ?
Traffic

60.4

Petty crimes
Family quarrels

10.8
4.4

Discrimination

8.8

Taking time off

5.2
10.4

Other

284
40. Here are a number ef opinions about the police. Do you strongly agree , somewhat agree ,
disagreeer strongly disagree with each of them ? (CARO 2).
somewhat
1. I would feel safer if the police patrolled my neighborhood on
foot.

Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly

agree
agree
disagree
disagree

C.

27.8
21.4
24.0
3.6

DK
2. There are far too many policemen today.

Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly
OK

agree
agree
disagree
disagree

2.1

5.1
36.0
54.6
7.2

3. The police are absolutely necessary to llfe in society.

Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly

agree
agree
disagree
disagree

79.7
17.7
2.1
0.9
0.2

DK
4. The judges' decisions prevent the police from doing their job.

Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly

agree
agree
disagree
disagree

DK

24.6
32.1
25.9
10.0
7.4

5. The police have too much power.

Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly

agree
agree
disagree
disagree

8.3
22.2
40.0
27.7
1%8

6. I have great respect for the police in the area where I live.

Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly
OK

agree
agree
disagree
disagree

53.6
35.6
5.6
2.8
2.3

7. The police should be able to settle some types of disputes between citizens
in order to avoid their having to go to court.

Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly
DK

agree
agree

disagree
disagree

29.7
39.6
17.5
8.6
4.5

1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1

285

Population
total

40. (continued)
8. The police concentrate too much on the crimes of the poor and not enough on
those of the rich.
Strongly •gree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree
DK

19.9
26.3
29.1
17.3
7.4

9. The police mistreat people belonging to minority groups.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree
DK

10.4
26.7
31.2
23.0
8.7

10. Citizens have a duty to help the police in the performance of their duties.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree
DK

60.0
35.3
2.8
1.5
0.5

41. /n your opinion. should the police , in the performance of their duties, have more
power , less power or the same power they have now to use the following methods ?
1. Require a person to identify himself at any time on the street.
More power
Less power
The same power as at present
No power
DK

17.5
16.4
62.1
2.4
1.6

2. Question people about their activities.
More power
Less power
The same power as at present
No power
OK

14.8
20.7
59.6
3.1
1.8

3. Use firearms.
More power
Less power
The same power as at present
No power
OK

18.6
16.0
63.6
0.4
1.4

4. Use violence when a person resists arrest.

1
1

More power
Less power
The same power as at present
No power
DK

17.6
23.6
54.7
2.8
1.2

total

286
41. (continued)
5. Arrest certain persons to prevent then from causing trouble
More power ...................................................................
............. ...
The same power as at presePL ..................................................

27.7
10.5
59.1

No power .....................................................................

1.2

OK ...........................................................................

2.5

Less power ................................................

6. Surveillance of telephone conversations.
More power ...................................................................

No power .....................................................................

10.6
37.7
35.9
13.0

OK ...........................................................................

2.8

Less power ...................................................................
The same power as at present ......... ........................................

I

I

7. Open people's mail.
More power .................... ...............................................
Less power ......................................... ..........................
The same power as at present .........................................

6.7
41.5
28.9
20.6
2.3

No power .....................................................................
DK ...........................................................................
8. Control strikes or demonstrations.
More power . ..................................................................

22.9

Less power ...................................................................
The same power as at present
..............................................

14.5

1

57.7

No power .....................................................................

2.5
2.5

DK ...........................................................................
9. Have access to citizens'files ( e.g. tax reports, medical records).
More power ..................................................................

7.0

Less power ..................................................................

36.2
35.0
19.6
2.2

The same power as at present ................................................
No power ............ ........................................................
DK ..........................................................................
10. Settle certain disputes between citizens out of court.
More power ..................................................................

28.4
9.3
52.3
5.4
4.7

Less power ..................................................................
The same power as at present ................................................
No power . ...................................................................
OK ............................................ .............................
42. If you were ever a witness to an i ncident that seemed suspicious, would you
hesitate to alert the police ...
...
because you don't want to get involved in other people's affairs.
Yes .........................................................................

I
I
I
I

20.5
78.2
1.3

No ..........................................................................
OK
..............
.........................................
.., because you.don't want to get involved either with the police or with
^
the justice system.
Yes .........................................................................

20.2

No ......................................................

79.0

...............
OK ......................................... :....................... .........
... because you don't want to waste your time being a witness i
f the case
goes to court.

0.7

Yes .........................................................................

19.3

No ..........................................................................

79.6

OK ..........................................................................

1.1

A

I
I

287
42.

Population
total

(continued)
... because you would be afraid

of an act of revenge

Yes

38.6

No

60.0

DK

1.3

because it would be useless anyway, because the police never catch
the guilty party.
Yes

8.6

No

88.8

OK

2.6

43. Generally speaking, if you were ever a witness to an incident that seemed
suspicious , would you alert the police or not ?
Yes

89.8

No

7.2

Don't know

3.0

say, on the whole, that the justice system in Canada has more
positive aspects than negative aspects ?
More positive aspects
More negative aspects

44. WOuld you

Don't know

65.3
26.1
8.6

45. Here are sone different opinions about the Canadian justice system. Do you strongly
agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree with each of
them ? (CARD 2)
1. The justice system is so complicated it's implossible to understand it.

2.

3.

Strongly agree

31.3

Somewhat agree

43.6

Somewhat disagree

19.5

Strongly disagree

3.1

OK

2.6

If I had to go

to court as a victim, I feel

certain I would be well treated.

Strongly agree

20.2

Somewhat agree

45.2

Somewhat disagree

23.8

Strongly disagree

5.4

OK

5.4

The justice
Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly
OK

system today favours

the rich over the poor.

agree
agree
disagree
disagree

4. A guilty person can always get off if he has a good lawyer.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree
OK

28.1
38.5
20.8
9.2
3.4

25.2
48.6
17.3
7.2
1.7

288
45. (continued)
5. Write dealing with the courts, you get the impression that everything is
dec:led in advance.
,trongly agree
:omewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
'Arongly agree
-

6. The: courts treat accused persons better. than the victims.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
3trongly agree
OK

Population
total

10.8
24.6
39.5
15.8
9.3
9.7
32.7
34.1
15.0
8.6

7. Justice procedures are so slow that citizens hesitate to press charges.
Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly
OK

35.0
46.4
11.5
2.9
4.0

agree
agree
disagree
agree

8. Free legal aid today allows the poor to be as well defended as the rich.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly agree
OK

18.3
35.0
27.5
15.5
3.8

9. In general, present laws have not kept up with people's attitudes.
Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly
DK

agree
agree
disagree
disagree

20.3
44.1
21.4
4.7
9.4

10.We can never be completely sure of the guilt of an accused person.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree
DK

27.9
46.8
17.2
4.9
3.2

46. Among the following opinions about the justice system, please tell us which is
closest to your own ...

•

Cariti

1. It is functIonning very well as it is
2. There should be certain changes made
3. It should be completely changed

8.5
72.3

4. It is useless to try to change it without changing society
completely

12.3

8. Don't know

NA

2.6

a
s

'

ii

289

Population
total

47. In handing down sentences, the criminal justice system has different objectives.
Among the following objectives, which in your opinion, is the most important ?
(CARD 5)

&MU
1. ... To enable criminals to return to a normal life
2. ... To punish those who commit crimes
3. ... To enable society to take revenge on those who commit

14.7
19.1

crimes
4. ... To discourage people from committing crimes
5. ... To protect citizens from crime
6. ... To compensate for the harm done to victims

2.1
31.4
25.0
7.0

8. Don't know

0.7

48. In general, would you say that the sentences handed down by the courts are ...
... too severe
... just severe enough
... not severe enough «?
Dont know
GO ON TO Q. 50

4.2
17.5
72.0
6.4

49, What type of criminal were you thinking of when you answered this question ?

All
Hardened criminals
Violent criminals
Thieves
Petty crimes
Juvenile delinquents
Others

9.4
7.0
57.1
9.2
4.3
2.5
9.7
0.8

DK
50. Without taking into account the type Of crime committed, in your opinion, what is
the most important factor a judge should take into consideration when he hands down
(CARD 6)
a sentence ?
Card 6
1. ...
2. ...
3. ...
4.
5.....
6. ...

Whether the accused had had a previous conviction or
The personality and social background of the accused
The way the crime was committed
The reasons for committing the crime
The victim's age and sex
Whether the crime was premeditated or not

nOt

16.0
8.8
23.6
20.4
2.6
27.1
1.6

8. Dont know
51. It can happen that for one reason or another, a person will commit a petty theft.
(CARD 7)
In your opinion, what would be the best thing to do in such a case ?

Card]
1. ... Fine him
2. ... Put him on probation
3. ... Send him to prison
8. Dont know

40.6
52.9
5.4
1 .1

290
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total

, would you be in favor of ...

52. Now, Instead of
answer chosen in prec

ng question)

... having him do work beneficial to the comwity ?...
Yes .........................................................................
No ..........................................................................
OK .................. ........................................................

85.7
13.6
0.6

having him reimburse the victim ?....
Yes ..........................................................................

81.8

No ...........................................................................

17.6

DK ...........................................................................

0.6

... having him do some work for the victim ?....
Yes ..........................................................................

51.4
46.7

OK ....................................................................:......

2.0

I
I
I
I

53. What should be done in the case where a pzrson has committed non violent petty
thefts ? (Card 7)
.. .

fine him ..............................................................

32.2

...

put him on probation ..................................................

47.1

send hi* to prison ....................................................

19.5

don't know ............................................................

1.2

1

, would you be in favor of ...

54. Now, instead of
( answer chosen in preced ing quest on
... having him do work beneficial to the community ?

Yes ..........................................................................

80.2

No ...........................................................................

19.3

OK ...........................................................................

0.5

... having him reimburse the victim ?
Yes ..........................................................................

77.1

No ...........................................................................

22.5

OK ...........................................................................

0.4

... having him do some work for the victim ?
45.9
No s ...........................................................................

53.0

DK ...........................................................................

1.1

55. What should be done in the case where a person commits an armed robbery for the
first time ? ... (CARD 7)
... fine him .................................................................
... put him on probation .....................................................
... send him to prison .......................................................
don't knor ...............................................................
56. Now, instead of

6.4
16.4
74.6

I
I
I
I
I
I

2.6

, weul^ you be in favor of ...
awswer c hosen

n'rece

^ ques ti on )

... having him do work beneficial to the comw+unity ?
Yes ..........................................................................

44.4
53.9

OK ...........................................................................

1.7

I

1
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56. (continued)

il

ii

No
DK
... having him do some work for the victim ?
Yes

No
OK

HI
I

... having him reimburse the victim ?
Yes

i

57. Here are a number of opinions about prisons and penitentiaries. Do you strongly
agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree with each of
them ? (CARD 2)
By putting people in prison you make criminals out of them.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree
DK

49.0
49.2
1.8
25.0
73.2
1.8

14.1
40.1
29.3
14.3
2.2

The prisons today are like hotels.
Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly
DK

agree
agree
disagree
disagree

20.5
30.1
27.5
13.4
8.6

Prison should be used only for violent criminals.
Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly
DK

agree
agree
disagree
disagree

22.4
34.4
30.5
11.3
1.5

Prison hel Ps criminals to return to a normal life.

I
II
ri
ii

Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly
DK

agree
agree
disagree
disagree

A good many people are in
Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly
DK
It is inhuman
Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly
DK

2.6
31.1
37.0
25.6
3.8
prison

because they couldn't pay a fine.

agree
agree
disagree
disagree
to keep criminals in prison for twenty-five years .
agree
agree
disagree
disagree

8.8
27.2
32.3
17.7
14.0
16.8
21.1
30.3
27.6
4.1

292
57.

Population
total

(continued)

Prison is the
Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly
OK

best solution for reducing crime.
agree
agree
disagree
disagree

Long prison sentences do more harm than good.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree
OK
Even a hardened criminal is not beyond redemption
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree
OK
58. Here are some 'measures that could apply to either male or female prisoners.
Do you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree
with each of them ? (CARO 2)
Prisoners with short prison terms should be allowed to work in companies
outside the prison.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree
DK

11.9
26.3
36.3
23.3
2.2
16.2
32.5
29.3
13.4
8.7

11.1
39.7
26.6
17.7
4.9

26.9
49.4
11.5
9.8
2.3

Prisoners should get the same salaries as workers outside the prison and
should pay for their room and board.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree
DK

26.3
36.6
17.0
17.7
2.3

Prisoners should have to work in prison workshops without pay.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly.disagree
DK

14.7
24.8
39.3
18.5
2.7

Prisoners should be allowed to have sex with their husband or wife in the prison
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewnat disagree
Strongly disagree
DK

20.8
36.2
14.8
23.5
4.7

1

1

293
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(continued)

1
1

Prison life should be made easier.

Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly
OK

agree
agree
disagree
disagree

Prisoners should have the right to vote in election.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree
OK

Prisoners should be given frequent leaves to visit their families.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree

1
1

OK

Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly

agree
agree
disagree
disagree

59. Would you be in favor or not in favor of a person who has spent time in prison
for theft ...
... living next to you ?
Yes
No

DK
working with you ?
Yes
No
OK

organizing recreational activities for young people ?
Yes
No

1
1
1

I

5.7
13.1
35.5
36.6
9.1
23.3
25.7
20.2
28.5
2.3
10.3
29.9
28.7
27.3
3.8

Prisons should have more guards.

OK

1
1

1

OK

becoming a policeman ?
Yes
No
OK

17.6
33.2
21.2
6.0
22.0

63.3
34.1
2.6
72.9
25.5
1.6
65.2
32.8
2.0
49.4
47.5
2.9

294
53.

Population
total

(continued)
... working for the government ?
Yes
No
DK

56.1
42.0
2.0

doing small chores for you ?
Yes
No
OK

68.2
29.6
2.1

II
60. Which of the following alternatives describes your attitude toward the death penalty ?

Card 8
1 am opposed to the death penalty under any circumstances
,G0 ON TO Q. 62 .
I-1 am opposed to the death penalty except in a few cases where it
may be appropriate
am generally in favour of the death penalty except in a few cases
where it may not be appropriate
I am strongly in favour of the death penalty as an appropriate measure.
Dont know
15.8)
N 687 (N.A.
61. Would you be for or against the death penalty ...
... if a person kills a police officer or a prison guard ?
For
Against
DK

15.8

li

29.9
31.4

22.2
0.7

84.0
12.6
3.3

... if the murder is premeditated ?
For

90.1

Against

8.3

0K

1.6

... if a person kills his spouse in a fit of anger ?
For
Against
DK
... if a person has killed more than once ?
For
Against
OK
... if an adult commits a murder ?
For
Against
DK

40.8
53.7
5.5

1
94.6
3.9
1.5

63.8
26.9
9.3

1

I.

I

Population
total

295
61. (continued)
if either an adult or juvenile comnits a murder ?

I
I

I
i

For ..........................................................................

40.7

Against ......................................................................

46.4

DK ...........................................................................

13.0

Now, we are going to talk about other types of measures used by the Canadian Justice
system.
The parole system allows a prisoner to be released under supervision before his
sentence has been fully served.
62. In qeneral, would you say you are for or against release on parole ?
... for it for every case ...................................................

8.0

., for it for certain cases ................................................

80.5

... against it for any case .................................................
Don't know . .............................................................

10.3

1.2

63. Do you think they are released ...

56.4
23.5

... too soon ? ..............................................................

I
A

... at the right time ? .....................................................
... not soon enough ? .......................................................

7.3

Don't know ..............................................................

12.9

64. With the help of this card ( CARD 9). could you tell me the two most important
things that should be kept in mind when granting a prisoner parole ?

1

I
I
I
I
,I
I

II

II
^

^

CARD 9
6.4

1. The time already spent in prison
First element

2. The number of times he was previously convicted

19.6

3. The risk of his committing another serious crime

24.4
8.5

4. His conduct in prison
5. The environment he has to return to

11.7

6. The chance he has of getting a job

5.7
23.9

7. The seriousness of his crime

2nd element
l. The time already spent in prison

........................................

I

3.1

2. The number of times he was previously convicted ............................

17.6

3. The risk of his co++mitting another serious crime ...........................

18.0

4. His conduct in prison

....................................................

9.9

5. The environment he has to return to ........................................

14.6

6. The chance he has of getting a job .........................................

12.6

7. The seriousness of his crime ..............................................

24.2

65. Some prisoners can be released before the end of their sentence and be s!nt to
half-way houses. They live there under supervision while being allowed to participate
in various activities outside the house which make it possible for them to readapt
little to a normal life, in general. are you for or against half-way houses ?...
... for them for every case ..................................................

20.1

... for them for certain cases ...............................................

73.1

... against them for any case ................................................

4.9

Don't know .. .............................................................

1.5

Popuiatlon

296

total

66. If the government decided to open such a half-way house for prisoners in your
neighbourhood, would you ...
... strongly agree /

15.3

... somewhat agree 2

42.6

... somewhat disagree 7

19.5

... strongly disagree /

21.6

Don't know

67.

68.

1.0

would you be willing to spend one evening 4 month helping juvenile delinquents
or trying to solve the problem of juvenile delinquency ?
Yes

64.2

No
Dont know

31.7
4.0

1

Would you be in favor of the government increasing your taxes in order to develop
the following areas ?

...

...

increase the number of policeman ...

Yes

42.4

No

56.1

DK

1.3

build more prisons ...
Yes
No
DK

...

17.5
79.5
2.8

improve the living conditions in prison ...

Yes
No
OK

23.8
71.5
4.6

create jobs for the pople who come out of prison ...
Yes
No
OK

65.5
32.2
2.2

set up half-way house for ex-prisoners
Yes
No

OK

65.3
32.3
2.3

create centres to assist the victims of crime ...

Yes
No
DK

73.5
24.6
1.7

do something to speed up court trials ...

Yes

56.9

No

40.7

DK

2.3

compensate U3 VICLUNI of crime ...
Yes

57.2

No

39.9

OK

2.8

develop crime-prevention programs ...
Yes
No

OK

72.5
25.5
1.8

1

Population
total

297
69. Every society has both positive and negative aspects. Would you say that Canadian
society today has more positive or negative aspects ?
More positive aspects
More negative aspects
Don't know

69.8
22.6
7.7

70. What do you think are the good aspects of Canadian society ?
Freedom
Standard of living
Social assistance
Justice
Tolerance
Stability/social harmony
Other
DK

35.8
21.3
8.7
3.3
1.5
6.1
9.4
13.8

.

.
.

71. And what are the bad aspects ?
Politics
Social injustice
The economy
Crime
Problems concerning immigrants
Social values
Other
OK

8.7
14.7
14.5
19.3
3.6
16.0
5.2
18.0

72. Mere are various opinions about the society we live in. Do you stronnly agree,
somewhat agree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree with each of them ?
(CARO 2)
1. On the whole, our economic and social systems are just.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree
DK

13.3
50.9
25.8
8.5
1.6

2. The government should spend more money to help disadvantaged people.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree
DK

26.0
42.5
22.6
7.2
1.7

3. You can trust most people .
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree
OK

17.3
48.7
22.7
10.3
1.0

4. It is better to keep things as they are rather than try things we are not

sure of.
Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly
DK

agree
agree
disagree
disagree

11.2
23.9
39.6
22.2
3.1

298

1
1

Population
total

72. (continued)

5. We need a stronger government to maintain law and order.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree
OK

24.4
29.9
27.3
15.3
3.1

6. Women who have children should stay at hone to look after them.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree
OK

24.4
30.4
26.1
17.7
1.5

7. In society we must accept the fact that people have very different beliefs
and life styles.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree

59.6
37.8
2.0
0.6

1
1

OK
8. There is no respect for anything these days.

Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly
OK

agree
agree
disagree
disagree

18.4
36.0
33.9
12.3
0.4

1
1

g. Poor people in our society are poor because they want to be.

Strongly
Somewhat
Somewhat
Strongly
OK

agree
agree
disagree
disagree

10. Citizens had better leave the solving of society's problems to the experts.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree

OK
11. There are so many kinds of life styles today that we no longer know what to do.
Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree

OK

5.3
21.3
41.4
31.2
0.9

12.0
23.7
37.0
24.5
2.8

•

17.6
37.5
25.5
17.4
2.0

12. People are what they are; yOu can't expect to change them.

Strongly agree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree
DK

14.1
27.6
37.3
19.5
1.4

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

I
1

I

299

Population
total

72. (continued)
13. It's up to the citizens themselves to solve the problems in their community.
Strongly agree ...............................................................

19.9

Somewhat agree ......................... ......................................
Somewhat disagree ............................................................
Strongly disagree ............................................................

51.8

OK ...........................................................................

1.2

19.7
7.4

14. If things aren't going well today, i t's because the damily does not play

I

the same role as it used to.
Strongly agree .. .............................................................
Somewhat agree ... ............................................................

32.3
44.3

Somewhat disagree ............................................................

15.1
6.5
1.8

Strongly disagree ............................................................
DK ...........................................................................

I
I
1

I
I
I
1

I
I
I
I
I
I

15. Homosexuals should be accepted i n our society like everybody else.
Strongly agree ...............................................................
Somewhat agree ...............................................................
Somewhat disagree .......... ..................................................
Strongly disagree ............ ................................................
DK ...........................................................................

22.0
36.7
15.1
21.4
4.8

73. 1 would now Iike to ask you some questions about certain incidents that may have
happened to you. Have the following things ever happened to you and when ?
A) 1. Has somethinq ever been taken from you by force or by threats, for example,
during an armed robbery ?

Yes .........................................................................
No

,GO TO R ...................................................

4.5
95.5

2. How many times ?
One time ....................................................................

50.0

Two times ....................................................................

33.3

Three times .................................................................

8.3
8.3

Four times and more .........................................................
3. When did it happen last ?
Less than one year .... ......................................................

19.4

1 to 2 years ................................................................

8.3

2

years ...................................................................

8.3

3 years and more ............................................................

63.9

Did you call the police ?
Yes
No

.......................................................................

68.6

60 ON TO 8 . ..........................................

31.4

4. Yere you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, fairly dissatisfied or very
dissatisfied with the police ?
Very satisfied ..............................................................

41.7

Fairly satisfied ............................................................

25.0

Fairly dissatisfied .........................................................

20.8

Very dissatisfied ...........................................................

12.5

Don't know ..................................................................
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73. (continued)
6) 1. Has anyone ever broken into your home to steal by forcing a door a window ?
Yes
GO TO C.
No

vopu1ation
total

23.9
76.1

2. How many tines ?
1 time
2 times
3 times
4 times and more

62.6
26.2
5.6
5.6

3. When did it happen last ?
Less than 1 year
1 to 2 years
2 years
3 years and more

25.8
10.3
6.7
57.2

Did you call the police ?
Yes
No

84.6
15.4

,opo

ON TO C.

4. Were you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, fairly dissatisfied or very
dissatisfied with the police ?
Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Fairly dissaisfied
Very dissatisfied
Don't know
C) 1. Have you ever been attacked with
incidents already mentioned ?
Yes
No
GO TO D

4

a

31.7
41.5
13.4
11.6
1.8

knife or other weapon apart from the
8.3
91.7

2. How many times ?
1 time
2 times
3 times
4 times and sore

63.6
16.7
3.0
16.7

3. When did it happen last ?
Less than 1 year
1 to 2 years
2 years
3 years and more
OK

15.2
12.1
7.6
63.6
1.5

Did you call the police ?
Yes
No
GO ON TO O.

>

4. Were you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, fairly dissatisfied or very
dissatisfied WU the police ?
Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
'
Don't know

33.8
66.2

45.5
18.2
18.2
13.6
4.5

I

301

Population
total

73. (continued)
0) 1. Have you ever been beaten to the point of being injured ?

Yes
No

7.0
93.0

GO TO E.

2. How many times ?
1 time
2 times
3 times
4 times and more

46.3
20.4
5.6
27.8

3. When did it happen last ?
Less than 1 year
1 to 2 years
2 years
3 years and more

I

Did you call the police ?
Yes
,G0 ON TO E
No

18.2
10.9
5.5
65.5

24.2
75.8

4. were you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, fairly dissatisfied or very
dissatisfied with the police ?

Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
D ont know

53.3
13.3
20.0
6.7
6.7

E) 1. Have you ever been forced to have sexual relations ?

Yes
No
2.

3.6
96.4

--y,G0 TO F

How many times ?
1 time
2 times
3 times
4 times and more

50.0
25.0
3.6
21.4

3. When did it happen last ?
Less than 1 year
1 to 2 years
2 years
3 years and more
DK

Did you call the police ?
Yes
No
-GO ON TO F
4.

Were you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, fairly dissatisfied or very
dissatisfied with the police ?
Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied ..
Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
Dont know

7.4
3.7
7.4
77.8
3.7

I

14.7
85.3

g

80•0

20.0

Population

302

total

73. (continued)
F) 1. Has your vehicule ever been stolen ?
7.5
92.5

Yes

No

GO TO G.

2. Flow many times ?
1 time
2 times
3 times
4 times and more

86.9
9.8
3.3

I.

I

3. When did it happen last ?
Less than1 year
1 to 2 years
2 years
3 years and more
DK

I

18.0
8.2
4.9
67.2
1.6

Did you call the police ?
Yes

No

1

GO TO H.

87.1
12.9

11
IF

4. Were you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, fairly dissatisfied or very
dissatisfied with the police ?
Very satisfied

50.0
31.5
7.4
11.1

Fairly satisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

Dont know
G) 1. Has anyone ever wilfully damaged something belonging to you ?
Yes

No

>

GO TO H.

2. How wany times ?
1 time
2 times
3 ti r es
4 times and more

25.5
74.5
44.6
27.5
8.3
19.6

3. When did it happen last ?
Less than 1 year
1 to 2 years
2 years
3 years and more

32.2
15.6
9.8
42.0
0.5

OK

Did you call the police ?
Yes

No

GO ON TO H.

53.1
46.9

4. were you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, fairly dissatisfied or very
dissatisfied with the police ?
Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Fairly dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Dont know

29.7
36.0
13.5
18.0
2.7

I
I.
1.

303
73. (continued)
H) 1. Has anyone ever stolen your wallet, purse or attache case (without using
force) ?
Yes
No
GO TO I

Population
total

16.2
83.8

Z. How many times ?
1 time
2 times
3 times
4 times and more

77.9
15.3
1.5
5.3

3. ben did it happen last ?
Less than 1 year
1 to Z years
2 years
3 years and more

16.8
10.7
6.1
66.4

Did you call the police ?
Yes
No

GO ON TO I

4. were you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, fairly dissatisfied or very
dissatisfied with the police ?
Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
Don't know
1) 1. Have you ever had any other objects important to you stolen (besides those
already mentioned) ?
Yes
GO ON TO J.
No

35.4
64.6

44.7
27.7
14.9
12.8

19.0
81.0

2. How many tines ?
1
▪
3
4

63.0
18.2
7.1
11.7

time
times
times
times and more

3. When did it happen last ?
Less than 1 year
1 to 2 years
2 years
3 years and more
OK

30.3
10.5
9.9
48.7
0.7

Did you call the police ?
Yes
No

50.3

GO ON TO J

4. Were you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, fairly dissatisfied or very
dissatisfied with the police ?
Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
Don't know

49.7

32.1
30.8
16.7
19.2
1.3

304

Population
total

73. (continuer:

J) I. Have yr.. ir any member of yorr family even been taken hostatie or kidnapped ?
G0 T0 K . ...............................................

0.7
99.3

2. How mar•i times ?
1 ti .... ......................................................................

100.0

Yes

........................................................................

No

3. When dia it happen last ?
1 tri % years ................................................................

i

20.0
80.0

3 yr:•,rs and more ........ ....................................................

Did you call the police ?
Yes

.......................................................................

66.7

^GO ON TO K . ...........................................

33.3

No

4. Were you very satisfied, fairly satisfied. fairly dissatisfied or very
dissati;fied with the police ?

25.0
75.0

Very satisfied ..............................................................
Fairly satisfied ............. ...............................................

r

I

Fairly dissatisfied .........................................................

1

Very dissatisfied ...........................................................
Don't know ..................................................................
K) 1. Have any members of your family been murdered or been the victim of an
attempted murder ?
Yes .........................................................................

4.0

^G0 ON TO L . .............................................

96.0

Less than 1 year ............................................................
I to 2 years ................................................................
2 years .....................................................................
3 years and more ............................................................

12.1
15.2
3.1

No

2. When dit it happen ?

69.7

3. Were you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, fairly dissatisfied or very
dissatisfied with the police ?

28.1
31.3
9.4
18.8
12.5

Very satisfied ..............................................................
Fairly satisfied ............................................................
Fairly dissatisfied .........................................................
Very dissatisfied ...........................................................
Don't know ........................................................... .....

L) 1. Have you ever been a victim of a fraud. whereby money was wheedled out of
you dishonestly ?
Yes .........................................................................

11.4

^GO TO M . ....................................................
0

88.6

No

I
I
I
I
I
I

2. How many times ?
1 time ......................................................................

I

2 times .....................................................................
3 times . ....................................................................
4 times and more ....... .....................................................
DK ..........................................................................

I

68.5

1

12.0
6.5
12.0
1 .1

I

PopulatIon

305

total

/3. (continued)
M) (continued)
2. How many times ?
1 time

74.0

2 times

10.0

3 times
4 times and more

14.0

2.0

3. When did this happen last ?

1

Less than 1 year
1 to 2 years
2 years
3 years and more

26.5
12.2
12.2
49.0

Did you call the .police ?
Yes
No
GO ON TO Q. 74

1

1

›
4. Were you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, fairly dissatisfied
dissatisfied with the police ?

46.0
54.0

or very

Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

50.0
33.3
6.7
10.0

74. Have you had anything to do with the police (apart from the cases already mentioned)
during the past twelve months ?

1
1

Yes
No
>GO ON TO 75
Dont know
GO ON TO 75
What were the circumstances ?

23.0
76.8
0.2

75. Have you read anything in the papers lately or heard anything on T.V. or radio about
crime and criminals ?

1
1

Yes
No
Dont know

78.6
20.2

GO ON TO 76
GO ON TO 76

What was it about ?

76. Have you talked about the subject with anyone you know ?

Yes
No
Dont know
77. Concerning crimes. do yom find you are ...
... very well informed ?

1

... fairly well informed ?
... fairly badly informed
... very badly informed ?

Don't know

1

1.2

62.5
35.6
2.0

14.6
59.4
18.6
4.8
2.6
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78. Concerning the justice system (eg. the police, the courts, the prisons, the laws) ,
do you consider yourself ...
... very well informed ?

80.

6.9

... fairly well informed ?

49.5

... fairly badly informed /

31.9

... very badly informed 7

10.2

Don't know
79,

Population
total

Are there any particular subject concerninn the justice system or crime about
which you would like to have more information ?
Yes
No
GO ON TO Q. 80
Dont know
• GO ON TO Q. 80

1.6

35.8

61.8
2.5

Which ones ?
Have you ever attended a criminal trial ?
Yes
No
GO ON TO 82
Oon't know
GO ON TO 82

26.3

it as :
I. A spectator
Yes
No
OK

60.5

73.7

81. Wast

?

39.5

2. A witness ?

Yes
No

29.9
70.1

DK

3.A juror
Yes
No

?
12.7
87.3

DK

4. A victim
Yes
No
OK

?
8.9
91.1

5. The accused
Yes
No

?

16.4
83.6

DK

6. Others
Yes
No

?

(SPECIFY)
6.5
93.5

DK
82.

Do you personally know ...
... a policeman ?

Yes

52.9

No

47.1

OK

307
82. fc:c
... a lawyer ?
Yes
No
DK
... a judge ?
Yes
No
DK
• •rson who works in a prison ?
-s

Population
total

57.6
42.4

21.2
78.8

24.2
75.8

•11•--.her person who works with criminals or delinnuents ?
:G

27.1
72.9

.■ rson who has served time in prison ?

-

?.s
41)

41.1
58.8

:K

83. Hert : a list of different crime prevention programs that perhaps exist where you
livt zor each of these programs, say whether you participate in them or have heard
of
1. '.....t-ation-Identification
Participate
have heard of them but I don't participate
have never heard of them
2.

8.0
41.4
50.7

parents
: participate
. have heard of them but I don't participate
: have never heard of them

2.7
77.7
50.7

3. Women's Association against rape
participate
have heard of them but I don't participate
have never heird of them

0.9
59.2
39.9

4. Escort service for the elderly
1 participate
have heard of them but I don't participate
I have never heard of them

1.6
40.7
57.7

S. Citizen patrols
I participate
have heard of them but I don't participate
have never heard of them

0.1
37.9
619

6. Neighbourdhood Committee (Citizens/police)
1 participate
I have heard of them but I don't participate
I have never heard of them

0.5
28.4
71.0

308
R3. (continued)

7. Consumer's Association
1 participate
1 have heard of them but I don't participate

1 have never heard of them

1

1

Population
total

3.4
67.0
29.6

8. OtherS (SPECIFY) :

participate
1 have heard of them but 1 don't participate
1 have never heard of this

1.1
8.9
90.0

1
1
1
1

./ did you spend the greater part of your childhoed and adolescence ?

85. In what %.

GO ON TO 87
Otp , •

84.0
16.0

what Cow;
...

An

UP

..

',ates

Sou

Europe
Europe
and Northern Europe

Fral,
Bru . Isles
Tne .11:n Sea Islands
Afr
Soul, •nerica
Othp.
86. In what ye.
id you come to Canada ?
Bef ,J.- 945
Betwe”. 1946-1950
Elet«.: , !. 1951-1960
Eletw..... 1961-1970
Beta, - 1971-1975
Afte• )75

4.7
8.6
16.4
19.5
11.0
2.3
15.6
1.6
3.1
3.9
6.3
7.0

1

12.7
11.0
30.5
21.2
18.6
5.9

1

81. what is your mother tongue, that is, the first language you learned and still
understand ?
French

English
Other

OK

31.5
51.3
15.2
2 .0

1
1
1

89. Do you have any children under 18 years of age living with you ?

Yes
No
OK

36.1
63.4
0.5

90. Are you the tenant or owner of the place in which you live ?

Owner
Tenant

OK

53.5
46.1
0.4
.

•

1

95. Do you work in your district or outside it ?
In my district
Outside it
DK
96. Wave you ever had a job ?
Yes
No
Don't know

1

1

38.0
61.9
0.1

I
GO ON TO 99
GO ON TO 99

82.5
17.5

1F THERE IS A SPOUSE, IF NOT GO ON TO 104

99. How did your partner spend most of his time in 1980 ?
Working at a full-time job
Working at a part-time job
Unemployed
Studying
Looking after the house
______!> G0 ON TO 104
Retired
Conyalescing or resting
Other (SPECIFY) :

54.7
9.7
1.2
1.4
20.2
9.3
1.4
2.1

103. Does your partne. - work in your district or outside it ?
In the discrict
Outside it

43.1
56.9

106. What is the highest degree you obtained ?
Diploma :
Nioh school or college degree
B.A. not at University
B.Sc. - or B.A
M.A. or M.Sc.
Ph.D
Technical diploma
Other
OK

47.2
9.2
13.2
6.3
1.3
21.7
0.9
0.2

109. Do you be --; to one or several social, political or union organizations ?
Yes
GO ON TO 110
No
Dor' • .now
GO ON TO 110
What are

I

38.1
61.9

?

Unitparty
Grou. coing community work
Othe•

1

Population
total

309

31.3
34.8
9.3
22.0
2.5

310

Population
total

,

109. (continued)
1. What tys^ of domicile does the respondent live in ?
Sinç'=: fawily dwelling .......................................................
Sem: :etached house ........ ..................................................
Row -.use ... .................................................................
Duplt.,-tripllx ...............................................................
Apar:-ent ....................................................................
Othe+ ........................................................................

52.2
5.7
1.6
13.5
25.6
1.5

I
01

2. What ki•- of street ?
Resider*.-al
Very :jsy ....................................................................
Fair:/ busy ...........:......................................................
QuiE: ........................................................................

26.4
36.4
37.1

Rural
Very 1,usy ....................................................................
Fairl/ busy ..................................................................
Quiet ........................................................................

29.6
26.8
43.6

Conmercial
Very busy .. .................................................................
Fairly busy .................................................................
Quiet ....................................................................
Industrial

68.4
22.8
8.8

Very busy ...................................................................
Fairly busy .................................................................
Quiet .......................................................................

100.0

I
I
I
I
I
I

1

I
I
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