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Criminal victimization in the territories, 2009: Highlights
•

Overall, just over one-third (34%) of residents of the territories aged 15 years and over reported being
victimized at least once in the previous 12 months.

•

Close to one-half (46%) of all self-reported incidents in the territories in 2009 were violent, with assault
being the most common crime reported.

•

In 2009, about 13,400 crimes against households were reported in the territories. Theft of household
property was the most common, accounting for about 4 in 10 of such incidents

•

Both the violent victimization rates and household victimization rates were generally similar across the
territories. Overall, the rate of violent victimization (excluding spousal violence) for the territories was
190 incidents per 1,000 population, while the household victimization rate was 379 incidents per 1,000
households.

•

More than three-quarters of non-spousal violent incidents (78%) were said to be related to alcohol or
drug use by the perpetrator. Among spousal violence victims, about two-thirds (65%E) indicated that
their current or former spouse had been drinking during the violent incidents.

•

A weapon was present in close to one-quarter (24%E) of non-spousal violent incidents, and more than
one-third (36%) of violent incidents resulted in physical injuries.

•

The severity of spousal violence tends to increase with the number of incidents. About two-thirds (65%E)
of those who were victims of 10 or more incidents in the previous 5 years reported experiencing the most
severe forms of spousal violence. This compares to 28%E of those who suffered fewer than five incidents.

•

In 2009, 3 in 10 incidents in (30%) in the territories were reported to police services. This figure was
similar in the provinces, where 31% of incidents were reported to police services. Non-violent crimes in
the territories were more likely to be reported to police when there was a police detachment in the
community.

•

More than 9 in 10 residents of the territories reported being satisfied with their personal safety, a finding
that was similar for women (90%) and men (92%).

•

Overall, most residents in the territories had a positive opinion of their local police service. However,
Aboriginal people in the territories were somewhat more likely than non-Aboriginal people to report being
dissatisfied with police.

Statistics Canada—Catalogue no. 85-002-X
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Criminal victimization in the territories, 2009
by Samuel Perreault and Tina Hotton Mahony
The territories account for more than one-third of Canada’s total area, spanning the mainland north of the
60th parallel and west of Hudson Bay, as well as the arctic islands. The territories differ from one another in
many important respects, including their socio-demographic composition, local languages, cultures and
economies (Statistics Canada 2008; Martel and Caron-Malenfant 2007; de Léséleuc and Brzozowski 2006).
However, the territories share a number of challenges, including crime rates that are generally higher than in
the rest of Canada (Brennan and Dauvergne 2011; Charron et al. 2010; de Léséleuc and Brzozowski 2006).
According to police-reported statistics, rates of violent and property crime tend to be higher on average in
the three territories and the western provinces than in the eastern part of the country (Brennan and
Dauvergne 2011). However, police-based statistics are limited to those incidents that come to the attention
of legal authorities, leaving an important gap in our knowledge of unreported crime. Self-reported
victimization surveys have been used to help address this gap by providing some understanding of the
number and types of crimes, including those that may not have been reported to police.
In recent years, important gains have been made in the collection of self-reported victimization data in the
territories. In 2004, a pilot test was conducted to expand the General Social Survey (GSS) on Victimization to
include a sample of the population in Yukon, Northwest Territories and Nunavut. However, data collection in
the territories presents its challenges (see Data source section) which, in 2004 resulted in the sample being
representative of approximately 60% of the population in the territories. When Statistics Canada
administered the next cycle of the GSS on Victimization in 2009, personal interviews were conducted to
supplement the standard telephone interviews in the territories.1 Still, collection resulted in lower than
expected response rates in Nunavut. It should be noted that collection in Nunavut was limited to the 10
largest communities. As such, data for Nunavut is representative of Nunavut’s 10 largest communities only
and should be interpreted with caution.
Drawing on the 2009 GSS data, this Juristat article presents information on self-reported incidents of criminal
victimization, including spousal violence, in the three territories.2,3 Specifically, it examines the sociodemographic and economic characteristics of those who have been victimized, whether they choose to report
these incidents to police, and the use of victims’ services. The perceptions of crime and personal safety
among residents of the territories are also examined.

Assault most common crime reported in the territories
The GSS measures the extent and nature of eight different types of crime (see Text box 1). In particular, the
GSS collects data on three types of violent crimes (sexual assault, robbery and assault), four types of crimes
targeting households (break and enter, motor vehicle theft, theft of household property and vandalism) as
well as theft of personal property. Overall, about one-third (34%) of residents of the territories aged 15 and
over reported at least one criminal incident in the previous 12 months.
In the provinces, both self-reported (Perreault and Brennan 2010) and police-reported data (Brennan and
Dauvergne 2011) show that the vast majority of crimes in 2009 were non-violent in nature. The picture
drawn from self-reported data in the territories, however, is slightly different. These data show that nearly
half (46%) of all self-reported incidents in the territories in 2009 were violent,4 with assault being the most
common. Close to 17,700 violent incidents were reported, of which about 8,300 were assaults committed by
someone other than a spouse or partner and 3,600E were assaults committed by a spouse or partner (current
or former). The remaining violent incidents were sexual assaults or robberies (Table 1).
Although crimes that target households may not always be considered as serious as violent crimes, their
consequences can be extensive and affect all members of a household (Perreault and Brennan 2010). In
2009, about 13,400 crimes against households were reported in the territories. Among all household crimes,
theft of household property was the most common, with nearly 5,400 incidents, or 40% of self-reported
household incidents (Table 1). This was followed by vandalism (25%), break and enter (24%) and theft of
motor vehicles or their parts (10%E).
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Text box 1
Measuring and defining criminal victimization in the territories
Criminal victimization data in Canada are collected via the General Social Survey on Victimization, a sample
survey that is representative of the non-institutionalized population aged 15 years or over. In 2009, the
GSS on Victimization included both a provincial and a territorial component. While the questions were
generally the same, the sampling and collection methods used for each component were slightly different.
As such, provincial and territorial findings should be compared with caution. For the purpose of this report,
general trends were compared but no direct comparisons with numbers were made.
For similar reasons, data for the territories from the 2004 and 2009 cycles of the GSS should not be
directly compared (see section on Data source for further information). Also, compared to the provinces,
the 2009 sample and response rate in the territories were relatively small. As such, it was not always
possible to provide the same level of detail as for the provinces.
One of the major benefits of the GSS is that it captures information on criminal incidents that do not
necessarily come to the attention of police. Research has shown that, for a variety of reasons, people may
choose not to disclose their victimization experiences to formal authorities (Perreault and Brennan 2010;
Mihorean et al. 2001). At the same time, it is important to note that the GSS relies upon the willingness of
respondents to report incidents and to recall events accurately, and that these incidents may not have been
substantiated by the police.
Information collected by the GSS reflects Canadians’ personal victimization experiences of the following
eight offences:
Type of victimization
Type of
victimization

Description

Violent
victimization
Sexual assault

Forced sexual activity, an attempt at forced sexual activity, or unwanted sexual
touching, grabbing, kissing, or fondling.

Robbery

Theft or attempted theft in which the perpetrator had a weapon or there was
violence or the threat of violence against the victim.

Physical assault

An attack (victim hit, slapped, grabbed, knocked down, or beaten), a face-to-face
threat of physical harm, or an incident with a weapon present.

Non-violent
victimization
Household
victimization
Break and enter

Illegal entry or attempted entry into a residence or other building on the victim's
property.

Motor vehicle/parts Theft or attempted theft of a car, truck, van, motorcycle, moped or other vehicle or
theft
part of a motor vehicle.
Theft of household Theft or attempted theft of household property such as liquor, bicycles, electronic
property
equipment, tools or appliances.
Vandalism
Theft of personal
property

Wilful damage of personal or household property.
Theft or attempted theft of personal property such as money, credit cards,
clothing, jewellery, a purse or a wallet (unlike robbery, the perpetrator does not
confront the victim).

Statistics Canada—Catalogue no. 85-002-X
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Rates of victimization similar across the three territories
The extent of victimization can also be expressed as rates, which reflect the number of incidents per 1,000
population (or households). Rates are calculated by dividing the number of incidents that occurred in the
12 months preceding the survey by the total population (or number of households) and multiplying by 1,000.
The main advantage of rates is that they take into account situations where a person has been victimized
more than once and they allow comparisons to be made between different regions, time periods or subgroups that have different population sizes.
Rates of violent victimization and household victimization as measured by the GSS were generally similar
across the three territories. There was also little variation in the rates of victimization between the capital
cities of the three territories (Yellowknife, Whitehorse and Iqaluit) and other areas within the territories
(Table 2). For household victimization, however, the rate was slightly higher outside the capital cities (424
incidents per 1,000 households compared to 343 in the three capitals). This was particularly true for break
and enters, with a rate of 133 incidents per 1,000 households, compared to 91 for the territories overall.

Profile of violent incidents and their victims
A vast body of research has documented that individuals are not at equal risk of being the victim of a violent
crime. A number of factors have been found to be associated with the risk of criminal victimization, including
socio-demographic and lifestyle characteristics of the victim as well as the characteristics of the
neighbourhood where they reside (Perreault and Brennan 2010; Mihorean et al. 2001).

Violent victimization higher among single people and low-income residents
Overall, the rate of non-spousal violence, namely, violence that is committed by someone other than a
current or former spouse or partner, was 190 incidents per 1,000 population for the three territories.
According to findings from the 2009 GSS, while the risk of non-spousal violent victimization in the territories
was similar for men (201E) and women (178E), it was higher among those whose marital status was single as
well as among those with lower household incomes (Table 3).
More specifically, the rate of victimization among those who were single was 341E per 1,000 population, more
than three times higher than those who were married or living in a common-law relationship. Additionally,
residents of the territories whose annual household income was less than $30,000 had a victimization rate of
522E per 1,000 population, more than three times higher than people who reported earning more than
$30,000 (Table 3).
Previous research has also found victimization rates to be higher among Aboriginal people than nonAboriginal people (Perreault 2011; Brennan 2011). This was also true in the territories, where the violent
victimization rate among Aboriginal people (252) was higher than among non-Aboriginal people (145E)
(Table 3).5

Victims report the involvement of alcohol or drugs in most violent incidents
How and where people spend their time can also impact the risk of victimization. For example, previous
studies have shown the highest violent victimization rates to be among people who frequently go out at
night, use drugs, or consume five or more alcoholic drinks in one sitting (Perreault and Brennan 2010,
Mihorean et al. 2001).
According to self-reported information from victims of violent crimes in the territories, more than threequarters of incidents (78%) were said to be related to alcohol or drug use by the perpetrator (Table 4). This
proportion was slightly higher among male victims (89%).6
In addition, alcohol or drug use by victims was found to be a risk factor of violent victimization in the
territories. The rate of violent victimization among residents of the territories who drank five or more drinks
in one sitting on at least four occasions in the previous month (414E) was almost four times higher than the
rate for those who had not done so (106E). The situation was similar for those who said they had used drugs
(regularly or occasionally), with rates of violent victimization four times higher than those who had not used
drugs (461E and 112 respectively) (Table 3).
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Another factor previously found to be associated with higher rates of violent victimization is participation in
evening activities outside the home (Perreault and Brennan 2010). This finding held true in the territories,
where the rate of violent victimization among those who reported at least 45 evening activities per month
was more than double what it was among those who reported less than 20 such activities (334 and 138E
respectively) (Table 3). This was particularly true for those who, as part of their evening activities, reported
going to bars at least once a week. These people reported being victimized at a rate of 335E incidents per
1,000, compared with 169E for those who said they went to bars less than once a week.7

Victimization lower among people who report a strong sense of belonging to their
neighbourhood
GSS respondents were asked a series of questions about their sense of belonging to their community. A
strong sense of belonging can, among other things, reflect a high level of social cohesion in the
neighbourhood which, in turn, can help to prevent crime (Savoie et al. 2006; Jacob 2006; Sampson and
Raudenbush 2004; Morenoff et al. 2001). As well, residents of the territories were asked to indicate whether
they perceived certain issues (e.g. noisy neighbours, vandalism) to be a problem in their neighbourhood.
Residents of the territories who said they had a strong sense of belonging to their local community were
about three times less likely than those who said their sense of belonging was weak to report having been
violently victimized (387E versus 135 per 1,000 population). In addition, the violent victimization rate among
those who felt they could trust their neighbours “a lot” was about three times lower than the rate for those
who felt they could more or less trust people in their neighbourhood (89E versus 321E per 1,000 population)
(Table 5).
On the other hand, residents of the territories who felt that there were problems associated with alcohol and
drug use in their neighbourhood were more likely to report having been the victim of a violent crime. More
precisely, the violent victimization rate for those who reported people being drunk or rowdy in public as a
problem was four times higher than the rate for those who did not perceive such problems in their
neighbourhood (400E compared with 94E per 1,000). Similarly, the violent victimization rate was 346E per
1,000 for those who perceived problems related to people using or selling drugs in their neighbourhood,
nearly three times higher than the rate for those who did not believe this issue was a big problem (Table 5).
The violent victimization rate was also higher among those who reported problems with noisy neighbours and
loud parties (487E), people hanging around on the streets (470E) and vandalism (336E). In comparison, the
violent victimization rate among those who did not perceive such problems in their neighbourhood was 161
per 1,000 population or lower (Table 5).

Most violent incidents do not involve weapons and do not result in physical injuries
The severity of violence can be measured in a number of different ways, including the presence of weapons,
whether the victim suffered physical injuries and/or required medical attention, as well as short- and longterm emotional and psychological effects.
According to the 2009 GSS results for the territories, a weapon was present in close to one-quarter (24%E) of
all violent incidents, and more than one-third (36%) of violent incidents resulted in physical injuries
(Table 4). Although most violent incidents did not result in physical injuries, most victims (73%) reported
having experienced emotional or psychological effects as a result of the incident. Anger was the most
common consequence of a violent victimization, having been reported in 35% of such incidents.

Victims of violence generally know their perpetrator
Many studies associate the overall fear of crime with a fear of being assaulted by a stranger (Scott 2003;
Janhevich 1998; Lewis and Salem 1986). However, both self-reported and police-reported data have
consistently shown that most victims know their perpetrator (Hotton Mahony 2011; Perreault and Brennan
2010; Dauvergne 2010; Janhevich 1998). According to the 2009 GSS results, the same pattern was
observed in the territories, with two-thirds (66%E) of victims of non-spousal violent crime having known their
perpetrator in some way (e.g. friend, acquaintance, family member) (Table 4).

Statistics Canada—Catalogue no. 85-002-X
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Text box 2
Police-reported crime in the territories
A complementary source of information on crime in Canada can be drawn from police-reported data as
collected by the Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Survey. The UCR Survey is an annual census of all
Criminal Code incidents that have come to the attention of, and have been substantiated by, police
services. The UCR Survey allows changes in crime to be tracked over time and is a key source of
information on criminal incidents that proceed to formal charges with possible entry into the court and
correctional systems.
Data from the UCR Survey can be used to calculate two measures of crime: the traditional crime rate and
the Crime Severity Index (CSI). The crime rate measures the volume of crime while the CSI measures
the seriousness of crime (for further information, see Brennan and Dauvergne 2011).
Police-reported data from the 2010 UCR Survey show that crime rates and crime severity were higher in
the northern part of the country, particularly the Northwest Territories and Nunavut, relative to the rest of
Canada (Brennan and Dauvergne 2011). More specifically, overall CSI values in the Northwest Territories
and Nunavut were more than double those in Saskatchewan, the province with the highest CSI value.
While the CSI value in Yukon was the lowest of the three territories, it remained higher in comparison to
all the provinces. The disparity in the violent CSI value between the provinces and the territories was even
greater (Chart 2). For example, the violent CSI value in the Northwest Territories was three times higher
than the value in Manitoba, the province with the highest violent CSI value. This finding has been
consistent for more than a decade.

Chart 1
Police-reported crime severity indexes, by province and territory, 2010

Source: Statistics Canada, Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics, Uniform Crime Reporting Survey.
End of text box 2.
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Spousal violence
Unlike most violent crimes, spousal violence is often part of a pattern of ongoing abuse (Northwest
Territories Health and Social Services 2011, CRCVC 2011, INSPQ 2011). As such, incident characteristics,
risk factors and consequences for the victims may differ with the type of violence (Otto and Douglas 2010,
Appleford 1989). While previous sections focused on violent incidents committed by someone other than a
spouse or common-law partner (current or former), this section focuses on spousal violence.
Research and policy regarding spousal violence have grown tremendously over the past three decades. Until
2004, much of the knowledge of spousal violence in the territories was solely based on official police
statistics, which showed rates of spousal violence in the territories to be generally higher than the Canadian
average (Johnson 2006). Research based on the 2004 GSS on victimization in the territories also reported
higher rates of spousal violence in the territories than in the provinces (de Léséleuc and Brzozowski 2006,
Johnson 2006).

Text box 3
Measuring spousal violence in the territories through the GSS
Through the 2009 GSS on Victimization, respondents who were married or living in a common-law
relationship at the time of the survey, or had contact with their ex-partner (spouse or common-law) within
the previous five years, were asked a series of questions about their experiences with spousal violence in
the past 12 months as well as in the past five years.
The questions measure both physical and sexual violence, as defined by the Criminal Code, that could be
acted upon by the police. This includes acts such as being threatened with violence, being pushed,
grabbed, shoved, slapped, kicked, bit, hit, beaten, choked, threatened with a gun or knife or forced into
sexual activity. Respondents were also asked about emotional and financial abuse they had experienced at
the hands of a current or ex-partner. While emotional and financial abuse is not used to calculate the
overall proportion of spousal violence victims, information about these forms of abuse helps to create a
better understanding of the context in which physical and sexual violence may occur.
It is important to note that these data may undercount the number of victims of spousal violence. For
instance, for a variety of reasons victims may be reluctant to report such incidents to interviewers. Also,
some victims who may be at particular risk of violent victimization by a spouse may not be included in the
scope of the survey, namely those residing in an institution, such as a shelter or hospital.

Residents of Yukon report lower levels of spousal violence than those in the Northwest
Territories and Nunavut
In 2009, 4%E of residents of the territories with a current or former spouse or partner reported at least one
incident of spousal violence in the previous 12 months, for a total of about 3,700E incidents (Table 1). To
gain a better picture of spousal violence, respondents were also asked about spousal violence that occurred
in the five years preceding the survey. Because of small sample size, this report focuses on spousal violence
that occurred in the previous five years.
Overall, 1 in 10 (10%) residents of the territories who had a spouse/partner or who had contact with an exspouse/partner reported being the victim of spousal violence in the previous five-year period (Chart 2). This
proportion, however, was not consistent across the three territories, with Yukon having the lowest proportion
of spousal violence, at 6%E. This was about half the proportion observed in the Northwest Territories (12%)
and Nunavut (14%E) (Chart 2). Compared to the other territories, the population in Yukon, who was married
or living in a common-law relationship at the time of the survey, or had contact with an ex-partner (spouse
or common-law) within the previous five years, included lower proportions of some population groups who
tend to report higher proportions of spousal violence, namely young adults and Aboriginal people.

Statistics Canada—Catalogue no. 85-002-X
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Chart 2
Self-reported spousal violence in the preceding 5 years, by territory, 2009

E

use with caution
Note: Percentages are based upon persons who had a spouse/partner or had a contact with an ex spouse/partner in the 5 years
preceding the survey.
Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 2009.

Spousal violence more common among young adults, Aboriginal people and low-income
residents
Results from the 2009 GSS showed certain socio-demographic factors to be associated with the risk of
spousal violence in the territories. For example, as seen with non-spousal violence, having a household
income below $30,000 was associated with a higher proportion of spousal violence. Residents of the
territories living in a household in that income group were about five times more likely to report spousal
violence in the past 5 years than those earning $100,000 or more (25%E compared with 5%E). Similarly,
those without a high school diploma and those whose main activity was not working at a paid job were also
more likely to report spousal violence (Table 6).
These results differ from GSS results observed in the provinces, where these characteristics were found to
have little impact on the risk of experiencing spousal violence (Brennan 2011, Johnson 2006, Gannon and
Mihorean 2005). However, similar to provincial findings, higher proportions of spousal violence were found
among younger residents and among Aboriginal people. Among those aged 15 to 34 who had a spouse or
partner (current or former) in the previous five years, 1 in 5 (20%E) reported having experienced spousal
violence. This compares to about 1 in 20 (5%E) among those aged 45 to 54. Similarly, 17% of Aboriginal
people were victims of spousal violence in the past 5 years, compared with 6%E of non-Aboriginal people
(Table 6).

Similar proportions of spousal violence among men and women in the territories
Previous studies indicate that males and females are at similar risk of experiencing spousal violence (Brennan
2010, Gannon and Mihorean 2005, Statistics Canada 2001). According to results from the 2009 GSS, this is
also the case in the territories, where 10% of both men and women reported having experienced spousal
violence in the previous five years (Table 6).
In the provinces, it was found that although the proportions of both sexes who were victims of spousal
violence were similar, women were more likely to suffer the most severe types of spousal violence (Brennan
and Dauvergne 2011).8 In the territories, more than three-quarters (78%) of those who suffered the most
severe forms of spousal violence were females.
12
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Previous research suggests that while the prevalence of spousal violence may be similar for men and women,
the consequences of violence are generally greater for women (Brennan 2011). In the territories, about onehalf of female victims (51%E) said they had feared for their lives as a result of the violence by their spouse,
while most male victims (92%) did not. However, due to the relatively small sample size in the territories, it
was not possible to determine if there was a statistically significant difference between the proportions of
men and women who reported sustaining injuries.

Most spouses or partners were drinking during incidents of spousal violence
Alcohol and drug use were often involved in situations of spousal violence in the territories. More specifically,
more than two-thirds (65%E) of victims indicated that their current or former spouse had been drinking
during the violent incidents (Table 7).
GSS respondents were also asked about their own alcohol and drug use. Heavy drinking and drug use were
found to be associated with higher proportions of spousal violence victimization. One-quarter (25%E) of those
who reported using drugs (regularly or occasionally) and over 1 in 5 (22%) of those who reported that they
had five or more drinks in one sitting at least once in the previous month also reported having been the
victim of spousal violence. In comparison, these proportions were 8% and 5% respectively among those who
did not report such behaviours (Table 6).
In addition, the GSS asked all respondents, regardless of whether they had been a victim or not, about the
monthly alcohol and drug use of their current spouse or partner. Over 1 in 10 (12%E) people whose current
spouse or partner had 5 drinks or more in one sitting on at least one occasion in the month preceding the
survey reported suffering violence at the hands of that spouse. This proportion rose to 17%E when both
partners had drunk heavily on at least one occasion during that month, but was relatively low (4%E) among
couples who reported no heavy drinking. Violence was also more common among those whose partners used
drugs (occasionally or regularly) (24%E) compared with those who never used drugs (4%E).

Severity of spousal violence tends to increase with the frequency of incidents
Spousal violence often follows a pattern of on-going abuse (Northwest Territories Health and Social Services
2011, CRCVC 2011, INSPQ 2011). According to 2009 GSS results in the territories, close to one-half of
victims (45%) in the territories reported multiple incidents of physical or sexual violence by a current or
former spouse in the previous five years. In addition, about three-quarters (77%) of all victims of spousal
violence also reported psychological or financial abuse (Table 7). This compares to 14% among those who
did not experience spousal violence in the past five years.
The severity of spousal violence tends to increase with the number of incidents. About two-thirds (65%E) of
those who were victims of 10 or more incidents reported experiencing the most severe forms of spousal
violence.9 In comparison, this was the case for about one-third (28%E) of people who had been victims of
four or fewer incidents.

About 4 in 10 spousal violence victims suffered injuries
Spousal violence can have far-reaching health consequences, including physical injury and psychological
distress (Brennan 2010). According to the GSS, 42% of residents of the territories who experienced spousal
violence in the five years preceding the survey reported that they had sustained an injury, of which 31%E
required medical attention. Similarly, about one-quarter (26%E) of victims found it difficult to carry out their
everyday activities as a result of the violence.
Many emotional consequences were also associated with spousal violence. The most common was feeling
angry (30%E), followed by feeling hurt or disappointed (15%E), and having depression or anxiety attacks
(15%E). Moreover, 4 in 10 spousal violence victims (39%E) with children in the household reported that their
children had witnessed the violence (Table 7).
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Profile of household incidents and their victims
Previous studies show that some households are more at risk of being the victim of a household crime
(Perreault and Brennan 2010; Gannon and Mihorean 2005). This risk is related to several factors such as
socio-economic characteristics of households and neighbourhood characteristics. The GSS collects
information on many of these factors.

Household victimization rates higher among those reporting social disorder in their
neighbourhood
Overall, the rate of household victimization in the territories, which includes break and enter, motor vehicle
theft, theft of household property and vandalism, was 379 incidents per 1,000 households in 2009 (Table 1).
This rate differed depending on some neighbourhood characteristics. Those who reported signs of social
disorder in their neighbourhood were more likely to report that their household had been victimized. For
example, higher rates were found among those who reported problems with noisy neighbours and loud
parties (657 per 1,000), people hanging around on the streets (608) or people using or selling drugs (523)
(Table 8).
Other neighbourhood characteristics were also found to be associated with lower rates of household
victimization. In particular, the household victimization rate was lower among those who believed their
neighbours were likely to call the police if they witnessed what seemed like criminal behaviour in the
neighbourhood—352 compared with 595 among those who said their neighbours were unlikely to call the
police (Table 8). Outside capital cities, it was also found that those who perceived their neighbourhood to be
a place where neighbours help each other were less likely to report being the victim of a household crime, at
379 incidents per 1,000 compared with 841E among those who did not share this opinion.

Households of three or more people at greater risk of being victimized
GSS results from the provinces have shown that larger households and those with higher incomes tend to
have higher victimization rates (Perreault and Brennan 2010). A household’s size and income can be
indicators of the quantity and value of the goods it possesses, and as such, its attractiveness for potential
offenders (Perreault and Brennan 2010). In the territories, households with three or more members were
more likely than smaller households to report having been the victim of a household crime, with a rate of 462
incidents per 1,000 households, compared with 303 for households with one member (Table 9).
However, unlike the findings at the provincial level, in the territories there was no difference in the rates of
household victimization associated with income (Table 9). The only exception was with break and enter,
which was higher among households with incomes lower than $60,000 (157E per 1,000 households) than
those with incomes of $60,000 and over (63E per 1,000 households).
In the provinces, it was also found that those who had recently moved to an area were more at risk of being
victimized (Perreault and Brennan 2010). Nevertheless, self-reported data show the opposite to be true in
the territories, with a rate of 453 among those who had lived in their dwelling for at least five years,
compared with 289 among those who had lived in their dwelling less than five years (Table 9).

More than one-half of household crimes resulted in losses of $200 or more
Although crimes that target households may not always be considered as serious as violent crimes, they
often result in financial loss to victims. In 2009, more than one-half (54%) of incidents in the territories
caused losses of $200 or more for the victims, almost all of whom (96%) did not obtain any reimbursement
through insurance or any other compensation. The proportion of incidents resulting in losses of $200 or more
was lower in Yukon (38%) than in the Northwest Territories (62%) and Nunavut (71%).
In addition to financial losses, in close to one-quarter (24%) of household incidents, the victim took some
time off from their everyday activities as a result of the incident. Emotional consequences were also reported
by many victims of a household crime. The most common emotional reactions were feeling angry (39% of
incidents) and feeling upset, frustrated or confused (17%E). In contrast, less than 1 in 5 incidents (18%E)
were reported as not affecting victims much.
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Reporting victimizations to police
The decision to contact police in response to victimization is personal and often involves weighing many
factors. In some cases, victims may not perceive the incident to be serious enough to warrant the attention
of police authorities. Other victims of household or property theft may choose not to involve the police unless
the monetary value is high enough to pursue an insurance claim.

Household and violent crimes in the territories equally likely to be reported to police
In the GSS, respondents who identified being a victim of crime10 in the past 12 months were asked whether
or not the incident came to the attention of police. In 2009, 3 in 10 incidents in (30%) in the territories were
reported to police authorities. This figure was similar in the provinces, where 31% of incidents were reported
to police services (Perreault and Brennan 2010). In the territories, violent incidents11 (32%), household
crimes (30%), and incidents of theft of personal property (27%E) were equally likely to be reported to police
(Table 10).12 However, non-violent crimes in the territories were more likely to be reported to police when
there was a police detachment in the community compared with those without a local police presence (36%
and 16%E respectively).
Among the individual offences, the sample size was not large enough to report the number of robberies,
sexual assaults or motor vehicle/parts theft that were reported to police (See “data limitations” for more
information). Among other crimes, 42% of incidents of vandalism were reported to police, followed by break
and enter (31%E) and theft of household property (18%E). In addition, approximately 39%E of physical
assaults were reported to police (Table 10). In the majority (71%) of incidents reported to police, it was the
victim who reported the incident.
Among victims of violent crime who did not report the incident to police, most indicated that they chose to
deal with the incident in some other way (61%). Many others specified that they did not think the incident
was important enough to warrant contacting the police (53%E), did not want police involved (51%E), and/or
felt that it was a personal matter that did not concern police (48%E). For victims of household crime, the two
most common explanations for not reporting to police were that the police could not do anything about the
incident (66%) and the incident was not important enough to the victim (60%).

More than one-half of spousal violence victims reported that police found out about the
violence
Victims of spousal violence in the past five years were asked whether or not the police had found out about
the violence.13 The 2009 GSS data for the territories show that about half (51%) of victims of spousal
violence in the past five years had contact with police as a result of the violence. This was higher than the
rate of police contact in the provinces (22%) in 2009 (Brennan 2011). Previous research from 2004 also
showed higher rates of police contact among victims of spousal violence in the territories than in the
provinces (Johnson 2006).
The higher prevalence of victims in contact with police services among victims of spousal violence in the
territories relative to the provinces may reflect a number of factors, including the availability of police as a
local resource. In 2009, the concentration of police per capita ranged from 350 to 462 per 100,000
population in the territories, compared with 220 or less in the provinces (Burczycka 2010).
Among victims who had contact with police as a result of spousal violence in the past five years, just over
half (52%E) personally reported the violence to police. Among Aboriginal victims of spousal violence in the
territories, 69% had contact with police as a result of the violence. When asked what factors victims of
spousal violence took into consideration in their decision to contact police services, stopping the
violence/receiving protection was the most commonly cited reason.
Victims of spousal violence who reported the violence to police were asked what actions police took in
response to the incident. In most instances, victims indicated that the police visited the scene (86%),
conducted an investigation or made a report (81%), gave a warning to the accused (78%), and/or took the
accused away (53%E).14 For those victims who had contact with police as a result of the violence, 7 in 10
(71%) reported being satisfied with the police response.
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Assistance from formal and informal support systems
Previous studies show that victims often rely on the support of a variety of formal and informal support
systems to help them cope with their victimization (AuCoin and Beauchamp 2007). That said, providing
support services to victims of crime can be particularly challenging in the vast and thinly populated territories
in northern Canada (Johnson 2006). In the three territories, formal support systems, such as victim crisis
centres, counselling services, shelters, and other community-based services, were used by about 1 in 3
(28%E) victims of spousal violence.
According to results of the 2009/2010 Transition Home Survey,15 the number of women admitted to shelters
for reasons of abuse was higher than the national average in the territories. According to a snapshot of
shelter use on April 15, 2010, the rate of shelter use was highest in Nunavut (350 per 100,000 population),
followed by Yukon (85) and Northwest Territories (58). In contrast, the national average was 25 per 100,000
population (Burczycka 2010).
Victims of spousal violence, like those who experienced other types of crime,16 were most likely to turn to
informal support systems. More than one-half of spousal violence victims turned to a family member (58%)
and/or a friend or neighbour (55%) for support or guidance. Overall, female victims of spousal violence were
more likely than male victims to talk to someone about the violence (88% and 58%E, respectively).

Perceptions of personal safety and neighbourhood crime
Vast majority of residents satisfied with their personal safety from crime
The 2009 GSS found that most residents of the provinces were satisfied with their personal safety from crime
(Perreault and Brennan 2010), a finding that held true in the territories. Overall, more than 9 in 10 residents
of the territories reported being satisfied with their personal safety, a finding that was similar for females
(90%) and males (92%) (Table 11).
When asked about engaging in specific activities, such as walking alone after dark and being home alone in
the evening or night, females were more likely than males to express concern. For example, only 33% of
females reported feeling very safe walking alone after dark, compared with 58% of males (Table 11). These
differences were observed in both the Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal populations, and in each of the three
territories. These findings are consistent with previous research that has shown a greater fear of crime
among women, which some have attributed to their specific feelings of vulnerability to sexual violence
(Dobbs et al. 2009, Lane et al. 2009, Ferraro 1995).
A slightly higher proportion of Nunavut (9%) and Yukon (9%E) residents reported feeling dissatisfied with
their safety from crime than residents of the Northwest Territories (4%) (Table 11). Aboriginal people were
somewhat less likely than non-Aboriginal people to report feeling very satisfied with their personal safety
(43% compared with 55%).

Majority of residents of the territories believed crime in their neighbourhood was lower than
elsewhere in Canada
When asked how they thought the level of crime in their neighbourhood compared with other neighbourhoods
in Canada, most residents of the territories perceived it to be lower (56%) or the same (27%). About 13%
thought crime was higher in their neighbourhood than elsewhere in Canada, with non-Aboriginal people being
more likely than Aboriginal people to perceive higher neighbourhood crime levels (15% and 9%E respectively).
There were small differences in the perception of neighbourhood crime between the territories. For example,
residents of Nunavut (47%) were somewhat less likely than residents of the Northwest Territories (61%) and
Yukon (56%) to think crime was lower in their neighbourhood than elsewhere in Canada (Table 11).
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Signs of physical and social disorder in the neighbourhood reported by residents
Respondents of the GSS were asked a series of questions about the extent of physical and social disorder17 in
their neighbourhood. Signs of physical disorder, such as litter on the streets or vandalism may reflect that
the neighbourhood is uncared for and/or lacks surveillance (Keown 2008). Similarly, signs of social disorder,
such as public drinking, drug use, and loitering may cause some residents to feel uneasy with their personal
safety from crime. If these concerns proliferate over time, residents may have a lower sense of attachment
to their communities, alter their behaviour, or move away (Keown 2008).
Among the nine types of physical and social disorder measured by the GSS, the most commonly identified
included: drunk or rowdy people in public places (31%), people using or dealing drugs (30%), garbage and
litter lying around (20%), vandalism, graffiti and other deliberate damage to property of vehicles (17%)
(Chart 3).

Chart 3
Self-reported perceptions of neighbourhood social and physical disorder, Canada's territories,
2009

E

use with caution
Note: The categories "Don't know" and "Not stated" are included in the calculation of percentages.
Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 2009.

Overall perceptions of neighbourhood physical and social disorder were generally similar across the
territories; however, there were a few exceptions. For example, Nunavut residents were two times more
likely to report a problem with garbage/litter (32%) than residents of Yukon (16%) and the Northwest
Territories (18%). On the other hand, residents of the Northwest Territories (11%) were more likely to report
a problem with noisy neighbours than Nunavut residents (6%E).
Previous research suggests that residents of urban areas, particularly those close to the city centre, and
those living in areas with high-density housing, are more likely to perceive disorder in their neighbourhoods
(Keown 2008). In the territories, residents living in the capital cities of Whitehorse, Yellowknife and Iqaluit
were more likely than people living in other areas to report a problem with people sleeping on the streets
(10%E compared with 4%E). On the other hand, a slightly lower proportion of those living in the capitals
reported a problem with noisy neighbours (7% versus 12%) or a problem with people using or dealing drugs
in the neighbourhood (25% versus 34%).
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Territorial residents who perceived physical and social disorder to be a problem in their area were also more
likely to report a series of other concerns including high local crime relative to other neighbourhoods in
Canada, overall dissatisfaction with their personal safety, fear of becoming a victim of crime, and a low sense
of belonging to their community. For example, the proportion of residents who thought crime was higher in
their neighbourhood than in other neighbourhoods in Canada was four times higher among those who
reported neighbourhood problems with public drug use and drunkenness (27% and 29%) than those who did
not (6%E and 5% respectively) (Table 12).
Residents who reported a problem with noisy neighbours or loud parties were two times more likely to report
feeling a low sense of belonging to their local community (30%E) than those who did not identify these as
local problems (15%). Similarly, residents who thought that there was a problem with graffiti or other
deliberate damage to their neighbourhoods were more likely to report low community belonging (26%E
compared with 14%).

Perceptions of the criminal justice system
As part of the 2009 GSS, respondents were asked a series of questions about how well they thought their
local police, criminal courts, prison and parole systems were doing in a number of areas. This information
may be of particular interest to criminal justice practitioners and policy makers, as it can help inform
decisions on training, resource allocation, and the need for public outreach and education.

Most residents of the territories thought their local police were doing a good job
Overall, most residents of the provinces had a positive opinion of their local police service (Statistics Canada
2011), and this was also true in the territories. More than three-quarters of residents of the territories thought
that their local police were doing a good or average job in all categories. Overall, people were most critical of
police efforts in supplying crime prevention information, treating people fairly, and responding promptly to
calls. Perceptions of police were generally similar across the three territories (Table 13).
Consistent with research in the provinces (Perreault 2011), Aboriginal people in the territories were somewhat
more likely than non-Aboriginal people to report being dissatisfied with police. For example, Aboriginal people
were less likely than non-Aboriginal people to indicate that the local police were doing a good or average job
of supplying information on reducing crime (63% versus 84%), of responding promptly to calls (66% versus
80%), and of treating victims fairly (72% versus 83%).

Residents who had contact with police in the past year were somewhat more critical of police
According to GSS data, close to one-half of residents of the territories (44%) were in contact with police in
the previous 12 months. The most common reasons for police contact included attending a public information
session (14%), as a witness of crime (11%), for a traffic violation (8%) or as a victim of crime (8%)
(Chart 4).18
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Chart 4
Self-reported contact with police, Canada's territories, 2009

E

use with caution
1. Includes contact with police for work, an accident or other reasons unspecified.
Note: The categories "Don't know" and "Not stated" are included in the calculation of percentages. Totals will not add to 100%
due to multiple responses.
Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 2009.

Previous experiences with the criminal justice system may shape a person’s opinion of how well the system is
operating (AuCoin and Beauchamp 2007). Past research suggests that victims of crime, particularly violent
crime, are more likely than non-victims to report dissatisfaction with police (AuCoin and Beauchamp 2007).
Residents of the territories who had contact with police19 in the past year were somewhat more likely than
non-victims to report that the police were doing a poor job in particular tasks, such as enforcing the law
(13% versus 8%E) and treating people fairly (19% versus 12%).

Residents of the territories more critical of the courts and correctional systems than the police
As in the provinces (Statistics Canada 2011), residents of the territories were more critical of the courts than
of their local police service. While most thought the courts were doing a good (42%) or average job (37%)
ensuring a fair trial for the accused, close to one-third (31%) believed they were doing a poor job providing
justice quickly and one-quarter (25%) thought they were doing a poor job helping victims. Perceptions of the
courts were generally similar across the three territories, with only a few exceptions. For example, residents
of Nunavut were more likely to report the courts were doing a good job of helping the victim than Yukon
residents (37% versus 20%) (Table 13).
Similar to those who had previous contact with police, respondents who had contact with the courts at some
point in their lives were slightly more critical of the courts than those without a personal experience with the
courts. For example, people who had contact with the courts were more likely to indicate that the courts
were doing a poor job providing justice quickly and helping victims (44% and 33% respectively) than those
who had no contact with the court system (23% and 20% respectively).
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Victims of crime generally receptive to victim-offender reconciliation programs
In the 2009 GSS, victims of crime in the Northwest Territories and Nunavut20 were asked how willing they
would be to participate in a program where the victim and the offender meet to discuss a fair resolution to
the crime. Most victims of crime were interested in participating in a victim-offender reconciliation program.
There were no differences between Northwest Territories and Nunavut, with 53% of crime victims reporting
interest in a reconciliation program in both territories. Approximately one-half of all victims of non-spousal
violent crime (50%) and household crime (48%) reported being interested in participating in a reconciliation
program. The proportion was even higher for victims of theft of personal property (63%). A similar proportion
of Aboriginal (53%) and non-Aboriginal (51%) victims reported some interest in reconciliation.

Summary
In 2009, 34% of residents of the territories reported having been the victim of at least one criminal incident
in the 12 months preceding the survey, with assault being the most common offence. Victimization rates
were usually similar in the three territories, with the exception of spousal violence, which was lower in Yukon.
Single people and low-income residents were more likely than their counterparts to report having been the
victim of a violent incident. Also, young adults and Aboriginal people were more likely to have been the
victim of spousal violence in the previous five years. Most victims of a violent incident in the territories said
they knew their perpetrator and that the incident could be related to their alcohol or drug use. Most incidents
were not reported to police, with 30% of both violent crimes (non-spousal) and household crimes having
been reported. About one-half of all victims of spousal violence said the police had been contacted at least
once.
Despite higher victimization rates compared with the provinces and relatively high proportions of residents
reporting signs of social disorder in their neighbourhood, such as people using or selling drugs, most
residents of the territories reported being satisfied with their personal safety from crime. Moreover, close to 9
in 10 (88%) residents of the territories believed the police were doing an average or good job in ensuring the
safety of citizens.

Data source
Methodology
In 2009, Statistics Canada conducted the victimization cycle of the General Social Survey for the fifth time.
Previous cycles were conducted in 1988, 1993, 1999 and 2004. The objectives of the survey are to provide
estimates of Canadians’ personal experiences of eight offence types, examine risk factors associated with
victimization, examine reporting rates to police, measure the nature and extent of spousal violence, measure
fear of crime and examine public perceptions of crime and the criminal justice system.
The 1999 and 2004 GSS also included a test collection of telephone survey data in the territories. The 2009
survey on victimization was also conducted in Yukon, Northwest Territories and Nunavut using a different
sampling design.
Sampling
The target population included all persons 15 years and older in the three territories, excluding full-time
residents of institutions. The sample for the victimization survey in the territories was drawn from an area
frame of households which had completed the 2007-2008 Canadian Community Health Survey (CCHS) or the
2007-2009 Labour Force Survey (LFS). The sample unit was the dwelling. The communities covered
represent over 90% of the population aged 15 and over in the Yukon and Northwest Territories. In Nunavut,
the 10 largest communities eligible for sampling cover about 70% of the target population (these include
Iqaluit, Rankin Inlet, Cambridge Bay, Kugluktuk, Baker Lake, Arviat, Pangnirtung, Cape Dorset, Igloolik and
Pond Inlet).
Once a household was contacted an individual 15 years or older was randomly selected to respond to the
survey. Respondents were interviewed in the official language of their choice (those who could not speak
English or French were considered as non-response). The sample in 2009 was approximately 1,094
respondents, a slightly smaller sample than in 2004 (1,290).
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Data collection
Data collection took place from September to December 2009 inclusively.
The method of collection was a mixture of telephone (CATI) and personal interviews (CAPI). All cases started
as CATI at the regional office and could be transferred to a CAPI-interviewer depending on the community
and collection constraints. It should be noted that some cases could be assigned to CAPI for the purpose of
contacting the household, but the interview was completed by CATI. A typical interview lasted approximately
45 minutes.
Response rates
Of the 2,235 households selected for the 2009 GSS sample in the territories, 1,094 usable responses were
obtained. This represents a response rate of 50.7% overall (54.4% in Yukon, 54.7% in Northwest Territories
and 38.7% in Nunavut’s 10 largest communities). Types of non-response included respondents who refused
to participate, could not be reached, or could not speak English or French. Respondents in the sample were
weighted so that their responses represent the non-institutionalized populations in Yukon and Northwest
Territories aged 15 years or over. The estimates from Nunavut are weighted to the population aged 15 years
and over in the 10 largest communities.
Compared with other areas in Canada, conducting surveys in the territories poses unique challenges,
including incomplete telephone service, language difficulties, high population mobility and the remoteness of
many communities. Collection in Nunavut’s 10 largest communities was especially challenging and resulted in
undercoverage of the Inuit population and lower response rates than those in Yukon and the Northwest
Territories. Results from Nunavut, therefore, should be used with caution.
Data limitations
As with any household survey, there are some data limitations. The results are based on a sample and are
therefore subject to sampling error. Somewhat different results might have been obtained if the entire
population had been surveyed. This Juristat uses the coefficient of variation (CV) as a measure of the
sampling error. Any estimate that has a high CV (over 33.3%) has not been published because the estimate
is too unreliable. In these cases, the symbol ‘F’ is used in place of an estimate in the figures and data tables.
An estimate that has a CV between 16.6% and 33.3% should be used with caution and the symbol ‘E’ is
referenced with the estimate. Unless otherwise stated, statistically significant differences were determined
using 95% confidence intervals. Using the 2009 GSS sample design and sample size in the territories, an
estimate of a given proportion of the total population, expressed as a percentage is expected to be within 4.1
percentage points of the true proportion 19 times out of 20.
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Notes
E

use with caution

1. Because a different mode of data collection was used in the territories in 2009, comparisons to results
from the provinces should be made with caution. Results from 2004 for the territories should not be
compared to 2009 results.
2. Due to small sample sizes, it was necessary to combine data from the territories in some sections of this
article.
3. Unless otherwise stated, differences presented in this reported are statistically significant at p<0.05.
4. Includes incidents of sexual assault and assault committed by a spouse or partner (current or former);
and incidents of sexual assault, robbery and assault committed by someone other than a spouse or
partner. Subsequently, spousal and non-spousal violence will be analyzed separately (see Spousal
violence section for more details).
5. Difference was significant at p<0.1 but not p<0.05.
6. Difference was significant at p<0.1 but not p<0.05.
7. Difference was significant at p<0.1 but not p<0.05.
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8. Includes forced into sexual activity, threatened/used gun or knife, choked and/or beaten.
9. Includes forced into sexual activity, threatened/used gun or knife, choked and/or beaten.
10. Excludes spousal physical and sexual assault.
11. Includes non-spousal assault, sexual assault and robbery.
12. There were no statistically significant differences in the proportions of victimization incidents reported to
police in the Northwest Territories (34%) than in Nunavut (29%) or Yukon (27%E).
13. Victims who indicated they were in contact with police as result of violence that occurred in the past 5
years were then asked if the police learned about the violence from the respondent or some other way
14. The sample size was not large enough to report the number of cases in which the spouse was arrested or
charged by police.
15. The Transition Home Survey (THS) is conducted every two years and collects information on the
characteristics of all residential services for abused women and their children during the previous 12
months of operation. In addition, the THS collects information on selected characteristics for the women
residing in these shelters on a specified ‘snapshot’ day.
16. Among victims of non-spousal violent crimes and household crimes, more than one-half of victims turned
to a family member for support (62%) and/or talked to a friend or neighbour (55%).
17. Perceptions of neighbourhood disorder, like perceptions of neighbourhood crime, capture respondents’
beliefs that incivilities or crime in their local communities have moved beyond what is deemed acceptable
or normal. These are subjective measures that are contingent on many factors, including individual
personality and typical local patterns of behaviour (Keown 2008; Innes 2000; Sampson and Raudenbush
2004). For example, certain types of behaviours such as “hanging out” and hearing “loud music” may be
ordinary occurrences in central urban areas at certain points in the day, but may be unusual in suburban
or rural areas. These “thresholds” will vary from person to person, and neighbourhood to neighbourhood,
but what is measured in this context is whether or not the behaviours have reached a point of concern,
potentially leading to dissatisfaction among local residents and affecting their overall health and wellbeing.
18. Another 26% of respondents had contact with police for a variety of other reasons including being
arrested (4%E).
19. Respondents may have had contact with police for a number of different reasons; including a traffic
violation, as a victim or witness of crime, being arrested, attending a public information session, or other
reason. The sample was not large enough to report on perceptions of the criminal justice system among
victims of crime in the territories.
20. This question was not asked of Yukon residents because victim-offender reconciliation programs were not
available in that territory at the time of the survey.
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Detailed data tables
Table 1
Self-reported violent victimization in previous 12 months, by type of offence, Canada's
territories, 2009
Type of offence
Total violent victimization
Total spousal violence2
Sexual assault (spousal only)
Assault (spousal only)
Total violent victimization, excluding spousal violence
Sexual assault
Robbery
Assault
Total non-violent victimization
Total household victimization
Break and enter
Motor vehicle/parts theft
Theft of household property
Vandalism
Theft of personal property
Total victimization

number

rate1

17,663
3,739E
F
3,558E
13,924
F
F
8,327
20,497
13,362
3,223
1,358E
5,386
3,395
7,135
38,160

240
51E
F
48E
190
F
F
113
…
379
91
39E
153
96
97
…

… not applicable
E
use with caution
F too unreliable to be published
1. For violent victimization, rates are calculated per 1,000 population aged 15 years and older. For household victimization, rates
are calculated per 1,000 households.
2. Includes incidents of sexual assaults and assaults by a spouse/partner (current or former) in the past 12 months.
Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 2009.
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Table 2
Self-reported violent and household victimization in previous 12 months, by territory and
capital city, 2009
Territory or
capital city
Yukon
Whitehorse
Other communities†
Northwest Territories
Yellowknife
Other communities†
Nunavut (10 largest communities)5
Iqaluit
Other communities†
All territories
Capitals
Other communities†

Violent victimization1
number
6,055E
3,858E
F
5,299E
F
3,666E
2,571E
F
F
13,924
5,955E
7,969E

Household victimization2

3

number

rate4

227E
217E
F
163E
F
211E
181E
F
F
190
158E
222E

5,234
3,598
1,637E
5,758
2,543
3,215
2,370
F
1,723
13,362
6,787
6,575

362
361
365
383
344E
421
409*
F
511
379
343*
424

rate

† reference category
E
use with caution
F too unreliable to be published
* significantly different from reference category (p<0.1)
1. Includes sexual assaults, robberies and assaults. Excludes all incidents of spousal sexual and physical assault.
2. Includes break and enter, motor vehicle theft, theft of household property and vandalism.
3. Rates are calculated per 1,000 population aged 15 years and older.
4. Rates are calculated per 1,000 households.
5. Data collection in Nunavut resulted in undercoverage of the Inuit population and lower response rates than those in Yukon and
the Northwest Territories. As such, results for Nunavut should be interpreted with caution.
Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 2009.
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Table 3
Self-reported violent victimization in previous 12 months, by selected demographic and social
characteristics, Canada's territories, 2009
Victim characteristics
Sex
Female†
Male
Age
15 to 34 years†
35 and over
Marital status
Married/common-law†
Separated/divorced/widowed
Single
Aboriginal identity
Aboriginal people†
First Nations
Métis
Inuit
Non-Aboriginal people
Main activity
Employed†
Other2
Highest level of schooling
Postsecondary diploma†
High school diploma and/or some postsecondary
Some high school / elementary / no schooling
Household income
Less than $30,000†
$30,000 to $99,999
$100,000 or more
Place of birth
Territories†
Outside territories
Activity limitations
Limited in activities†
No limitation
Number of evening activities (per month)3
Less than 20†
20 to 44
45 or more
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number

rate1

6,445E
7,479E

178E
201E

7,542E
6,382E

250E
147E

4,216E
F
8,611E

103E
F
341E**

7,978E
F
F
3,154E
5,946E

252E
F
F
235E
145E*

9,729E
4,196E

214E
153E

6,612E
2,991E
4,321E

195E
160E
217E

F
3,712E
3,967E

522E
147E**
148E**

6,825E
7,052E

176E
212E

7,648E
6,276E

310E
129E**

3,899E
5,825E
4,200E

138E
202E
334**
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Table 3 (continued)
Self-reported violent victimization in previous 12 months, by selected demographic and social
characteristics, Canada's territories, 2009
Victim characteristics
5 or more alcoholic drinks in one sitting (past month)
None†
1 to 3
More than 3
Use of drugs
Never use drugs†
Use drugs4

number

rate1

4,999E
5,659E
3,077E

106E
327E**
414E**

6,273
7,651E

112
461E**

† reference category
E
use with caution
F too unreliable to be published
* significantly different from reference category (p<0.1)
** significantly different from reference category (p<0.05)
1. Rates are calculated per 1,000 population aged 15 years and older.
2. Includes looking for paid work, going to school, caring for children or others, household work, retired, maternity/paternity
leave, long term illness, volunteering, etc.
3. Respondents may report more than one activity for one evening. For example, three evening activities would be counted for a
person who, in the same evening, visits friends, goes to a restaurant, and then to a bar.
4. Includes respondents who reported having used drugs either on a regular or occasional basis.
Note: Excludes all incidents of spousal sexual and physical assault.
Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 2009.

28

Statistics Canada—Catalogue no. 85-002-X

Juristat Article—Criminal victimization in the territories, 2009

Table 4
Self-reported violent incidents, by incident and offender characteristics, Canada's territories,
2009
Incident and offender characteristics
Number of offenders
One
Two or more
Sex of offender1
Male
Female
Age1
Less than 35
35 years or older
Relationship of offender to the victim2
Family, friend, acquaintance, neighbour or other known person
Stranger
Location of the incident
Private residence
Commercial or institutional establishment
Street or other public place
Presence of a weapon
Yes
No
Incident related to the offender's alcohol or drug use
Yes
No
Did the incident cause injuries?
Yes
No

number

percentage

8,555E
F

80
F

6,860E
F

80
F

6,407E
F

75
F

7,033E
3,337E

66
32E

4,662E
4,106E
4,765E

34E
30E
35E

3,207E
10,266E

24E
76

8,409E
F

78
F

5,042E
8,882

36
64

E

use with caution
F too unreliable to be published
1. Excludes incidents involving multiple offenders.
2. Where multiple offenders are involved in one incident, the person with the closest relationship to the victim is counted.
Note: Totals may not add to 100% due to rounding. "Don't know" and "Not stated" responses were included in the calculations
but not shown in table. Excludes all incidents of spousal sexual and physical assault.
Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 2009.

Statistics Canada—Catalogue no. 85-002-X

29

Juristat Article—Criminal victimization in the territories, 2009

Table 5
Self-reported violent victimization in previous 12 months, by selected neighbourhood
characteristics, Canada's territories, 2009
Neighbourhood characteristics
Population aged 15 and older reporting a problem with…
Noisy neighbours and loud parties
Not a big problem†
A very big or fairly big problem
People hanging around on the streets
Not a big problem†
A very big or fairly big problem
People sleeping on the streets or in other
public places
Not a big problem†
A very big or fairly big problem
Garbage or litter lying around
Not a big problem†
A very big or fairly big problem
Vandalism, graffiti and other deliberate
damage to property or vehicles
Not a big problem†
A very big or fairly big problem
People being attacked or harassed because
of their skin colour, ethnic origin or religion
Not a big problem†
A very big or fairly big problem
People using or dealing drugs
Not a big problem†
A very big or fairly big problem
People being drunk or rowdy in public places
Not a big problem†
A very big or fairly big problem
How much do you trust people in your
neighbourhood?
A lot†
More or less
Cannot be trusted at all
Is there police station in your neighbourhood?
Yes†
No
Would you say your sense of belonging
to your local community is…
… strong?†
… weak?

number

rate1

10,416
F

159
487E**

9,968E
3,678E

153E
470E**

10,959
F

162
F

9,398E
4,247E

161E
292E

9,315E
4,179E

156E
336E**

9,614
F

144
F

5,763E
7,532E

121E
346E**

4,576E
9,069E

94E
400E**

3,816E
7,035E
F

89E
321E**
F

9,538E
4,386E

196
180E

7,999
F

135
387E**

† reference category
E
use with caution
F too unreliable to be published
** significantly different from reference category (p<0.05)
1. Rates are calculated per 1,000 population aged 15 years and older.
Note: Excludes all incidents of spousal sexual and physical assault.
Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 2009.

30

Statistics Canada—Catalogue no. 85-002-X

Juristat Article—Criminal victimization in the territories, 2009

Table 6
Self-reported spousal violence in previous 5 years, by selected demographic and social
characteristics, Canada's territories, 2009
Victim characteristics

number

percentage1

1,125E

6E

2,564

12**

E

14**

2,480E

10

2,459

11

Territory
Yukon†
Northwest Territories
Nunavut

1,250

Residence
Capital†
Outside territorial capital
Sex
Female†

2,540E

10

Male

2,399E

10E

2,629E

20

E

13E

E

5E**

F

F

Age
15 to 34 years†
35 to 44 years
45 to 54 years
55 years and over

1,467
534

Aboriginal identity
Aboriginal people†

3,227

17

First Nations

1,510E

19E

Métis

F

F

Inuit

1,348E

17E

1,711E

6E**

Employed†

2,595E

8E

Other2

2,293E

17E**

2,023E

8E

High school diploma and/or some postsecondary education

E

1,167

10E

Some high school / elementary / no schooling

1,749E

20E**

945

25E

$30,000 to $99,999

E

2,051

12E*

$100,000 or more

1,036E

5E**

Non-Aboriginal people
Main activity

Highest level of schooling
Postsecondary diploma†

Household income
Less than $30,000†

Place of birth
Territories†

3,080E

18

Outside territories

1,859E

6E**

1,365E

9E

3,573

11

1,962E

10E

E

10E

972E

15E

Activity limitations
Limited in activities†
No limitation
Number of evening activities (per month)3
Less than 20†
20 to 44
45 or more
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Table 6 (continued)
Self-reported spousal violence in previous 5 years, by selected demographic and social
characteristics, Canada's territories, 2009
Victim characteristics

number

percentage1

5 or more alcoholic drinks in one sitting (past month)
None†
At least once

1,786E

5

E

**

3,065

22

Use of drugs
Never use drugs†
Use drugs4

3,015

8

1,924E

25E**

† reference category
E
use with caution
F too unreliable to be published
* significantly different from reference category (p<0.1)
** significantly different from reference category (p<0.05)
1. Percentages are based upon population aged 15 and over who were legally married, common-law, separated, divorced or had
a contact with an ex-spouse or partner in the five years preceding the survey.
2. Includes looking for paid work, going to school, caring for children, household work, retired, maternity/paternity leave, long
term illness, volunteering or care-giving other than for children or other.
3. Respondents may report more than one activity for one evening. For example, three evening activities would be counted for a
person who, in the same evening, visits friends, goes to a restaurant, and then to a bar.
4. Includes respondents who reported having used drugs either on a regular or occasional basis.
Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 2009.

32

Statistics Canada—Catalogue no. 85-002-X

Juristat Article—Criminal victimization in the territories, 2009

Table 7
Self-reported spousal violence in previous 5 years, by severity of the violence, Canada's
territories, 2009
Characteristics and consequences of violence
Most serious type of violence
Threatened to hit, threw something, pushed, grabbed, shoved, slapped
Kicked, bit, hit, hit with something
Sexually assaulted, beaten, choked, threatened with gun/knife
Suffered physical injuries
Yes
No
Received medical attention
Yes
No
Not injured
Took time off of daily activities
Yes
No
Number of spousal violence incidents
One
2 to 9
10 or more
Feared for their lives
Yes
No
Spouse/partner was drinking during incidents
Yes
No
Children witnessed violence against their mother/father
Yes / think so
No / don't think so
Was also victim of emotional and/or financial abuse
Yes
No

number

percentage

1,725E
1,175E
1,863E

35E
24E
38E

2,065
2,776E

42
56

636E
1,429E
2,776E

13E
29E
56

1,284E
3,557

26E
72

2,457E
1,265E
942E

50
26E
19E

1,395E
3,446

28E
70

3,207
1,374E

65E
28E

1,260E
1,993E

39E
61

3,781
1,158E

77
23E

E

use with caution
F too unreliable to be published
Note: Totals may not add to 100% due to rounding and "Don't know" and "Not stated" responses, which were included in the
calculations but not shown in table.
Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 2009.
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Table 8
Self-reported household victimization in previous 12 months, by selected neighbourhood and
social disorder characteristics, Canada's territories, 2009
Social disorder
and neighbourhood
characteristics

Northwest
Territories

Yukon
number rate

2

number

rate

Nunavut (10 largest
communities)1
2

number

Would neighbours call the police if witnesses what seems criminal behaviour?
Likely†
4,035
319
4,822
367
1,860E
Unlikely
F
F
F
F
F
Population aged 15 and older reporting a problem with…
People hanging around on the
streets
Not a problem†
4,400
343
4,272
333
1,998
E
E**
A problem
F
F
1,486 697
F
Noisy neighbours and loud parties
Not a problem†
4,564
359
4,422
331
1,956
E
E**
A problem
F
F
1,336 835
F
Garbage or litter lying around
Not a problem†
3,724
310
4,339
352
1,565
E
E**
E
E
A problem
1,343 579
1,419
538
786E
Vandalism, graffiti and other
deliberate damage to property or
vehicles
Not a problem†
2,930
256
3,919
306
1,429
A problem
2,137E 746E**
1,808E 885E**
942E
People using or dealing drugs
Not a problem†
2,930E 303E
2,993
306
1,159E
E
*
E**
A problem
2,011
472
2,559 560
1,089E
People being drunk or rowdy in
public places
Not a problem†
2,874E 293E
2,884E
292E
1,545
E
E*
E
**
A problem
2,193 512
2,707
559
825E

All territories

2

number rate2

403E
F

10,717
352
E
2,434 595E**

rate

385
F

10,670
2,525

346
608**

374
F

10,941
2,398

349
657**

451
357E

9,628
3,548

346
495**

354
628E

8,277
4,887

293
763**

370E
549E

7,082
5,659

314
523**

437
405E

7,303
5,725

315
513**

† reference category
E
use with caution
F too unreliable to be published
* significantly different from reference category (p<0.1)
** significantly different from reference category (p<0.05)
1. Data collection in Nunavut resulted in undercoverage of the Inuit population and lower response rates than those in Yukon and
the Northwest Territories. As such, results for Nunavut should be interpreted with caution.
2. Rates are calculated per 1,000 households.
Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 2009.
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Table 9
Self-reported household victimization in previous 12 months, by selected household social,
demographic and economic characteristics, Canada's territories, 2009
Demographic
and economic
characteristics

Northwest
Territories

Yukon
2

number

F

2,390

number rate

Nunavut (10 largest
communities)1
2

number

337

rate

All territories

2

number

1,081E

378E

E

rate

rate2

Living in the dwelling
Less than 5 years†
5 or more years

F

4,498

289

4,208

477

3,368

427

1,289

453E

8,865

453**

3,608

387

3,097

337

1,524E

490

8,230

381

E

1,626

E

320

2,661

E

460

E

E

5,112

381

1,829E

319E

1,291E

402E

F

F

3,831

374

E

E

E

3,619

399E

1,287E

433E

7,633

401

270

1,152E

341E

F

F

3,054

303

F

E

E

F

F

2,776

312

3,420

438

1,420

392

7,533

462**

Dwelling type
Single detached†
Other

825

323

Household income
Less than $60,000†
$60,000 or more

2,727

390

Household size
1 person†
2 people
3 people or more

1,436
F

2,693E 552E**

1,186

308

Family type
Couple†
Intact3
Lone-parent and blended
family
Single or non-related
persons4

F

F

F

F

F

F

1,495E

231E

2,083E

587E

2,254E

457E

F

F

5,298

489**

F

F

1,261E

436E

F

F

1,681

273

1,558E

379E

F

F

4,047

334

3,448E

394

3,240E

356E

1,268E

665E

7,955

403

E

E

E

E

1,103

293E**

5,358

351

2,523E 432E**

Dwelling ownership
Owned†
Rented

1,787

315

2,469

423

† reference category
E
use with caution
F too unreliable to be published
* significantly different from reference category (p<0.1)
** significantly different from reference category (p<0.05)
1. Data collection in Nunavut resulted in undercoverage of the Inuit population and lower response rates than those in Yukon and
the Northwest Territories. As such, results for Nunavut should be interpreted with caution.
2. Rates are calculated per 1,000 households.
3. Intact family refers to a family in which all children in the household are the biological and/or adopted offspring of both
members of the couple.
4. Single refers to a household where members are not spouses and there are no children. It can include persons who are not
related (for example roommates). For this reason, the numbers for persons whose family type is "single person" do not match the
numbers for persons whose household size is "one person".
Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 2009.
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Table 10
Self-reported victimizations reported to police, Canada's territories, 2009
Type of victimization
Total victimization

1
1

Violent victimization
Sexual assault
Robbery
Physical assault

Household victimization
Break and enter

number

percentage2

10,282

30

E

32E

F

F

4,338

F

F

3,270

39E

4,003

30

987E

31E

Motor vehicle/parts theft

F

F

Household property theft

952E

18

1,420E

42E

E

27E

Vandalism
Theft of personal property

1,942

E

use with caution
F too unreliable to be published
1. Excludes all incidents of spousal sexual and physical assault.
2. The categories "Don't know" and "Not stated" were included in the calculation of percentages.
Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 2009.
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Table 11
Perceptions of crime and feelings of safety from crime, by sex, by territory, 2009
Northwest
Territories

Yukon
Perceptions of crime and
feelings of safety from crime

Male Female Total

Nunavut (10 largest
communities)1

Male Female Total

All territories†

Male Female Total

Male Female Total

percentage

In general, how satisfied are you
with your personal safety from crime?
Very satisfied

54

44

49

55

52

53*

40**

44

42**

52

47

50

Somewhat satisfied

36

44

40

40

42

41

46

42

44

40

43

41

Somewhat/very dissatisfied

8E

11E

9E*

F

5E**

4E**

F

11E

9

6E

8

7

23** 22**

30

28

During the last 5 years, do you think
crime in your neighbourhood has…
Increased

20E**
E

Decreased

7

Remained the same

68

5

E

6

E

4

33

31

34*

32E

33

27

29

E

F

E

F

F

8E

6E

5E

6

56

59

56

55

55

62

57

60

6E** 10E**

20

14E

17**

15

10

13

**

E

32**

30

25

27

54

47**

53

60

56

F

5

59

63

61

15E

13E

14E

14E

Similar amount of crime

25

E

24

29

26

27

Lower amount of crime

56

57

56

56

65*

61**

40**

62

31

48

52**

35

44

67*

50

58

33

47

*

54

*

24E**

41E* 32E**

34

52

43

26E** 17E**

7E

14

11

Compared to other neighbourhoods
in Canada, do you think your
neighbourhood has a…
Higher amount of crime

23

40

25

Walking alone after dark2 did you
feel…
Very safe
Reasonably safe
Somewhat/very unsafe

32

56

43

40

46

F

13E

9E

8E

10*

9

F

11E

33

22

15E

22**

18

18E

32E

25E

14

28

21

84

**

81

82

68

75

85

72

79

Home alone in the evening or at
night3 were you…
Somewhat/very worried
Not at all worried

89

67

78

78

† reference category
E
use with caution
F too unreliable to be published
* significantly different from reference category (p<0.1)
** significantly different from reference category (p<0.05)
1. Data collection in Nunavut resulted in undercoverage of the Inuit population and lower response rates than those in Yukon and
the Northwest Territories. As such, results for Nunavut should be interpreted with caution.
2. Based on responses of people who engaged in these activities.
3. Based on responses of people who were home alone in the evening or night.
Note: Totals may not add to 100% due to rounding and "Don't know" and "Not stated" responses, which were included in the
calculations but not shown in table.
Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 2009.
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Table 12
Satisfaction with personal safety and perception of neighbourhood crime by perceptions of
social disorder in the neighbourhood, Canada's territories, 2009
Perceptions of
neighbourhood
social disorder

Crime higher
than other
neighbourhoods

Dissatisfied with
Feel unsafe
personal safety walking alone
from crime
in evening1

Feel unsafe
home alone2

Weak
neighbourhood
belonging

24E
9**

31E
20**

30E
15**

30E
8**

38
19**

28E
15*

24E
9**

35E
20*

35E
15*

23E
8**

32
18**

24
15**

16E
9*

33
18**

26
14**

34E
8**

38E
19**

43E
15**

22
5E**

31
16**

27
13**

22
5E**

31
16**

26
12**

48E
8**

50E
19**

F
16

percentage3

Population aged 15 and older reporting a problem with …
Noisy neighbours/loud parties
A very big or fairly
big problem†
25E
18E
**
Not a big problem
11
6**
People hanging around on the streets
A very big or fairly
big problem†
33
15E
Not a big problem
10**
6**
People sleeping on the streets
A very big or fairly
big problem†
35E
F
Not a big problem
11**
6*
Garbage or litter lying around
A very big or fairly
big problem†
32
16E
**
Not a big problem
8
5E**
Vandalism, graffiti and other deliberate
damage
A very big or fairly
big problem†
31
14E
**
Not a big problem
9
6**
People being attacked or harassed
because of their skin colour, ethnic
origin or religion
A very big or fairly
big problem†
51
29E
**
Not a big problem
10
5**
People using or dealing drugs
A very big or fairly
big problem†
27
13
Not a big problem
6E**
4E**
People drunk or rowdy in public places
A very big or fairly
big problem†
29
13
**
Not a big problem
5
4E**
Prostitution
A very big or fairly
big problem†
31E
F
Not a big problem
11**
6*

† reference category
E
use with caution
F too unreliable to be published
* significantly different from reference category (p<0.1)
** significantly different from reference category (p<0.05)
1. Based on responses of people who engage in these activities.
2. Based on responses of people who are home alone in the evening or night.
3. Responses of "No opinion", "Not stated", and "Don't know" were included in the calculation of percentages.
Note: Totals may not add up 100% due to rounding.
Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 2009.
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Table 13
Perceptions of the criminal justice system, Canada's territories, 2009

Yukon
Perceptions
of the criminal
justice system

Northwest Territories

Good Average Poor
job
job job

Good Average Poor
job
job job

Nunavut
(10 largest
communities1

All territories†

Good Average Poor
job
job job

Good Average
job
job

Poor
job

percentage2

Is the local police doing a good job ….
Enforcing the laws
Responding promptly to calls
Being approachable
Supplying information on
reducing crime
Ensuring the safety of
citizens
Treating people fairly

39 13E*

44
45

49

49

41

7E*

47

40

10

29

16

E

31

15E

44

29

15

E

60

25

F

61

23

10
18

29

13

61

21

E

62

24

44*

33

17

38

38

17

34

35

20E

39

36

49

38

10E

56

34

8

49E

38E

8E

52

36

9

46

**

E

35

13E

46

32

15

32

24E

21

35

31

30 17E**

25

35

25

28

11

43

9E

40

11

45

18

47

35

14

43

Are the criminal courts doing a good job …
Providing justice quickly

16**

37

35*

22

36

30

25E

Helping the victim

20**

36 31**

24

37

23

37**

Determining whether or not
the accused is guilty

29

39 19**

28

47**

12

29

35*

11E

29

42

14

Ensuring a fair trial for the
accused

42

40

8E

45*

36

8E

35*

32

7E

42

37

8

30

34 15**

31

34

11

25*

29

7E**

29

33

12

12E**

34 34**

19

34

28

21

37 16E**

17

34

28

26*

16

43

23

16E

40 14E**

16

42

23

31 33**

19

40*

21

21

31E 13E**

18

35

24

Is the prison system doing a good job …
Supervising/controlling
prisoners
Helping prisoners become
law abiding

Is the parole system doing a good job …
Releasing offenders who are
not likely to re-offend
Supervising offenders on
parole

16
15E

42

† reference category
E
use with caution
* significantly different from reference category (p<0.1)
** significantly different from reference category (p<0.05)
1. Data collection in Nunavut resulted in undercoverage of the Inuit population and lower response rates than those in Yukon and
the Northwest Territories. As such, results for Nunavut should be interpreted with caution.
2. Responses of "Don't know" and "Not stated" were included in the calculation of percentages.
Notes: Totals may not add up 100% due to rounding.
Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 2009.
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