Risk factors for victimization and the impact of victim status on perceptions of
police legitimacy in Australia
Previous research highlights that important differences exist between victim groups, but the
impact victim status can have on perceptions of police legitimacy remains underexplored. The
following paper contributes to this body of literature by utilizing the National Security and
Preparedness Survey (NSPS, 2011-2012) to explore the risk/protective factors for victimization
and differences between prejudice motivated crime (PMC) victims, non-PMC victims and nonvictims in the Australian context, using Multinomial Logit Regression models. This study
provides new insights into key differences between victim groups and perceptions of government
and police legitimacy in the victimization context.
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Introduction
There has been increasing interest in the impact of victim status and crime type on perceptions of
police legitimacy (see, e.g., Aviv & Weisburd, 2016; Murphy & Barkworth, 2014). Studies across
varying geographical and policing contexts consistently suggest that people who have experienced a
crime have more negative attitudes towards police compared with people who have no experience with
victimization (Aviv & Weisburd, 2016); while other studies have found that the type of crime is
another factor in need of consideration (Murphy & Barkworth, 2014). Positive public perceptions of the
police and their legitimacy are important, as the police depend on the public’s cooperation to solve
crime. Authorities, laws and institutions possess legitimacy when individuals voluntarily feel obligated
to follow decisions and directives dictated by those bodies (Tyler, 2003). Sunshine and Tyler (2003, p.
514) define police legitimacy as “a property of an authority or institution that leads people to feel that
that authority or institution is entitled to be deferred to and obeyed”. Perceptions of police legitimacy,
however, are also interlinked with the type of crime victims experience, as well as individual attributes
that are likely to increase a person’s risk of being victimized.
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Early victimization theories have pointed to individual attributes that make people more prone
to victimization, for example, ethnicity, gender and socio-economic status (Burgess & Regehr, 2010;
Zur, 1995). Such risk factors contribute to the chance of overall victimization, but they also play a more
specific role in prejudice motivated crime victimization. Prejudice motivated crime (PMC), a term that
is gaining traction within the Australian context (see, e.g., Mason, 2014; Wickes, Ham, & Pickering,
2013; Wickes, Pickering, Mason, Maher, & McCulloch, 2016; XXX et al., 2018), is more commonly
referred to as hate crime, bias crime or targeted violence. A PMC is a crime that is directed at people
based on certain attributes, including, for example, the victim’s race/ethnicity, religion, sexual
orientation, gender identity or disability. Victims of PMC vary across different areas of the world
depending on historical context, cultural and ethnic differences. Our understanding of the prevalence of
PMC in Australian jurisdictions is limited due to a lack of data recording by police, the issue of
underreporting, as well as variations in PMC legislation across different states and territories (Victorian
Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission, 2010; Wickes et al., 2013). Marginalized cultural
groups, such as Indigenous, Vietnamese, and Middle Eastern people as well as Indian nationals are
common PMC victims within the Australian context (see, e.g., Human Rights and Equal Opportunity
Commission, 1991; Johnson, 2005a; Mason, 2012, 2019). LGBTI communities, as well as the more
under-researched group of Australians living with a disability, also experience high rates of
harassment, violence and abuse (Disabled People’s Organisations Australia, 2018; Mason, 2019).
There is only limited existing research that describes the differences between PMC victims,
non-PMC victims 1 and non-victims (e.g., Benier, 2017; Chongatera, 2013), and the impact that victim
status can have on perceptions of police legitimacy remains underexplored. This paper contributes to
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According to Mason and Dyer (2013), parallel crimes (p. 874) consist of comparable crimes that do not have the motive of
prejudice, bias or hate. Lewis (2013) refers to parallel non-bias-motivated offenses (p. 57). I will refer to non-PMC in this
context.
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the body of literature exploring differences between these victim groups and the risk factors for
victimization in Australia by analyzing the National Security and Preparedness Survey (2011-2012). In
addition, this study provides new insights into differences in levels of perceptions of police legitimacy
between victim groups, that has important consequences for PMC and non-PMC victims’ reporting
behavior (XXX et al., 2018).

Risk factors of victimization and impact of victim status on perceptions of police legitimacy
The literature on victimization has highlighted the existence of several risk and protective factors in
relation to victimization. In a review of victimization trends, Lauritsen and Rezey (2018) point towards
some key sociodemographic correlates of violent victimization, which include factors such as age, sex,
race and ethnicity, as well as marital and cohabitation status. People at higher risk for violent
victimization, for example, are likely to be male, from minority group backgrounds, and unmarried
(see, e.g., Heimer & Lauritsen, 2008; Morgan & Oudekerk, 2019). Young people are also likely to be
victimized and the risk of victimization is likely to decrease with age (Dixon, Reed, Rogers, & Stone,
2006; Hindelang, Gottfredson, & Garofalo, 1978). Explanations for victimization risk factors also
include environmental exposures, such as a person’s level of income, or age-related activities
(Lauritsen & Rezey, 2018). Many studies have affirmed that these factors play an important role in
victimization, but there is also an unequal impact of crime (Dixon et al., 2006). Although victimization
trends have decreased over the years, race and ethnic disparities still persist and only minimal progress
seems to have been made addressing such disparities in the victimization context (Lauritsen & Rezey,
2018).
Victimization risks need consideration within the “wider structures of inclusion and exclusion,
power and subordination, containment and control” within a society which fosters such unequal
distribution and experience of crime victimization (Davies, Francis, & Greer, 2017, p. 13). Groups at
higher risk for falling into the victim of crime category include, for example, Black and ethnic
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minorities (Dixon et al., 2006), LGBTI communities (Griner et al., 2017; Stacey, Averett, & Knox,
2018), people with disabilities (Thomas, Nixon, Ogloff, & Daffern, 2019), (un)documented immigrants
(Pendergast, Wadsworth, & LePree, 2018), and the homeless (Tong, Kaplan, Guzman, Ponath, &
Kushel, 2019). Those likely to be victimized by crime, therefore, tend to also be the most marginalized
within society (Zedner, 2002). Many scholars have also discussed the impact of such power structures
on victimization in the prejudice motivated crime context. For example, Perry (2001) states that power
hierarchies and power dynamics in society are based on dominance over “difference” (e.g., difference
pertaining to gender, race, sexuality and class). PMC victims are often targeted because of a central
element of their identity and such risk factors for victimization lead to greater and more harmful
consequences for victims and minority groups (see, e.g., Blazak, 2011; Gan, Williams III, & Wiseman,
2011; Lawrence, 1999; McDevitt, Balboni, Garcia, & Gu, 2001; Perry & Alvi, 2012).
Previous research indicates that risk factors for victimization also link to different levels of trust
and confidence in the police, which is an important aspect for law abiding behavior and cooperation
with police (Tyler, 2005, 2011). Cooperation with police is likely to depend on feelings of inclusion
with the social group the police represent, and that people can identify with (Bradford, 2014).
Especially within the Australian context, immigrant and Indigenous Australians are more likely to have
an inherent distrust in the criminal justice system, such as the police (Willis, 2011), and ethnic minority
groups display low levels of confidence and trust in the police, resulting in less voluntary cooperation
(Cherney & Chui, 2009; Murphy & Cherney, 2011; Tyler, 2011). Such feelings of inclusion/exclusion
are even further tested when victims are targeted in a prejudice motivated crime. Effective and
successful responses to PMC by state agencies lead to increased trust and confidence in such agencies
(Hall, 2012). People who trust the police are more likely to report such crimes; this in turn reduces the
risk of community tension and leads to a positive public image of the police (Steer, 2011). Laws are
likely to shape police processes and procedures and, consequently, perceptions of police and
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government legitimacy will influence the reporting behaviour of PMC victims. Low perceptions of
police legitimacy have been found to be a significant barrier to reporting PMC to the police (XXX et
al., 2018).
The literature has consistently established that victims have more negative attitudes towards the
police compared to non-victims, likely due to victims’ positive/negative first-hand and vicarious
experiences with police, or due to the trauma of victimization as well as possible secondary
victimization when dealing with police (Aviv & Weisburd, 2016). Research into procedural justice and
the willingness to report crime to police indicates that it is important to differentiate between crime
types (Murphy & Barkworth, 2014). Victimization context matters and it is, therefore, important to not
examine victims as just one homogenous group or in isolated studies (Murphy & Barkworth, 2014).
Previous research already highlights some important differences between victim groups in that being a
PMC victim can have an effect on important aspects of people’s lives (e.g., Benier, 2017; Chongatera,
2013). For example, recent work by Benier (2017) in the Australian context has assessed differences in
community participation of PMC, non-PMC and non-victims, and has found that PMC victims
displayed lower feelings of safety in their community, took part in fewer neighboring activities, had
fewer friends within the neighborhood, and less place attachment compared with non-PMC victims.
Differences in perceptions of police legitimacy are likely to exist between PMC victims, non-PMC
victims and non-victims.
Collectively, the studies above provide important insights into the differences in risk factors
between victim groups explored within the present study, as well as differences in the way these groups
perceive police legitimacy. Few studies have examined differences in perceptions of the criminal
justice system between victims and non-victims (Mastrocinque & McDowall, 2016); even fewer
studies have considered the differences between PMC victims, non-PMC victims and non-victims. This
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study will add to this literature by exploring differences between victim groups in the Australian
context.

Methodology
To explore the risk factors for victimization this study uses data from the National Security and
Preparedness Survey (NSPS 2011-2012), a national probability sample, collected under the auspices of
the Australian Research Council Centre for Excellence and Policing and Security (CEPS). Next to
addressing factors associated with national security, disaster preparedness and perceptions of
community, the survey also addresses factors associated with personal security, such as crime
victimization, confidence in and perceptions of legitimacy of government authorities, as well as
personal opinions of respondents’ community and neighbors (XXX et al., 2013) and is a unique
national survey that includes questions around PMC victimization and reporting behavior. The study
recruited a random sample of Australian residents via random digit dialing of 39,387 people and
recorded data and undertook computer assisted telephone interviews, of which 6,590 individuals
completed a short two-minute survey on preparedness behavior. A total of 6,098 respondents agreed to
complete the main survey, with 3,034 opting to complete online, while 3,064 opted to complete via
hard copy mail out (XXX et al., 2013). Of those recruited, 4,258 people returned completed surveys, a
response rate of almost 70%. 2
Outcome variable
This study focuses on the differences between victim groups. This outcome is operationalized using a
variable that captures the “victim group” respondents belong to. Three possible groups exist, including

2
There was an oversample in the Australian Capital Territory. One underage respondent and one PMC victim supplying
insufficient information were excluded from the survey data, resulting in a total sample of 4,256 people.
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(1) respondents who have not been a victim of a crime in the past 12 months (non-victims); (2)
respondents who are general crime victims (non-PMC victims); and (3) respondents who are prejudice
motivated crime victims (PMC victims). The NSPS also includes items that distinguish between two
types of crime victimization, property crime and violent crime (1 = “Yes”, 2 = “No”), asking the
questions: “In the last 12 months, has anyone ever used violence or the threat of violence, such as in a
mugging, fight assault or sexual assault, against you or anyone in your household?” and “In the last 12
months, has anyone damaged your household or personal property, stolen something from your home
or vehicle, or stolen your vehicle?”. The question, “Do you feel that this incident occurred because of
the skin colour, ethnicity, race or religion of anyone in the household?” (1 =“Yes”, 2 = “No”), allows
for the distinction between PMC and general crime. Utilizing these items, I created a categorical
variable that distinguishes between “non-victims” (0), “non-PMC victims” (1) and “PMC victims” (2).
I hypothesize that there are differences between these three comparison groups based on a number of
independent predictors. Out of 4,256 respondents in the NSPS and of the people who have responded to
these questions, 3 294 people (7.33%) indicate being a victim of a violent crime, of those, 30 people
(10.45%) indicate being a PMC victim, compared with 257 people (89.55%) who indicate no prejudice
motive. 593 people (14.94%) disclose having been victims of property crimes in the previous twelve
months of the survey. Of those, 20 respondents (3.45%) identified the incident as a PMC, while 559
people (96.55%) did not link the crime to a prejudice motive 4.
Risk/protective factors for victimization

3

244 people (or 5.73%) did not answer if they were a victim of a violent crime, compared to 286 (or 6.72%) who refused to
indicate if they were victims of property crimes. 7 people (0.16%) did not indicate if the violent crime was due to prejudice,
while 14 people (0.33%) did not indicate if the property crime was due to prejudice.
4
Coding note: Four respondents indicate experiencing both types of crime. When creating my PMC victim variable, these
individuals were counted only once, reducing the number of PMC victims to a total of 46.
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Six variables in the NSPS measured risk/protective factors for victimization. Risk factors include
speaking a language other than English at home (LOTE dummy); Indigenous status (ATSI dummy); and
immigrant status (foreign born dummy). I also included perceptions of racial/ethnic preferences of
neighbors (preference for Anglo-Saxons as neighbors scale, 5 “strongly disagree” (1) to ”strongly
agree” (5); α = 0.82) to explore the marginalization and perceptions of isolation from the community,
as minority groups who feel unwelcome in the community they reside in, may perceive themselves
socially isolated from their residential community. Some variables within this study also relate to
protective factors for victimization, these include having Australian citizenship (dummy) and religion
(a dummy-coded variable indicating 1 for “Christian” and 0 for “Other”).
The constructs above offer a rounded picture to explore NSPS respondents’ risk/protective
factors for victimization, and more specifically PMC victimization. I also controlled for demographics
such as age, gender, dependent children, income (ranging from less than AU$20,000 to AU$150,000 or
more), education (seven levels from “No school” to “Postgrad”), home ownership, marital status
(married dummy), and employment status (unemployed dummy). 6
*** Table 1 about here ***
Table 1 displays the descriptive statistics of the risk/protective factors for victimization in the
NSPS and illustrates that the majority of people in the NSPS speak English at home. The non-victim
group displays the highest percentage of people speaking a language other than English at home
(6.23%). The majority of people in the different victim groups are non-Indigenous. The PMC victim
group has the majority of Indigenous people with 2.17% indicating Indigenous decent. The majority of
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The NSPS used the following question to explore the marginalization and perception of isolation from the community:
“How much do you agree or disagree with the following statement?” A factor analysis indicated that item (a) People in this
community prefer that residents in the area are mostly Anglo Saxon and item (b) People in this community do not like
having members of other ethnic groups as next door neighbours, loaded highly onto one factor.
6
For more detailed information about the demographic variables please refer to XXX (2016).
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people in the NSPS and in the different victim groups were Australian citizens. Non-victims had a
higher percentage than the other victim groups of having foreign citizenship status, with 90.74%
indicating Australian citizenship. The majority of people in the different victim groups did not indicate
having been born outside of Australia, with 25.10% of non-victims, 19.94% of non-PMC victims and
28.26% of PMC victims indicating having been born outside of Australia. PMC victims, however, had
a higher percentage of being foreign born, compared to the other victim groups. PMC victims were
slightly more neutral on the feeling that people in their community preferred Anglo-Saxons in their
area with an average score of 2.946, compared with non-PMC victims (M=2.751) and non-victims
(M=2.721), who had lower mean scores and tended to lean more towards the disagree side.
Exploring the descriptive statistics of religion, the majority of people were of Christian faith,
with PMC victims indicating the least percentage of Christians (58.70%), compared to non-victims
(63.44%) and non-PMC victims (63.48%). 2.17% of PMC victims were Buddhist, compared with
0.91% of non-victims and 0.84% of non-PMC victims. 2.17% of PMC victims were of Islam faith,
compared with 0.42% of non-PMC victims and 0.34% of non-victims. 28.23% of non-PMC victims
declared not having a religion, compared to 26.09% of PMC victims and 25.61% of non-victims.
Explanatory variables
After consulting the literature and the available items within the NSPS, a factor analysis informed the
creation of the scales around the policing context but I also considered items around the social identity
context discussed below. In addition, a separate factor analysis for the selection of the perception of
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isolation in the community context was necessary, as a combined factor analysis has been
inconclusive. 7
*** Table 2 about here ***
The factors utilised in the creation of the scale have an Eigenvalue of higher than one, and only
items with high loadings define the factors, as well as the items having a uniqueness score of lower
than 0.6. 8 After deciding on the factors, I have created the scales and only include scales with a high
alpha level (above 0.7).
Multiple studies utilizing police legitimacy scales have been consulted for the selection of
survey items from the NSPS (see, i.e., Bradford, 2014; Gau, 2011; Hinds & Murphy, 2007; Murphy &
Cherney, 2012; Murphy, Murphy, & Mearns, 2010; Reisig, Bratton, & Gertz, 2007). The police
legitimacy scale for this study includes eleven items that asked participants to rate how strongly they
disagreed (1) or agreed (5) with each of the following statements about the police: (a) police try to be
fair when making decisions, (b) police treat people fairly, (c) police treat people with dignity and
respect, (d) police are always polite when dealing with people, (e) police listen to people before making
decisions, (f) police make decisions based upon facts, not their personal biases or opinions, (g) police
respect people’s rights when decisions are made, (h) overall, I think that police are doing a good job in

7

I have run a separate factor analysis of items around the following attitudes: “People in this community prefer that
residents in the area are mostly Anglo Saxon” (Q47a); “People in this community do not like having members of other
ethnic groups as next door neighbours” (Q47b); “People in this community are comfortable with the current levels of ethnic
diversity here” (Q47c; reverse-coded); “Some people in this community have been excluded from social events because of
their skin colour, ethnicity, race or religion” (Q47d); “Within Australia, I see myself first and mainly as a member of my
race/ethnic group” (Q47e); and “People from my race/ethnic group should try to keep a separate cultural identity” (Q47f),
with an indication that only Q47a (0.7843) and Q47b (0.8198) load highly onto one factor displaying an Eigenvalue of
2.18712. The alpha of 0.8167 also indicates a good fit for a scale being over 0.7.
8
If the uniqueness score is high, then the variables do not explain the factor well.
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my community, (i) I trust the police in my community, (j) I have confidence in the police in my
community, and (k) police are accessible to the people in this community (α = 0.95). 9
Four items created an additional scale to measure the likelihood of different victim groups
cooperating with police (willingness to cooperate with police). Participants were asked to respond
using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “very unlikely” (1) to “very likely” (5) to “If the situation
arose, please indicate how likely you would be to do any of the following”: (a) call the police to report
a crime, (b) help police find someone suspected of committing a crime by providing them with
information, (c) report dangerous or suspicious activity to police, and (d) willingly assist police if
needed (α = 0.90).
Identifying with Australia and its community was another scale deemed important, as Bradford
(2014) established that cooperation with police likely depends on feelings of inclusion in the social
group the police represent and respondents identify with. Four items tapped into this construct, using a
5-point Likert scale, asking respondents how strongly they disagree (1) to agree (5) with the following
statements: (a) I see myself first and mainly as a member of the Australian community, (b) it is
important for me to be seen by others as a member of the Australian community, (c) I am proud to be
Australian, and (d) what Australia stands for is important for me (α = 0.84).
Further explanatory variables include perceptions of federal and state government legitimacy
with a factor analysis indicating loadings onto two separate factors. The items establishing federal
government legitimacy asked respondents how much of the time they can trust the Australian
government to do what is right, which included response categories of “just about always” (1) to “just
about never” (4). This item was reverse-coded to fit in with the direction of other scale items: (a) How

9

This scale includes police legitimacy items as well as procedural justice items because of high loadings onto one factor
during a factor analysis. Prior research also confirmed that there is a tendency for trust to load with procedural justice items
(see Gau, 2011; Tankebe, 2013; Tankebe, Reisig, & Wang, 2016).
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much confidence do you have in the Prime Minister of Australia?, (b) How much confidence do you
have in Federal Politicians?, and (c) How much confidence do you have in Federal Parliament? (α =
0.82; 1 for “hardly any confidence” to 3 for “a great deal of confidence”). Items establishing
perceptions of state government legitimacy included questions on (a) how much confidence do you
have in your State Premier? And (b) how much confidence do you have in your State Politicians? (α =
0.81; from 1 “hardly any confidence” to 3 “a great deal of confidence”). Prior research measures the
legitimacy of authority figures and government agencies similarly (see, e.g., Useem & Useem, 1979;
van der Toorn, Tyler, & Jost, 2011; Weatherford, 1992).
Further, Tyler (2003) established that the legitimacy of local laws and legal authorities can be
measured by an index of perceived obligation to obey (see also Murphy et al., 2010; Murphy, Tyler, &
Curtis, 2009). Three items in the NSPS measured attitudes and obligations toward the law by asking
respondents how much they “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5) with the following
statements: (a) you should always obey the law even if it goes against what you think is right, (b) I feel
a moral obligation to obey the law, and (c) people should do what our laws tell them to do even if they
disagree with them (α = 0.86).
Analytic approach
Multinomial Logit Regression (MNLR) with three dependent (categorical) variables was carried out
using STATA to examine whether or not there are differences in the three victimization groups,
controlling for the variables described above. This model is partly comparable to running three binary
logits (Long, 1997). MNLR is a great fit for such an analysis, as it “do[es] not require the predictors to
be linearly related, normally distributed, or to have equal variations within each group” (Chongatera,
2013, p. 54), unlike Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression, which calls for distributional
requirements for predictors (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). According to Long and Freese (2006), the
formal MNLR model takes the following form:
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𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙Ω𝑚𝑚|𝑏𝑏 (𝑥𝑥) = ln

𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃 (𝑦𝑦 = 𝑚𝑚|𝑥𝑥)
= 𝑥𝑥𝛽𝛽𝑚𝑚|𝑏𝑏 for 𝑚𝑚 = 1 to 𝐽𝐽
Pr (𝑦𝑦 = 𝑏𝑏|𝑥𝑥)

In this equation, b is the base category, which is compared with the other groups in the model.
As the log odds of an outcome compared with itself are always 0 (𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙Ω𝑚𝑚|𝑏𝑏 (𝑥𝑥) = 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙1 = 0), the effects

of the independent variables (or predictors) must also be 0 (𝛽𝛽𝑏𝑏|𝑏𝑏 = 0). I transformed the estimated

coefficients into relative risk ratios (exp(𝑏𝑏) rather than just 𝑏𝑏), with an RRR score bigger than one

indicating that the risk of falling into the comparison group, compared with the risk of falling into the
base group, increases as the control or explanatory variable increases, holding everything else constant.
Similarly, an RRR score lower than one indicates that the risk of falling into the comparison group
compared to the risk of falling into the base group decreases as the control or explanatory variable
increases. The following predicted probabilities equation is computed by solving the J equation:

Pr(𝑦𝑦 = 𝑚𝑚|𝑥𝑥) =

exp (𝑥𝑥𝛽𝛽𝑚𝑚|𝑏𝑏 )

∑𝐽𝐽𝑗𝑗=1 exp

(𝑥𝑥𝛽𝛽𝑗𝑗|𝑏𝑏 )

This paper aims to explore the risk factors for victimization and the significant differences
between victim groups through an examination of the influence of control and explanatory variables,
the relative risk ratios (RRR) for the multinomial logit models, the related confidence intervals (CIs), as
well as the indication for significance of the p-value (*).

Results
Similar to previous findings (see Home Office, Ministry of Justice, & Office for National Statistics,
2013; Johnson, 2005b, 2005c), data from the NSPS suggests that PMC is a rare event. A breakdown of
victim groups demonstrates that 1.08% of the 4,256 survey respondents were victims of a PMC, while
16.73% were victims of a non-PMC, compared to 82.19% who indicated no victimization within the
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past twelve months. These percentages closely resemble Chongatera’s (2013) findings in the Canadian
context (1.6% PMC victims, 15.8% non-PMC victims and 82.7% non-victims) and Benier’s (2017)
findings in the Australian context, with 1.87% of the survey sample reporting PMC victimization.
The three tables below illustrate associations between the independent variables and the
different victimization groups, as well as how these variables differ when comparing non-PMC victims
with non-victims, non-victims with PMC victims, and non-PMC victims with PMC victims. Although
MNLR is appropriate for rare event data, the analysis below requires a more explorative and cautious
approach and interpretation of the output. 10 However, the significant variables (especially of underrepresented variables and categories) and consistencies across the three models and intuitive results
suggest some confidence in the data output.
Comparing non-PMC victims to non-victims
*** Table 3 about here ***
Table 3 compares non-PMC victims to non-victims and demonstrates a significant association with
variables age, education and marital status and the likelihood of being in one group over the other.
Model 3 indicates that a one year increase in age (RRR: 0.981; p-value: 0.000) or being married (RRR:
0.676; p-value: 0.000) decrease the likelihood of being in the non-PMC group, while a one unit
increase in education (RRR: 1.138; p-value: 0.001) increases the likelihood of being in the non-PMC
group. People with higher educational attainment, however, were more likely to be in a non-PMC
group, compared with the non-victim group. All other control variables (demographic and
risk/protective factors for victimization) are not significantly related to non-PMC victim or non-victim
status.

10
This study is an exploration of certain variables indicating a likelihood of being in one group over another, this does not
indicate causality.

14

Throughout the addition of the explanatory variables in this model, the variable police
legitimacy is significantly associated with the non-victim group. For a one unit increase in perception
of police legitimacy (where higher scores indicate more favorable views), the relative risk of being in
the non-PMC group relative to the non-victim group decreases by 0.838 (p-value: 0.023). More
generally, the higher the perception of police legitimacy, the less likely respondents are in the nonPMC group and the more likely they are in the non-victim group.
None of the variables cooperation with police, identifying with Australia and its community or
law legitimacy suggests a significant association with belonging to one group over the other. With the
introduction of federal government legitimacy into Model 3, the variable is significantly associated
with the non-victim group. A one unit increase in federal government legitimacy decreases the relative
risk ratio of being in the non-PMC group relative to the non-victim group by a factor of 0.673 (p-value:
0.000). In other words, the higher the perception of federal government legitimacy (the more favorably
the views towards the federal government), the less likely people will be in the non-PMC group and the
more likely they will be in the non-victim group. This association was only visible with respondents’
perceptions of federal, but not state government legitimacy.
Comparing non-victims to PMC victims
*** Table 4 about here ***
Table 4 displays the comparison between non-victims and PMC victims. Model 3 illustrates that the
demographic variable age (RRR: 1.025; p-value: 0.041) is significantly associated with being in the
non-victim group, while employment status (RRR: 0.292; p-value: 0.037) and being foreign born
(RRR: 0.491; p-value: 0.049) is significantly associated with being in the PMC victim group.
Additionally, the explanatory variable police legitimacy is significantly associated with being in
the non-victim group compared with the PMC victim group. For one unit increase in perception of
police legitimacy (higher scores indicate more favorable views), the relative risk ratio of being in the
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non-victim group relative to the PMC victim group increases by a factor of 2.269 (p-value: 0.000),
holding all other variables constant. In other words, the higher the perception of police legitimacy, the
more likely it is that respondents are in the non-victim group and the less likely they are in the PMC
victim group. Fair procedures and police effectiveness could have influenced lower perception of
police legitimacy of people with police contact or crime experience compared with people who have
not been victimized. Hall (2012) suggests that successful responses to PMC incidents influence the
victims’ desire to cooperate with police. The NSPS, unfortunately, does not question respondents on
the outcome of police contact.
The demographic variables gender, dependent children, income, education, home ownership
and marital status are not significantly associated with being in one group over the other. Only the risk
factor variable foreign born indicates a significant association in the final model. The explanatory
variables cooperation with the police, identifying with Australia and its community, law legitimacy,
federal government legitimacy and state government legitimacy are not significantly associated with
belonging to one group over the other.
Comparing non-PMC to PMC victims
*** Table 5 about here ***
The comparison between PMC victims and non-PMC victims suggests that victims are not
distinguishable demographically from non-PMC victims, as none of the demographic variables showed
significance in being in one group over the other. However, Model 2 and 3 in table 5 illustrate that the
risk factor variable foreign born is significantly associated with being in the PMC victim group
compared with the non-PMC victim group. For respondents who are foreign born, the relative risk
ratio for being in the non-PMC victim group compared with the PMC victim group is expected to
decrease by a factor of 0.448 (p-value: 0.032), holding all other variables constant. More generally,
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people who have been born overseas are less likely to be in the group that has been victimized without
a prejudice motive and more likely to be in the PMC victim group.
Further, the explanatory variable police legitimacy is significantly associated with being in the
non-PMC victim group relative to the PMC victim group. With the addition of the explanatory variable
police legitimacy to Model 3, the relative risk ratio for police legitimacy indicates a significant
association with being in the non-PMC victim group. The relative risk ratio of belonging to the nonPMC victim group compared with the PMC victim group increases by a factor of 1.901 (p-value:
0.007), given a one unit increase in perception of police legitimacy, holding all other variables
constant. In other words, people with higher perceptions of police legitimacy will be more likely part of
the victimized group without prejudice motive and less likely to be in the PMC victim group. None of
the other explanatory variables, such as cooperation with the police, identifying with Australia and its
community, law legitimacy, federal government legitimacy and state government legitimacy were
significantly associated with belonging to one group over the other. None of the demographic variables
are significantly associated with being in either the non-PMC victim group or the PMC victim group.
Limitations
One of the limitations of this study is the low prevalence of prejudice motivated crime captured within
the NSPS survey. PMC victimization is a rare event, with few respondents identifying as a victim
experiencing a crime where prejudice towards the person’s skin color, ethnicity, race or religion is a
factor. Other victimization surveys that include PMC items also experience a low prevalence of
victimization resulting in large margins of error around the estimates for PMC (Home Office et al.,
2013). The limitation of low PMC numbers in the survey was addressed by using appropriate statistical
techniques, which can adequately deal with rare event data, such as MNLR for the victimization
patterns (see, for example, Chongatera, 2013). The NSPS only measures PMC victimization related to
race, religion and nationality, therefore, the survey results omit a large number of PMC victims by not
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including items requesting information on victimization related to, for example, sexual orientation,
gender identity or disability. Further, it was not possible to distinguish between the time (before or after
the crime occurred) or the nature of contact with police (i.e., being a victim, offender or any other
police contact), which may have had an influence on victims’ perceptions of police legitimacy.
An additional limitation of this research is that the NSPS is based on respondents’ self-reported
experiences and perceptions of victimization. Shively, McDevitt, Cronin, and Balboni (2001) suggest
that this could lead to an overestimation of prejudice motivated crime, where victims identify the crime
as a PMC although no prejudice motive was present, or the underestimation of PMC, with victims
unable to distinguish a PMC from a non-PMC. Such self-reported victimization estimation
discrepancies might only be rectified by further research into the facts around victims’ perceptions that
the crime was motivated by a prejudice bias of the perpetrator (Shively et al., 2001). In the NSPS,
minority groups, such as the Indigenous population and respondents who do not speak English at home
are under-represented, which most likely leads to an under-representation of PMC victimization. For
the purpose of addressing these limitations, any missing PMC victims on variables were carefully
considered and recoding techniques used to avoid any dropout throughout the statistical analysis.

Discussion and conclusion
This study aimed to explore the differences between PMC victims, non-PMC victims and non-victims
in the Australian context, analyzing the NSPS using Multinomial Logit Regression models. In doing so,
it contributed to the literature by establishing that the higher the perception of police legitimacy, the
more likely respondents are in the non-victim group as compared to the victim group, and this nonvictim group also has higher levels of government trust. This is an important finding, especially in
terms of prior interactions with authority and future reporting of victimization, discussed further below.
This study has also shown that perceptions of police legitimacy (in respondents) stands out as a key
factor distinguishing between PMC victims and non-PMC victims. This is a significant result and has
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implications for victims’ reporting patterns. With 1.08% of respondents having been victimized by a
crime motivated by prejudice, the low prevalence of PMC victimization within the NSPS is consistent
with findings from previous research within other parts of the world (Chongatera, 2013; Home Office
et al., 2013; Johnson, 2005b, 2005c).
The present study was designed to determine the differences between victim groups. The
findings suggest that differences between non-PMC victims – respondents who experienced a crime
without a prejudice motive – to non-victims exist in that older and married respondents were less likely
to be in the non-PMC victim group. This finding is consistent with prior research pointing towards the
risk of victimization decreasing with age and increasing for people who are not married (Dixon et al.,
2006; Hindelang et al., 1978). This phenomenon is explained through lifestyle exposure hypothesis,
whereas differences in personal lifestyles may be linked to situations with higher probabilities for
victimization (Hindelang et al., 1978; Morris, Rockett, & Elechi, 2014). Further, respondents with
higher educational attainment were more likely to be in a non-PMC group. In a Canadian study, Gabor
and Mata (2004) also found that higher levels of education increased the likelihood of victimization.
Demographic differences also exist when comparing PMC victims to non-victims, in that, similarly to
non-PMC victims, older respondents tend to be in the non-victim group. Further, respondents who were
unemployed were more likely to be in the PMC victim group in comparison to the non-victim group
(similarly seen in Medoff, 1999). As previously suggested, proponents of high unemployment rates as a
factor of PMC victimization propose that competition for resources, such as jobs and housing space,
leads to more PMC occurrences amongst visible minority groups (Chongatera, 2013). The finding of no
demographic differences between PMC victims and non-PMC victims is somewhat surprising. The
expectation was to at least find income disparity between the two groups, as prior Canadian research
indicates that “income to some extent minimizes the likelihood of exposure to hate-crime
victimization” (Chongatera, 2013, p. 58).
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In contrast to the existing literature that informed the decision to add risk/protective factors for
victimization into the models, certain attributes, such as ethnicity and minority group status (Burgess &
Regehr, 2010; Culotta, 2005; von Hentig, 1948), were not significantly associated with being in the
non-PMC group over the non-victim group. A possible explanation for this result may be that these risk
factors for victimization as well as visible minority group status are less likely linked to non-PMC
victimization and rather linked to PMC victimization (Chongatera, 2013). Key results indicate,
however, that the only clear distinction in regards to the risk/protective factors for victimization
between who will experience a crime with or without a prejudice motive is the respondent’s immigrant
status. Being born outside of Australia was the most likely indicator of being victimized by a prejudice
motivated crime. Prior research within the Western European context found that young people and
migrants are especially at risk of PMC victimization (Van Kesteren, 2016), that ethnic minorities and
immigrants have a greater likelihood of victimization (Burgess & Regehr, 2010; Culotta, 2005; von
Hentig, 1948), and that visible minority group status is linked to PMC victimization, but less likely to
be linked to non-PMC victimization (Chongatera, 2013). The data analysis in this study did indicate a
clear distinction between the immigrant status of PMC victims and the other victim groups. But what
explains why the other risk/protective factor variables were inconclusive in the NSPS data and overall
the Australian context? The NSPS includes a number of different items that tap into ethnicity, including
ancestry, religion and country of birth which Connelly, Gayle, and Lambert (2016) have described as
the “multiple characteristics” approach. Surveys within other countries, such as the United Kingdom,
use the “mutually exclusive category” approach, where respondents self-identify into group categories
that include their national origins and other more visible differences (e.g., White English, White and
Black Caribbean, Asian British, Black British, etc.; Connelly et al., 2016). In Australia, however,
ethnicity is measured by, for example, a common language, a common birth country or a common
religion, which does not distinguish between the visible differences of minority groups. Descriptive
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statistics around the foreign born variable, for example, indicate a high percentage of PMC victims
born in Australia. This, however, does not automatically indicate that they do not belong to a visible
minority group, nor does an indication of a birth country of India and Peru indicate that the respondent
belongs to a visible minority.
A further key finding suggests that respondents with higher perceptions of police legitimacy
and more favorable views towards the federal government were more likely to be in the group
indicating no victimization within the past twelve months. Individuals who see the government as
legitimate will be more likely to accept laws implemented by the government and take on the
responsibility to abide by such laws and cooperate with government bodies. As the police is a
government agency, a lack of fair contact with the police could influence perceptions towards the
government, as the state has responsibility for the peace and protection of individuals (Tyler, 2003).
Contact with the police (both unsatisfactory and positive) can have an influence on people’s confidence
in the police (Bradford, Jackson, & Stanko, 2009). People who have not experienced any crime in the
past twelve months may be less likely to have had recent police contact, which may explain their more
positive attitudes towards police.
This study also highlights that victimization context does matter as there are important
differences between crime types (see, e.g., Murphy & Barkworth, 2014). Perceptions of police
legitimacy (in respondents) stands out as a key factor distinguishing between PMC victims and nonPMC victims, in that PMC victims had even lower perceptions of police legitimacy than non-PMC
victims. This is a significant result, as both groups have experienced victimization, but higher
perceptions of police legitimacy increase the likelihood of a person being in the non-PMC victim
group, and lower perceptions of police legitimacy increase the likelihood of people being in the PMC
victim group. These findings have implications for victims’ reporting patterns, as people who lack
confidence in the police are unlikely to report a crime to the police (Cherney & Chui, 2009; Murphy &
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Cherney, 2011; Tyler, 2005, 2011), and are especially problematic within the PMC context, as recent
findings by XXX et al. (2018) suggest that victims’ low perceptions of police legitimacy are a
significant barrier to reporting PMC to police. This paper adds further to these results by indicating that
PMC victims differ significantly in their police legitimacy levels from the other two victim groups.
Prior research suggests that victimization experiences have an impact on attitudes towards
criminal justice system agencies, such as the police (see, e.g., Sprott & Doob, 2009). As the NSPS
dataset is cross-sectional data, identifying if victims’ perceptions of police legitimacy were already less
favorable prior to the crime incident, or if the subsequent police contact resulted in victims’ lower
perceptions of police legitimacy, is not possible within this study. Future research needs to explore in
detail what factors influence victims’ lower perceptions of police legitimacy. As recent research by
Berthelot, McNeal, and Baldwin (2018) points out, a more nuanced approach may be necessary,
investigating prior contact, demographics, victimization experiences, and trust and confidence in the
police within one study. Considerably more work will need to be done to determine the impact of
victimization experiences on perceptions of government legitimacy. Future longitudinal studies may be
able to uncover, if perceptions of government legitimacy change with the experience of a crime event,
if prior experiences with government agencies can taint this trust, or if demographic factors may have
an impact on such trust levels. Especially within current political climates, government legitimacy
becomes an important consideration; specifically as societies still grapple with disproportionate and
unfair practices and procedures of government agencies and the manifestation of systemic inequalities
in governments around the world.
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Table 1 Descriptive statistics of risk/protective factors for victimization in NSPS.
Risk/protective factors for
victimization
LOTE
Yes
No
ATSI
Yes
No
Australian citizen
Yes
No
Foreign born
Yes
No
Preference for Anglo-Saxons as
neighbours
Religion
Christian
Other

Non-victim
(%, M, Md)

Non-PMC victim
(%, M, Md)

PMC victims
(%, M, Md)

6.23%
93.77%

2.53%
97.47%

2.17%
97.83%

0.97%
99.03%

0.84%
99.16%

2.17%
97.83%

90.74%
9.26%

93.82%
6.18%

97.83%
2.17%

25.10%
74.90%
M: 2.721 (1, 5)
Md: 3

19.94%
80.06%
M: 2.751 (1, 5)
Md: 3

28.26%
71.74%
M: 2.946 (1,5)
Md: 3

63.44%
36.56%

63.48%
36.52%

58.70%
41.30%
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Table 2 Factor analysis for policing context utilising items to construct scales.
Item

Factor
1

Perceptions of Police Legitimacy 11
Police try to be fair when making decisions.
Police treat people fairly.
Police treat people with dignity and respect.
Police are always polite when dealing with people.
Police listen to people before making decisions.
Police make decisions based upon facts, not their
personal biases or opinions.
Police respect people’s rights when decisions are made.
Overall, I think that police are doing a good job in my
community.
I trust the police in my community.
I have confidence in the police in my community.
Police are accessible to the people in this community.
Cooperation with police
Call the police to report a crime.
Help police find someone suspected of committing a
crime by providing them with information.
Report dangerous or suspicious activity to police.
Willingly assist police if needed.
Identifying with Australia and its community
I see myself first and mainly as a member of the
Australian community.
It is important for me to be seen by others as a member
of the Australian community.
I am proud to be Australian.
What Australia stands for is important for me.
Perceptions of Federal Government Legitimacy
How much of the time can you trust the Australian
government to do what is right?
How much confidence do you have in the Prime Minister
of Australia?
How much confidence do you have in Federal Politicians?
How much confidence do you have in Federal
Parliament?
Perceptions of Law Legitimacy
You should always obey the law even if it goes against
what you think is right.
I feel a moral obligation to obey the law.
People should do what our laws tell them to do even if
they disagree with them.
Perceptions of State Government Legitimacy
How much confidence do you have in your State Premier?
How much confidence do you have in your State
Politicians?
Eigenvalues

2

3

4

5

6

0.7635
0.8220
0.8336
0.7488
0.7916
0.7985
0.8274
0.7999
0.8347
0.8393
0.6875
0.8348
0.8731
0.8330
0.8480
0.8149
0.7472
0.8298
0.8269
0.7632
0.8133
0.7111
0.7724

0.8595
0.7973
0.8876

0.8013
0.8258
7.32019

3.12270

2.76647

2.64274

2.39843

1.79408

11
The perceptions of police legitimacy scale include procedural justice items, because the items load highly onto one factor
and the two separate scales are highly correlated.
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Table 3 Comparing non-PMC victims vs. non-victims (base).
Control & explanatory
variables

Model 1
Model 2
RRR [95%CI]
RRR [95%CI]
SE
SE
Control Variables: Demographics
Age (18-95)
0.979***[0.973, 0.986] 0.979***[0.972, 0.986]
0.003
0.003
Gender (female)
0.880 [0.740, 1.046]
0.881 [0.739, 1.051]
0.078
0.079
Dependent children
1.126 [0.909, 1.394]
1.124 [0.905, 1.394]
0.123
0.124
Income
1.025 [0.978, 1.073]
1.021 [0.974, 1.070]
0.024
0.024
Education
1.099**[1.023, 1.179]
1.113**[1.035, 1.196]
0.040
0.041
Home ownership
0.896 [0.702, 1.143]
0.870 [0.680, 1.112]
0.111
0.109
Married
0.657***[0.545, 0.793] 0.652***[0.539, 0.788]
0.063
0.063
Unemployed
1.370 [0.785, 2.393]
1.278 [0.721, 2.265]
0.390
0.373
Control Variables: Risk/Protective Factors for Victimization
LOTE
0.781 [0.443, 1.377]
0.226
ATSI
0.777 [0.314, 1.921]
0.359
Australian citizen
0.791 [0.534, 1.171]
0.158
Foreign born
0.928 [0.733, 1.175]
0.112
Preference for Anglo1.052 [0.951, 1.163]
Saxons as neighbours
0.054
Religion (Christian)
1.107 [0.923, 1.328]
0.103
Explanatory Variables:
Police legitimacy
Cooperation with police
Identifying with Australia
and its community
Law legitimacy
Federal government
legitimacy
State government legitimacy

Model 3
RRR [95%CI]
SE
0.981***[0.974, 0.988]
0.004
0.928 [0.775, 1.111]
0.085
1.125 [0.904, 1.400]
0.126
1.025 [0.978, 1.075]
0.025
1.138***[1.056, 1.227]
0.044
0.896 [0.698, 1.150]
0.114
0.676***[0.558, 0.820]
0.067
1.365 [0.768, 2.428]
0.401
0.831 [0.467, 1.479]
0.245
0.739 [0.297, 1.837]
0.343
0.817 [0.546, 1.223]
0.168
0.912 [0.717, 1.159]
0.112
1.027 [0.926, 1.138]
0.054
1.090 [ 0.903, 1.315]
0.104
0.838*[0.719, 0.976]
0.065
0.863 [0.742, 1.002]
0.066
1.076 [0.940, 1.233]
0.075
0.990 [0.865, 1.134]
0.068
0.673***[0.552, 0.820]
0.068
0.983 [0.822, 1.174]
0.089

Note: *p-value < 0.05; **p-value < 0.01; ***p-value < 0.001; statistical significance of difference from the reference category.
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Table 4 Comparing non-victims vs. PMC victims (base).
Control & explanatory
variables

Model 1
Model 2
RRR [95%CI]
RRR [95%CI]
SE
SE
Control Variables: Demographics
Age (18-95 years)
1.024*[1.002, 1.046]
1.026*[1.003, 1.049]
0.011
0.012
Gender (female)
1.095 [0.597, 2.009]
1.074 [0.583, 1.981]
0.339
0.335
Dependent children
1.126 [0.520, 2.436]
1.111 [0.513, 2.403]
0.443
0.437
Income
1.166 [0.973, 1.397]
1.159 [0.967, 1.391]
0.108
0.108
Education
1.017 [0.799, 1.294]
1.038 [0.810, 1.330]
0.125
0.131
Home ownership
1.939 [0.983, 3.826]
1.953 [0.986, 3.869]
0.672
0.681
Married
1.803 [0.931, 3.493]
1.846 [0.950, 3.585]
0.608
0.625
Unemployed
0.300*[0.098, 0.919]
0.283*[0.091, 0.876]
0.171
0.163
Control Variables: Risk/Protective Factors for Victimization
LOTE
1.903 [0.237, 15.265]
2.021
ATSI
0.633 [0.080, 5.010]
0.668
Australian citizen
0.223 [0.029, 1.728]
0.233
Foreign born
0.466*[0.232, 0.936]
0.166
Preference for Anglo0.755 [0.534, 1.065]
Saxons as neighbours
0.133
Religion (Christian)
1.112 [0.600, 2.059]
0.350
Explanatory Variables
Police legitimacy
Cooperation with police
Identifying with Australia
and its community
Law legitimacy
Federal government
legitimacy
State government legitimacy

Model 3
RRR [95%CI]
SE
1.025*[1.001, 1.049]
0.012
1.057 [0.562, 1.988]
0.341
1.082 [0.499, 2.346]
0.427
1.164 [0.969, 1.397]
0.109
1.026 [0.796, 1.322]
0.133
1.702 [0.844, 3.430]
0.609
1.790 [0.918, 3.491]
0.610
0.292*[0.092, 0.929]
0.172
1.892 [0.231, 15.468]
2.028
0.653 [0.082, 5.175]
0.690
0.243 [0.031, 1.911]
0.256
0.491*[0.242, 0.998]
0.178
0.834 [0.589, 1.181]
0.148
1.133 [0.604, 2.127]
0.364
2.269***[1.446, 3.560]
0.521
1.043 [0.502, 1.282]
0.192
0.802 [0.452, 1.101]
0.160
0.705 [0.463, 1.118]
0.162
1.325 [0.660, 2.663]
0.472
1.167 [0.615, 2.216]
0.382

Note: *p-value < 0.05; **p-value < 0.01; ***p-value < 0.001; statistical significance of difference from the reference category.
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Table 5 Comparing non-PMC victims vs. PMC victims (base).
Control & explanatory
variables

Model 1
Model 2
RRR [95%CI]
RRR [95%CI]
SE
SE
Control Variables: Demographics
Age (18-95 years)
1.002 [0.981, 1.025]
1.004 [0.982, 1.027]
0.011
0.012
Gender (female)
0.964 [0.518, 1.793]
0.947 [0.506, 1.772]
0.305
0.303
Dependent children
1.268 [0.577, 2.783]
1.248 [0.568, 2.741]
0.508
0.501
Income
1.194 [0.994, 1.436]
1.184 [0.984, 1.425]
0.112
0.112
Education
1.117 [0.872, 1.430]
1.155 [0.896, 1.489]
0.141
0.150
Home ownership
1.737 [0.860, 3.507]
1.698 [0.837, 3.445]
0.623
0.613
Married
1.186 [0.602, 2.334]
1.203 [0.609, 2.375]
0.410
0.418
Unemployed
0.411 [0.127, 1.330]
0.362 [0.110, 1.190]
0.246
0.220
Control Variables: Risk/Protective Factors for Victimization
LOTE
1.486 [0.178, 12.425]
1.610
ATSI
0.491 [0.055, 4.354]
0.547
Australian citizen
0.177 [0.022, 1.394]
0.186
Foreign born
0.433*[0.210, 0.890]
0.159
Preference for Anglo0.793 [0.557, 1.130]
Saxons as neighbours
0.143
Religion (Christian)
1.231 [0.654, 2.314]
0.397
Explanatory Variables
Police legitimacy
Cooperation with police
Identifying with Australia
and its community
Law legitimacy
Federal government
legitimacy
State government legitimacy

Model 3
RRR [95%CI]
SE
1.005 [0.981, 1.030]
0.012
0.981 [0.514, 1.870]
0.323
1.218 [0.554, 2.677]
0.489
1.193 [0.991, 1.437]
0.113
1.168 [0.901, 1.514]
0.155
1.524 [0.740, 3.140]
0.562
1.210 [0.611, 2.399]
0.422
0.398 [0.119, 1.339]
0.246
1.572 [0.185, 13.343]
1.715
0.482 [0.054, 4.281]
0.537
0.198 [0.025, 1.594]
0.211
0.448*[0.215, 0.932]
0.167
0.856 [0.600, 1.222]
0.155
1.235 [0.648, 2.353]
0.406
1.901**[1.197, 3.018]
0.449
0.900 [0.563, 1.439]
0.216
0.863 [0.535, 1.393]
0.211
0.698 [0.443, 1.101]
0.162
0.892 [0.437, 1.821]
0.325
1.147 [0.595, 2.209]
0.384

Note: *p-value < 0.05; **p-value < 0.01; ***p-value < 0.001; statistical significance of difference from the reference category.
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