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Abstract 

Crime patterns differ across different geographical areas. However, much of the 

explanations for these differences explicitly focus on urban population areas. The result is 

that rural areas have been neglected. The current work seeks to explain rural 

concentrations of crime with an emphasis on violent crime through the use of an 

alternative to crime rates: a crime location quotient. Data was gathered from the British 

Columbia Policing Jurisdiction Crime Trends, 2000 – 2009 (BCPJ) and includes the raw 

counts of both property and violent offending from the Uniform Crime Reporting 2 

(UCR2) Survey, Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics, Statistics Canada (N=140).  

A comparison between crime rates and location quotients suggests that, within British 

Columbia, rural areas appear to specialize in violent offending.  Traditional, urban based 

theories are tested with ordinary least squares regression for their use in explaining 

property and violent offending within British Columbia and it is concluded that property 

offending is explained well with traditional theories although the theories are less useful 

for violent offending.  It is speculated that the reason for this difference is that traditional 

theories have been developed within urban areas so might miss out on some of the 

specific characteristics of rural police jurisdictions. 

As a result, the differences between rural and urban areas and differences between rural 

and urban violence are identified and used to develop a rural specific theoretical construct 

for explaining violence. The new theoretical construct is then evaluated in terms of the 

empirical explanatory power along with the scope and range of the theory as it relates to 
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the British Columbian context. The new theory is then repositioned within the larger 

social ecological school of crime and fit back into the existing literature about rural 

crime. The while there are limitations with focusing on a single province, important 

considerations for explaining rural crime are evident and suggestions for future research 

take into account these results.  

Keywords:  Rural crime; social ecology; location quotient; violent offending; theory 
testing; British Columbia  
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Chapter 1: Unequal geographical distributions of 
crime and traditional explanations  

 

Crime in the Canadian context 

When crime is allegorically structured as an urban phenomenon, criminology is 

derelict in its failure to explain some of the areas with the highest concentrations of 

violence; namely, the rural areas of a province, in the current context. This is not to say 

that an urban environment is not worthy of study. Indeed, Shaw and McKay, notably, 

were correct in focusing upon crime within highly populated areas (early to mid- 

twentieth century Chicago) particularly given the inevitable: that crime involving 

relationships between people is exacerbated when there are more people. However, if 

Guerry (1833) and Quetelet (1835) are correct in their analyses of mid- to late-nineteenth 

century France, it would seem there is good reason to believe there is a marked difference 

between the causes of crime in rural areas and in urban areas. In particular, there would 

be reason to suspect that there would be a difference in property offending patterns when 

compared to violent offending patterns in rural and urban.  

It is necessary to distinguish between rural and remote areas given the latter is 

usually devoid of a population whereas rural areas usually contain people, albeit 
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relatively fewer when compared to their urban counterparts. It would seem that any crime 

problem, and a snapshot of that crime problem, would be better understood and explained 

within the specific context of the area in which the crime occurs. It might be that the 

urban underbelly does not "own" crime, as seems to have been claimed by many urban 

theories but, rather, that there are different contexts in which crime takes place that might 

extend beyond an urban-centric understanding.  

As is the case for many post-industrial societies, Canada has once again reported a 

decline in crime as represented in official crime statistics (Brennan & Dauvergne, 2010). 

Indeed, the "police-reported crime rate, which measures the overall volume of crime, 

continued to decline in 2010 (down 5 percent), reaching its lowest level since 1973" 

(Ibid., p. 6). While much of the evident decline is attributed to decreases in property 

offences, decreases in the violent crime rates combine for a total percent change of about 

-14 percent between the years 2000 and 2010. Decreases among property crimes, namely 

theft under $5,000 (-23,000 incidents), mischief (-22,500 incidents), motor vehicle thefts 

(-15,300 incidents), and break and enters (-9,200 incidents), accounted for the most of the 

decline (Brennan & Dauvergne, 2010) that contributes, in turn, to a total percent change 

of about -26 percent for the years 2000 to 2010. However, while a general decline in 

crime is apparent at the national level (Farrell, Tseloni, Mailley & Tilley, 2011) such a 

decline is not uniform across smaller regions. There are, for example, variations in rates 

between provinces, especially with respect to declines. 

Aggregate national trends obscure much of the variation in crime measures across 

the Canadian provinces. Canada is, after all, a large geographical area; it is the second 
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largest country in the world (with a total area of 9,984,670 km2, Stats Canada) but with a 

paltry population density of 3.1 people per km2 (Ibid.). Accordingly, Canada might be 

considered a very large, rural place with disparate crime patterns. As Andresen (2009) 

points out, one of the particularly interesting patterns in Canadian crime statistics is a 

phenomenon in which there appears to be "a generally increasing crime rate moving east 

to west that has existed for at least 40 years" (p. 32). Although property and violent crime 

rates dropped in the western most Canadian province (British Columbia) between 2008 

and 2009, both rates were reportedly higher than the national average. For example, while 

the 2008 violent and property crime rates in BC were 16.86 and 60.94 (per 100,000 

population), respectively, the Canadian rates were calculated at 13.31 and 42.37 (per 

100,000 population) (Police-Reported Crime Data: Uniform Crime Reporting 2 (UCR2) 

Survey, Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics, Statistics Canada). The western provinces 

appear to report rates that are, in many cases, higher than the national average (see, for 

example, Silver, 2007). Despite the persistence of the "east west phenomenon" more than 

40 years, there is little empirical research into why this would be the case (Hartnagel, 

1997). What is known is that, as the most western of the Canadian provinces, British 

Columbia could be considered the most crime ridden. 

Despite the presence of two large cities (Metro Vancouver and Metro Victoria) 

British Columbia, like the rest of Canada, is predominantly rural. There are about 4.25 

million residents with a density of 4.4 persons per km2 (Statistics Canada). As the most 

western of the Canadian provinces, in 2009 British Columbia evidenced its lowest crime 

rate in over 30 years (BC Ministry of Public Safety, 2009). Like the rest of Canada, this 

was driven largely by decreases in property offences. Substantial property declines 
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included theft (-4 percent), mischief (-11 percent), motor vehicle theft (-14 percent), and 

breaking and entering (-13 percent) (Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General, 

Police Services Division, 2009). However, during the same time period the British 

Columbian crime severity index ranking remained about 27 percent higher than the 

Canadian national average (Ibid.).' Further, the number of violent offences increased 

slightly from the previous year and remained higher than the national average (Ibid.). 

Thus, while British Columbia as a whole is reporting the lowest crime rates since the 

1970s it is acknowledged that the apparent reduction is crime specific. Stated differently, 

while some types of offending are on the decline, others are on the increase.  

The disparity suggests that a better understanding of the distribution of specific 

offending types across the province itself is necessary.  Given regional disparities in 

crime in British Columbia, and questions about disparities for specific crime types, there 

is reason to ponder whether traditional theoretical explanations that have been developed 

within an urban context may be inappropriate for a more rural region.  This dissertation 

seeks to evaluate the differences between rural and urban crime patterns using an 

alternative measure to crime rates, the location quotient, in an effort to obtain a deeper 

understanding of what is different between these two patterns.  This approach allows for 

a measure of the concentration of a particular type of offence within a particular 

geographical area.  

The goal of the current work is, first, to describe crime concentrations across the 

British Columbian landscape by means of a “location quotient” in order to identify 

patterns of property and violent crime distributions and, second, to test the salience of key 
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social-structural and opportunity measures.  Existing theoretical constructs, and 

associated research, suggest that traditional theories of crime would be useful in 

understanding why some areas have disproportionately high concentrations of property 

offending.  However, the same findings also point to the possibility that this might not be 

the case for disproportionately violent areas.  Further, it would seem that theories built in, 

and applied to, urban environments would be less useful for explaining rural crime 

phenomena assuming there is something different about urban and rural settings beyond 

simple population counts.  

It is not certain that traditional urban-centric theories will be useful in explaining 

the differences between rural and urban violent crimes. If this suspicion proves true, an 

explanatory theoretical construct for rural violence will require additional research to 

explain these differences.  That is, if traditional theories cannot explain rural crime, it is 

necessary to gather additional information from northern-rural areas to find out what, if 

anything, is different about these areas that would account for a variation in violent 

offending.  The current work seeks to integrate non-traditional measures into existing 

theoretical constructs with the goal of providing a more comprehensive understanding of 

crime in rural, northern British Columbia. 
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Canadian crime patterns and explanations 

It would seem that crime is trending downward in Canada; however, it is not 

decreasing uniformly across all geographical areas.  Further, within the Canadian context 

at least, there appears to be little research focused specifically on unequal geographical 

distributions of crime.  Amongst those who have looked at crime trends within Canada, 

most take a ‘traditional approach’ insofar as questions about crime disparities are 

analysed using social structural and environmental theories.  For some (see, e.g. 

Hartnagel, 1978) regional variations in crime are related to the demographic 

characteristics of the individuals occupying an area such as age or sex compositions.   

Others have looked at aggregate measures of regional economies or populations 

(see, e.g. Kennedy, Silverman, & Forde, 1991) or income inequality (see, e.g. Daly, 

Wilson, & Vasdev, 2001), and as such appeared to focus on the social structural 

characteristics of the place. Other researchers have looked at changes within a region 

such as geographic mobility (see, e.g. Hartnagel, 1997) or urbanization (see, e.g. Bell-

Rowbotham & Boydell, 1972) and focused on the regional opportunities for the 

commission of criminal offences. Despite some useful insights, most of the results of 

research into Canadian geographical crime concentrations have shown mixed and even 

conflicting results. However, all of these inquiries share a common characteristic in terms 

of the inherent societal genesis of crime. This is best articulated by Quetelet (1835) who 

noted that: 

[s]ociety itself contains the germs of all the crimes committed. It is the 
social state, in some measure, that prepares these crimes, and the criminal 
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is merely the instrument that executes them” (as cited in Beirne, 1987, p. 
1140). 

 

Anselin, Griffiths, and Tita, (2008) suggest that many criminological theories 

“place primary importance on the social and economic conditions that foster the 

commission of crime (e.g. social disorganization)” (p. 97) and, as such, appear to appeal 

to those who promote social/structural explanations of crime. For example, Hartnagel 

(1978) looked at the sex and age composition of the provinces compared to conviction 

rates, but was only able to find a moderate association between the input and outcome 

variables. Others, such as Kennedy, Silverman, and Forde (1991), sought cultural and 

structural explanations for regional variations in Canadian homicide rates using 

multivariate regression but concluded that changes in regional economies and populations 

(not regional cultures of violence) explained homicide rates during four different time 

periods. 

Alternatively, other theoretical constructs that could be used within a Canadian 

context might include “those [theories] that view the crime-generating/crime-attracting 

activities of places as the central mechanism that brings both suitable targets and 

motivated offenders together in both time and space (e.g. environmental criminology and 

routine activities)” (Anselin, et al., 2008, p. 98), and attempt to provide an explanation of 

the creation of opportunities for criminal offending. For example, Giffen (1965) was able 

to find a positive relationship between convictions and population increases along with a 

positive association between convictions as well as the proportion of the population 

located in census metropolitan areas and the proportion of cities with a population over 
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30,000.  However, Giffen (1976) later determined that the number of adult offenders in 

1966 was positively, although non-significantly, correlated with percentage urban and 

positively although non-significantly correlated with population growth (between 1961 

and 1966).  For subsequent years, Giffen (1976) concluded that there is a rank order 

correlation with percent urban (.65) in 1973 and with population growth (.46) from 1966 

to 1971. Similarly to Giffen (1965), Bell-Rowbotham and Boydell (1972) focused on 

urbanization and found a significant positive relationship between provincial ranking on 

urbanization in 1966 and 1969 and police reports of robbery and theft. Rather than focus 

on population density or urbanization, Hartnagel (1997) looked at geographic mobility as 

a disintegrative force weakening informal social control, resulting in higher crime rates. 

In addition, Hartnagel (1997) reported the positive net effect of geographical mobility on 

both violent and property crime rates over a 20 year period. 

Thus, while demographic trends and opportunity variables provide some, albeit 

often conflicting, explanations for uneven distributions of regional crime (Brantingham & 

Brantingham, 1984, 1993, 1995a, 1998) there is also some evidence to indicate that 

specific types of offending are higher in the west (for example, Andresen, 2006, 2007). 

Taken together, these findings raise two important questions.  First, can British Columbia 

be characterized as being comprised of regions with a disproportionate amount of certain 

types of offending when compared with the rest of the province?  Second, can these 

crime concentrations be explained with the traditional structural and environmental 

theoretical constructs? 
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Conceptual framework 

Surprisingly little research has attempted to explain crime variation across Canada 

even though such variation is one of the oldest (geographical) empirical interests within 

the criminological enterprise. By way of context, unequal geographical distributions of 

crime elsewhere have received a great deal of attention in other places (Brantingham & 

Brantingham, 1984).  While there appears to be a general consensus that the assessment 

of unequal geographical distributions of crime have long histories (see, for example, 

Anselin, Griffiths, & Tita, 2008) many accounts trace the practice of looking at social 

ecological factors to early twentieth century Chicago (see, e.g. Robinson, 2004). Yet 

others begin even more recently with explanations grounded in the 1980s-90s social 

ecology research that focused on the re-conceptualization of social disorganization (for 

example, Cahill & Mulligan, 2003).   

The theoretical concept of social disorganization has its roots in the ideas of Shaw 

and McKay that arose within an environment marked by an inordinate influx of people of 

varying ethnic origins. In this perspective crime is seen as something caused by 

industrialization, modernity, and capitalism. As noted by Vold, Bernard, and Snipes 

(1998), “Chicago at that time had a population of over 2 million; between 1860 and 1910 

its population had doubled every ten years, with wave after wave of immigrants” (p. 141) 

many of whom took up residence within what would come to be seen as the densely 

populated and somewhat impoverished core area of the city. As these residents became 

increasingly established one group would be replaced by a new wave of immigrants. 

While it is not the intent to make claims about the causal relationship amongst over-
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population, immigrant concentrations and poverty, of particular interest to University of 

Chicago sociologists was why some parts of the city would remain relatively high crime 

areas despite complete population turnovers (Einstadter & Henry, 2006).  As Stark (1987) 

comments, if it is not a characteristic of the individuals who occupy an area, there “must 

be something about places as such that sustains crime” (p. 893). Through the integration 

of ecology into the study of human environments, sociologists “Park and Burgess (1925) 

and Shaw and McKay (1931, 1942) turned the City of Chicago into laboratory for an 

ethnography of urban life and culture” (Einstadter & Henry, 2006 p. 124) in which crime 

was explained “as a group of phenomenon (sic.) arising naturally in urban sectors” (p. 

125).  

Park and Burgess (1925) focused on population dominance and succession that 

was akin to ecological models noting that, like crime, economic conditions within an area 

seemed to be stable over time. Shaw and McKay (1942) expanded upon this 

understanding suggesting that it was not poverty or a specific ethnic group per se but 

instead a process of social disorganization that was responsible for crime (Ibid.).  The 

idea of social disorganization is explained as “a decrease of existing social rules of 

behavior upon individual members of the group” (Thomas & Znaniecki, 1958, p. 1128). 

Within a socially disorganized area, population turnover along with dilapidated living 

arrangements result in a breakdown of informal control.  Veysey and Messner (1999) 

suggest that social disorganization operates “through the process of value and norm 

conflicts, cultural changes and cultural vacuums, and the weakening of primary 

relationships [that] is believed to reduce internal and external social control, which then 

frees individuals to engage in deviant behavior” (p. 159). Social disorganization is 
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comprised of an element of concentrated disadvantage (Ackerman, 1998), the concept of 

increased population heterogeneity (see, for example, Cahill & Mulligan, 2003) and an 

element of decreased residential stability (see, for example, Sampson & Groves, 1989). 

Stated simply, an urban population with a high degree of transience, mobility and poverty 

would produce a breakdown of community cohesion and, as a result, social control, and 

would thus become a high crime area (Winfree & Abadinsky, 2003, p. 183). Using this 

perspective, Shaw and McKay are useful in that their theoretical constructs legitimate the 

use of the structural causes of crime that result in environmental opportunities for crime, 

providing the geography is urban. 

Rural crime has not been completely neglected by the social sciences. Indeed, 

there is some evidence that rural crime was, in fact, a precursor to urban crime theory. 

However, given most contemporary theoretical constructs focus primarily on urban 

patterns, it is necessary to extend the traditional social ecological approach further back 

into its origins in order to make predictions about rural patterns in crime. According to 

some (for example, Morris, 1957), Quetelet and Guerry were the precursors of the 

ecological school of criminology. Shaw and McKay (1942) do acknowledge the 

contribution of Guerry; Quetelet is somewhat conspicuous by his absence (Beirne, 1987).  

In the mid-nineteenth century, an astronomer, statistician, and meteorologist, Quetelet 

(1835), and a lawyer, Guerry (1832), provided nearly simultaneous accounts of spatial 

distributions of crime across rural/urban France. As is noted by Beirne (1987), it had 

“been understood since the 16th century that the surveillance and exposure of criminals 

could be served by enumeration, but it was not until this precise juncture that the 

application of numerical analysis to penality achieved the status of an accepted science 
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whose object was the structured order of observable facts” (p. 1146-1147). That is, with 

the recognition of a ‘dangerous class,’ (les miserable) and the reality of recidivism, 19th 

century France was primed for the pursuit of an answer to the problem of crime (Ibid.).  

Through an analysis of both rural and urban France, Quetelet provided evidence 

that “young males, the poor, the less educated, and those without employment or in lowly 

occupations had a greater propensity (penchant) than others to commit crimes and to be 

convicted of them” (Beirne, 1987, p. 1155).  In addition, Quetelet demonstrated that 

crime appeared to remain stable provided the population characteristics did not change 

(Ibid.). Guerry’s findings were particularly informative, from both a methodological and 

a substantive perspective, given the work was the first to use shaded maps to demonstrate 

crime rates, but also because the maps provided evidence of the inverse relationship 

between property and violent crimes (Friendly, 2007).  In particular, there was some 

evidence that rural areas tended toward larger concentrations of violence with urban areas 

showing disproportionate incidences of property offences (Ibid.).  

In sum, while the earliest works provided a justification for the evaluation of 

social structure, and subsequent works added the demographics of a population, measures 

of social structure and, ultimately, opportunity appear to be the possible basis for theories 

of the unequal geographical distributions of crime. In addition, there is reason to believe 

different crimes will have different explanations as is suggested by early French studies. 

As Wagner (1984) suggests, it is not wrong, per se, to use statistics to explain crime, but 

rather it is only ever a part of the explanation. This finding was pre-empted by Guerry 

during the 19th century. The most recent theoretical constructs (such as those developed 
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for 20th century Chicago) appear to abandon the focus on an entire country as a unit of 

analysis in preference for explaining crime across regions within a city. That is, despite 

Guerry’s report on the inverse relationship between property and violent offending using 

French Departments for the whole nation, most of the interest in crime reportedly focused 

upon urban centers (Friendly, 2007). This is hardly surprisingly given that most people 

live in urban centers. However, if an existing theoretical construct does not explain a 

specific type of crime in a particular area, it is reasonable to look to the qualities of that 

area for more insight. 
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The current work and chapter overview 

As stated above, crime is declining across Canada, although not uniformly; in 

addition, crime within British Columbia appears to be generally decreasing although only 

for certain types of offences. Existing research, within the Canadian context, has 

provided some insight into the unequal geographic distributions of crime, although there 

appear to be inconsistencies within the findings. That is, different variables appear to be 

explaining different crime types in different contexts. The result of the research interest 

into unequal geographical distributions of crime has been the use and re-development of 

a number of theoretical constructs thought to be useful as explanations for geographic 

patterns. Many of these theories are grounded in the discovery that there are in fact ‘hot 

spots,’ but they also attempt to offer an explanation as to why a particular concentration 

of crime would appear.  

While the identification of a ‘hot spot’1 is useful from a descriptive point of view, 

such an exercise provides little in the way of explanation. As noted, among those 

theorists who offer explanations the focus divides into two general themes: those who 

appreciate the crime generating/crime attracting function of places; and those who focus 

1 ‘Hot spots’ are defined as “geographically bounded spaces of varying size that are associated 
with heightened victimization risk and a proportionately greater number of criminal incidents 
than other similarly sized areas” (Anselin, Griffiths, & Tita, 2008, p. 99). 
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upon social structural features of places to explain offending (Anselin, Griffiths, & Tita, 

2008). British Columbia does have urban population centers although a substantial 

portion of the province would be best considered as rural. Given that many explanations 

for offending are based upon experiences in urban centers, the use of existing theoretical 

explanations into offending patterns in rural areas requires further work. While Shaw and 

McKay are useful in providing a template for understanding urban crime, it would seem 

an appeal to prior theoretical foundations may be necessary if urban theories are not 

particularly useful in a rural landscape.  

Taken as a whole, the existing literature and theoretical constructs suggest that 

social explanations might include population age, education, and aboriginal status in 

terms of providing a measure of concentrated disadvantage; pertinent factors identified 

through the work of Shaw and McKay and Quetelet. In addition, it is suspected that 

social structural measures such as population density, population change, and the percent 

of rental properties might be useful in identifying areas that are structurally conducive to 

offending and as such reinforce the use of traditional theoretical constructs. Finally, there 

is reason to believe that opportunity might play a role in terms of offending and, as such, 

environmental conditions should be considered as well. Given the importance of the 

features of a place in terms of generating or attracting crime, it is suspected that decreases 

in the percentage of the population who lived at the same address for the past five years 

and increases in the percent employed outside of the community/municipality would be 

associated with increased crime. However, it cannot be assumed that the same 

demographic, structural, and opportunity measures thought useful for urban explanations 
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would be as useful for a rural phenomenon. These theories were not built to explain crime 

in rural areas. 

Following a presentation of the research into specifically rural crime, Chapter 

Two provides an overview of the genesis of theorizing about social ecological 

explanations of crime and demonstrates the point at which the current work departs from 

an evaluation of the existing research into rural crime. Chapter Three provides an 

explanation of the utility of a location quotient (as opposed to a traditional crime rate) for 

analysis within landscapes that can be considered predominantly rural. Data from the 

British Columbia Policing Jurisdiction Crime Trends, 2000 – 2009 (BCPJ) that includes 

the raw counts of both property and violent offending from the Uniform Crime Reporting 

2 (UCR2) Survey, Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics, Statistics Canada is used to 

illustrate the differences through the use of maps.  The value of the crime location 

quotient is then demonstrated in terms of two types of crime: property offending and 

violent offending including the difference between the geographical patterns associated 

with each offence type. The geographical differences between violent crimes and 

property crimes are subsequently tested in relation to the categorization of policing 

jurisdictions and the jurisdiction’s specification as rural, or one of three types of urban 

centers.  

In Chapter Four, traditional explanations for both property and violent crime are 

tested through the use of three different ordinary least squares (OLS) regression models 

that progressively include demographic measures, structural measures, and, finally, 

opportunity measures. The three indicator types have been gathered from British 
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Columbia statistics including those provided by Ministry of Justice. The value of 

traditional measures is discussed in Chapter Five where the urban-based explanations are 

expanded to include measures thought specifically relevant to a rural context. These 

measures are identified through existing court cases retrieved through the British 

Columbian online Judicial Reasons for Judgment and Sentence Database and supported 

by rural/urban differences in relation to violence and rural/urban differences found within 

Canada. These new measures have been gathered with additional information from the 

BC Liquor Distribution Branch, the Vital Statistics Agency, and the Ministry of Health. 

Chapter Six reintegrates the new, more helpful constructs into the traditional urban-

centered theoretical constructs to elaborate upon social ecological understandings of 

crime, and positions the findings as an elaboration of what is currently known about 

social ecological explanations of crime. Chapter Seven repositions the empirical findings 

about property and violent crime in British Columbia within a larger theoretical orienting 

strategy and then considers the same results in terms of the scope and range of the 

developed theory through the identification of subtypes of rural areas within the larger 

rural categorization.  Finally, in Chapter Eight, the results are repositioned within the 

existing literature about rural crime and explained using characteristics of rural British 

Columbia. Limitations and suggestions for future research are discussed and the sampling 

methodology is explained in Appendix A. 
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Chapter 2: The social causes of crime and rural 
explanations for crime 

A conceptual framework for understanding the social causes of 
crime 

Criminological theorizing that relies upon social ecology models and begins with 

the kinds of orienting strategies2 attributed to Parks and Burgess (1925), neglects the 

methodological origins of such theories.  While other criminological accounts reach even 

further back to 18th century ideas (for example, Taylor, 2001, begins with Napoleon), or 

go in different directions (for example, Robinson, 2004, begins with Durkheim), all seem 

to eventually arrive at a discussion of Shaw and McKay’s (1929, 1942) work on juvenile 

delinquency.  This work appears to acknowledge earlier methodological constructs.  

There is, however, a larger epistemological contribution owed to earlier works that 

requires examination; namely, theories that appear to link more directly to rural crime the 

examination of which might help to explain rural crime events and criminality.  As 

2 Wagner (1984) differentiates between unit theory and meta theory (orienting strategy) 
suggesting the claims of the latter involve the identification of “assertions about the subject 
matter of sociology, about the nature of social reality, and about the goals of sociological 
inquiry” (p. 26). 
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Faught (1980) notes, an examination of the growth of a particular theoretical perspective 

tends to include two tasks “(1) an examination of the contributions of individual scholars; 

and (2) an identification of key, or unit, ideas that are traced across time” (p. 72).   

Despite the practice of tracing back social ecological factors to early twentieth 

century Chicago (see, e.g. Robinson, 2004), there is some evidence to indicate that the 

roots of social ecological theorizing extend to earlier contributions such as those of 

Guerry and Quetelet in 19th century France (see, e.g. Friendly, 2007) in explaining why 

crime varies across areas.  As Bayatrizi (2009) suggests, much of sociology’s “current 

day preoccupation with social problems originates in 19th century concerns over 

increasing crime rates, overpopulation, and urban poverty” (p.603).  Yet, Bayatrizi (2009) 

further cautions that this story is “usually told as the morally uplifting tale of a handful of 

geniuses who invented theoretical frameworks for analyzing urban, social, and cultural 

problems caused by industrialization, modernity, and capitalism” (p.603).  However, 

there is some evidence that the only reason these ‘geniuses’ had a model for inquiry in 

the first place is because of the products of a British haberdasher – John Graunt – whose 

contribution has been largely ignored.    
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It is not that the works of Graunt were intentionally discounted3  but, rather, the 

use of demographic statistics has become an assumption built into theorizing about 

sociological effects on sociological problems.  Stated differently, as Bayatrizi (2009) 

argues “if these texts are pushed to the margin, it is not because we have negated their 

findings and insights but indeed because we have so perfected and internalized their 

contribution that they have become the assumed, invisible epistemological infrastructure 

of the discipline” (p. 608).  What is not explained is how we know society “contains the 

germs of all the crime committed” (Quetelet, 1835, np) and why social measures would 

be useful in explaining crime.  By this reasoning it is necessary to establish the 

assumptions underpinning geographical differences in crime prior to the presentation of a 

guiding theoretical construct.  

Bayatrizi (2009) links the ability to explain the connection between sociological 

fact and personal situation to the oft-cited works of C. Wright Mills (1959), and she 

suggests that the development of the sociological imagination owes its origins to three 

‘watershed’ moments that include: 

3 Well, actually they were. In the Chief Medical Officer, Sir Liam Donaldson's speech regarding 
the Public Health Observatories 2012 there is evidence to believe that Graunt was rejected 
by the Royal Society because he was only a haberdasher. This does not, however, explain 
why the works of Sir William Petty who also contributed to the development of demographics 
and what would be called political arithmetic would also be excluded from historical accounts. 
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A) The discovery of life as the foundation of social and political order 
(mid 1600s);  

 
B) The invention of statistical risk as a category to explain the 

interrelations of the personal and the social and to analyze the 
aggregate dynamics of life (late 1600s–1700s); and  

 
C) The emergence of moral statistics as a framework to explain statistical 

regularities underlying the personal conduct of life (1800s) (p. 607). 
 

 

As Bayatrizi (2009) observes, these earlier achievements “made it possible for 

later sociologists, both quantitative and qualitative, to establish conceptual connections 

between the private and the public, the personal and the social” (p. 608) and, as such, 

make a link between individual acts within a larger social, contextual structure. By this 

logic, in relation to social ecology within the criminological context specifically, there is 

also an argument to be made that these three watershed moments could be expanded to 

include: 

D) The introduction of ecology as a model for explaining social structure 
and patterns and ultimately processes – the Chicago school; and  

 
E) The partitioning of criminological theories into place and activities – 

the social and economic conditions that foster the commission of crime 
(e.g. social disorganization) and the crime-generating/crime-attracting 
activities of places. 

 

While multiple sources of theorizing can be partitioned within any one of these orienting 

strategy shifts, only a few key contributors discussed here are selected for their particular 

influence on the urban and/or rural geographical crime patterns. Following the 

examination of the context that brought social ecological theories into a modern day rural 

sociology, an overview of what is known about rural crime is presented. 
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Life as the foundation of social and political order 

The discovery of life as the foundation of social and political order (mid 1600s) 

created a focus upon civil strife.  The “mid-17th century,” notes Bayatrizi (2009), 

produced a host of political philosophers such as Hobbes “who identified our most 

primordial instincts, the life instinct, as a primary civilizing force and as a firm ground 

for order, prosperity, and stability” (p. 607). Prior to this period, the contemplation of life 

and death or the realities of individual and collective involvement were primarily left to 

the purview of religious and philosophical scholars (Ibid.). The contentions realized 

between differing religious and philosophical opinions created a demand for a more 

objective and scientific method of analysis that would ultimately result in the creation of 

demographics that  would lead to the genesis of the world of moral statistics (Hacking, 

1975).  

The connection between the necessity of understanding a population and the 

development of what Petty (1662) would call political arithmetic is not intended to be 

causative but rather a co-occurrence between the genesis of statistics and the rise of 

nation states in Europe (Ibid.).  Importantly, there was no pressing need for political 

arithmetic to be explanatory given the controversial connections between crime and 

sociology (Buck, 1977), and it was thought to be an objective solution in which the 

numbers spoke for themselves. However, with this knowledge, efforts to explain rather 

than simply describe soon followed. If society was a product of, and an influence upon, 

people there seems to be an interaction between the structure and the individual that may 

both inform and motivate human behavior. 
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The invention of statistical risk 

The invention of statistical risk as a category to explain the interrelations of the 

personal and the social and to analyze the aggregate dynamics of life (in the late 1600s–

1700s) demonstrated a link between social structure and individual action. Notable 

contributors to this connection included Graunt and Petty. As Briggs (2005) comments: 

Graunt and Petty were both early enthusiasts for Baconian methods of 
empirical investigation, and hindsight allows us to see them as small but 
important parts of a larger intellectual revolution taking place in mid- and 
late-seventeenth-century England, a reorientation that entailed a new 
understanding of matters of “fact.” (p. 6-7).  

 

That is, like many other notable commentators of the day, the allegiance to 

empiricism allowed for an expanded understanding of the world in an arguably 

measurable form of underlying regularities and patterns in social structure (Ibid.). While 

contributors such as Sir William Petty (1660s) were instructive in focusing attention on 

the importance of familiarity with the population structure in terms of benefit to the State 
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wellbeing, other adherents were searching for patterns across populations (Bayatrizi, 

2009).4  That is, for Graunt, the numbers had to do more than just show up. 

Often noted as the father of demography or the inventor of statistics,5 Graunt’s 

work during the mid-17th century sought to do more than simply describe the population 

of interest, by extending description to analysis that demonstrated that social conditions 

were in fact predictable and that patterns, such as mortality, could be explained by means 

of other measures such as cause of death, age and sex (Ibid.).  As is commented by 

Bayatrizi (2009), because of the early efforts of Graunt, “migration, unemployment, 

sexual conduct, nutrition, what is taught, and the books that are read are not merely 

personal choices and troubles but public issues worthy of analysis, intervention, and 

management” (p. 612). By this logic, the works of Petty and Graunt provided a basis for 

4 There is some evidence that Petty was not only concerned with descriptive measures but, like 
Graunt, also wanted to make inferences. For example, Biggs (2005) comments that “From 
the beginning of his career Petty possessed the ability and inclination to conceive of society, 
especially economic society, as a whole mechanism made up of interacting parts; it therefore 
seemed logical to him to wonder how that mechanism could be made more efficient” (p. 17). 
However, it is Graunt who is generally attributed with testing such mechanisms. Others (for 
example, Fox, 2009) disagree with Petty’s lack of statistical contribution. As Fox (2009) 
comments, “Petty was the first British economist to employ a thoroughly statistical approach, 
believing that only by quantitative analysis could precise reasoning be achieved and accurate 
conclusions reached” (p. 388) suggesting that Graunt work was collaboration with Petty. 

5 Although Graunt might have invented statistics the actual term is attributed to Sir John Sinclair 
who is noted for stating: “by statistics is meant in Germany, an inquiry for the purpose of 
ascertaining the political strength of a country, or questions respecting matters of state; 
whereas, the idea I annex to the term, is an inquiry into the state of a country, for the purpose 
of ascertaining the quantum of happiness enjoyed by its inhabitants, and the means of its 
further improvements. (vol 20: xiii)” (Bayatrizi, 2009, p. 612). 
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the importance of a specific contextual backcloth in understanding human activities. 

Further, these early contributions helped with later formulations of social/structural 

explanations for crime that are justifiably premised in social structural origins.6   As 

Bayatrizi (2009) remarks: 

Others had counted people (dead and alive) before, but Graunt went a step 
further: through painstaking – although not always accurate – statistical 
analysis, Graunt shows that death is not governed by random strokes of 
fate but rather by stable and quantifiable patterns. (Bayatrizi, 2009, p. 
612). 

 

The emergence of moral statistics 

In the 1800s, the emergence of moral statistics as a framework to explain 

statistical regularities underlying the personal conduct of life allowed for an awareness of 

the patterns and the resulting ability to predict based on patterns in human development. 

Standing on the shoulders of the pioneering works of Petty (who made an argument for 

analysis of a population rather than a person) and Graunt (who identified patterns across a 

6 Along with a quantitative method Graunt (1662) also provided some early insight into the mind 
of a statistician referring to the collection of statistics as “laborious buzzling, and groping” and 
suggesting that for those who would questions the activity he “might answer in general by 
saying, that those, who cannot apprehend the reason of these Enquiries, are unfit to trouble 
themselves to ask them” but responded even more specifically that “there is much pleasure in 
deducing so many abstruse, and unexpected inferences out of these poor despised Bills of 
Mortality; and in building upon that ground, which hath lain waste these eight years. And 
there is pleasure in doing something new, though never so little, without pestering the World 
with voluminous Transcriptions” (p. 71-72). 
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population), an astronomer, statistician, and meteorologist Quetelet (1831, 1835) and a 

lawyer Guerry (1832) provided nearly simultaneous accounts of spatial distributions of 

crime across rural/urban France. That is, the introduction of empiricism within both rural 

and urban distributions of crime was well founded, even though the practice of theorizing 

seemed to be somewhat usurped by the emphasis on numbers. Indeed, as was asserted by 

Minister of Justice Comte de Peyronnet in the 1872 annual statistics publication of data: 

[T]he exact knowledge of facts is one of the first needs of our form of 
government; it enlightens deliberations; it simplifies them; it gives them a 
solid foundation by substituting the positive vision and reliability of 
experience for the vagueness of theories (Compte 1827, p. x, as cited in 
Beirne, 1987, p.  1187). 

 

This declaration resulted in what could be considered “a loosely knit, somewhat 

amateur movement of moral statistician” (Ibid.) that included the likes of Quetelet and 

Guerry. Quetelet provided evidence that “young males, the poor, the less educated, and 

those without employment or in lowly occupations had a greater propensity (penchant) 

than others to commit crimes and to be convicted of them” (Beirne, 1987, p. 1155).  In 

addition, Quetelet demonstrated that crime appeared to remain stable provided the 

population characteristics did not change (Ibid.). Guerry’s findings were particularly 

informative, from both a methodological and a substantive perspective, given the work 

was the first to use shaded maps to demonstrate crime rates, but also because the maps 

provided evidence of the inverse relationship between property and violent crimes 

(Friendly, 2007).  Equally important, Guerry reached beyond numbers (when necessary) 

to uncover the nature of a crime and supplement the numbers with qualitative analysis 

 
26 



 

when something was not explained (Ibid.). For example, in relation to understanding 

suicide, Guerry suggested: 

What would be useful to know would be the frequency and importance of 
each of these causes relative to all the others. Beyond this, it would be 
necessary to determine whether their influence . . . varies by age, sex, 
education, wealth, or social position” (Guerry, 1833, page 131, WR trans.) 
(as cited in Friendly, 2007).  

While Guerry is attributed with producing what might have been the first content 

analysis (Ibid.), it is also evident that the methodology reflected the first true mixed 

methods approach. Quantitative methods proved useful for understanding the numbers of 

an incident but qualitative methods were used to look at the abnormality, with much 

keener attention to the qualities of the incident. Methods aside, according to some (for 

example, Elmer, 1933; Morris, 1957), Quetelet and Guerry were the precursors of the 

ecological school of crime. Shaw and McKay (1942) do acknowledge the contribution of 

Guerry; Quetelet is somewhat conspicuous by his absence (Beirne, 1987). 

The introduction of an ecological perspective 

The introduction of ecology as a model for explaining social structure and 

patterns and ultimately processes – the Chicago school – reemphasized the importance of 

structural characteristics in explaining social phenomena but narrowed the focus to the 

urban milieu generally attributed to Shaw and McKay. However, informing the works of 

Shaw and McKay, Braude (1970) comments, that the “…thesis of Park and Burgess is a 

simple one, despite more than one thousand pages of text: "Social control is the central 

fact and the central problem of sociology" (1924, p. 42)” (p. 1). However, Park and 

Burgess included a clearly spatial component to understanding human activity with the 
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reliance on not only social, but also physical space (Ibid.). Shaw and McKay 

subsequently reinforced the awareness of spatial patterns in terms of understanding 

crime. As noted, the key element retained from Shaw and McKay’s work on juvenile 

delinquency in 1920s-30s Chicago is the idea of social disorganization, that is explained 

as “a decrease of existing social rules of behavior upon individual members of the group” 

(Thomas & Znaniecki, 1958: p. 1128).  

For a number of reasons,7 the urban crime problem became more of the focus, 

possibly due to the effects of a reduction in crime as individuals moved out of the urban 

core into the more rural/suburban areas. That is, rural crime would have appeared to be 

less of a problem than the ever-stable urban crime problems, thereby justifying a focus on 

the most pressing issue. The movement between places would have informed subsequent 

theorizing, although it appears that for Shaw and McKay movement only went in one 

direction: out of the urban core. Later criminologists would retain the emphasis on 

movement but allow a more detailed examination of the movement within a particular 

locale. 

7 As a discussion of the forces that focused the emphasis on urban offending is a key 
consideration in much of the rural sociology research, a full discussion is contained in the 
following section. 
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Lowenkamp, Cullen, and Pratt (2003) comment that although “Shaw and 

McKay’s work linking social disorganization to community crime rates exerted 

considerable influence on criminological theory during the 1950s and 1960s, by the mid-

1980s, their perspective came to be considered by many as ‘little more than an interesting 

footnote in the history of community-related research’” (p. 351). As a primarily economic 

theory, given the dynamics involved in the social disorganization process were based on 

economic status (Taylor, 2001), it has been suggested that urban renewal initiatives, 

centralized city planning, suburbanization, and a general decline in manufacturing in the 

city core undermined the primary tenets of social disorganization.  

Alternatively, it has been suggested that the Chicago City Projects, that were 

developed in an attempt to socially reorganize disorganized areas, proved unsuccessful 

(Paternoster & Bachman, 2001, p. 120), thereby decreasing interest in social ecological 

approaches. Yet others (for example, Bursik & Grasmick, 1993) suggest that the 

usefulness of social disorganization was hampered by an incomplete theoretical construct 

that failed to account for the external dynamics that influenced a neighborhood and, as 

such, fell out of vogue.  It has even been noted that, as a concept, social disorganization is 

problematic in and of itself given the inability to test the indicators independent of the 

outcome (Sampson & Raudenbush, 1999). Whether it was that social conditions changed, 

the theory was not useful in practice, the theory was incomplete, or whether criminology 

simply became more interested in micro-level explanations (for example labeling, social 

learning, or psychopathology), the result was the same: despite more than 50 years of 

dominance, social disorganization was no longer the pre-eminent theory.    
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The partitioning of criminological theories into place or activities 

The partitioning of criminological theories into place and activities – the social 

and economic conditions that foster the commission of crime (e.g. social disorganization) 

and the crime-generating/crime-attracting activities of places – characterize the most 

recent developments in social ecological explanations of crime. These developments may 

have grown out of dissatisfaction with Shaw and McKay in general, and with social 

disorganization in particular. However, while some chose to focus on elements apart from 

social disorganization (for example, Felson, 1987), other analysts (for example, Sampson 

& Groves, 1989) elected to retain what was useful from the original idea of social 

disorganization and expand upon it to address some of the perceived weaknesses. Still 

others (for example, Brantingham & Brantingham (1995b), seem to have retained the best 

from social disorganization while at the same time incorporating movement and activities 

into their theoretical construct.  

Whether it is called “routine activities, lifestyle, or opportunity” (Bennett, 1991, 

p. 147) all of these approaches would fall within an understanding that the movement of 

targets and offenders created a contextual backcloth in which crime could take place.  

This is not to say that Felson did not appreciate structural environmental elements, but 

only that less of a focus appeared to be placed upon structural measures. Paying 
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allegiance to Zipf’s (1950) ‘principle of least effort,’8 Felson (1987) proposed that it is 

possible to predict the way a human will behave based on the travel options available to a 

person. By way of example, Felson (1987) notes: 

If offenders travel minimal distances and often carry out illegal activities 
while en route to other ones, then their routines will set the stage for the 
illegal opportunities which come their way. If the criminal seizes the most 
convenient and obvious target, using lazy reasoning and taking easy 
action, this leaves no dramatic challenge for Mr. Sherlock Holmes. (p. 
913). 

 

Stated differently, the way people move through space creates opportunity, thus, 

along with the convergence of a motivated offender, suitable target and a lack of capable 

guardianship, crime occurs. While Felson (1987) does include the structural elements of 

an area, he suggests that social factors, transportation, and technological evolution mean 

that structure is far less relevant than it was historically, when individuals were far more 

restricted to a particular locale, that has acted to change both the nature of, and type of 

criminal events. Suggesting that the increased use of automobiles, followed by increases 

in a home being left empty as both parents left for work, and increased distances children 

traveled for schooling, Felson (1987) comments “[i]n light of these facts, a new ecology 

8 “Zipf's (1950) "Principle of Least Effort," which states that people tend to find the shortest route, 
spend the least time, and seek the easiest means to accomplish something” is acknowledged 
by Felson (1987) as underpinning his idea of routine activities and thus the justification for the 
categorization as opportunity, rather than structurally, focused. 
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of crime is required for an age of automobility.” (p. 915).9  By this logic, Felson’s focus 

is arguably neither urban nor rural crime, but instead an understanding of crime in terms 

of movement and how movement creates opportunity for crime.  

The re-emergence, or ‘revival,’ (Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003) or ‘reincarnation’ 

(Paternoster & Bachman, 2001), or ‘revitalization’ (Sampson, 2009) of a social 

disorganization perspective might be attributed to the “increasingly popular idea of social 

capital” (Sampson, 2009: p. 150). As is suggested by Warner and Rountree (1997), much 

of the elaboration of social disorganization relies on a systemic model of social control, 

that “emphasizes the effect of community structural characteristics on neighborhood 

friendship and associational ties, and their subsequent effect on informal social control 

and neighborhood crime levels” (p. 520-521) in areas that might be deemed bereft of 

social capital (Bursik & Grasmick, 1993).  That is, insight into social capital provides for 

elaboration on the social dynamics within and outside of a community and, thereby, 

allows for clarification about why some areas are more criminal than others. In addition, 

advancements in empirical testing have allowed for further evaluation and enhancement 

9 There is some evidence that Burgess (1920) would have sided with the Felson’s position that 
the automobile had changed crime. As Burgess (1929) notes: “The automobile has greatly 
increased personal mobility by undermining, even in rural districts, the social control of the 
neighborhood”  further explaining “the automobile disorganized the old rural order and is 
determining the new territorial radius of reorganization” (p. 1074).   
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of the explanatory processes involved in social disorganization and, thus, a better 

approximation of reality in terms of explaining high crime neighborhoods.  

As a result, collective efficacy has obtained dominance within the realm of the 

social disorganization perspective and, although defined differently depending on the 

source, generally includes some type of social ties with a willingness to exert informal 

control. While, however ironically, better conceptualizations, operationalizations and 

models have allowed for greater insight into the idea of collective efficacy, little has been 

done about the tautology of social disorganization itself (Sampson, 2009).    

Without completely ignoring the aggregate demographic characteristics of 

individuals, and with the inclusion of human activity, the re-emergence of social 

disorganization according to Sampson, Raudenbush and Earls (1997) explains crime in 

terms of the contextual neighborhood along with an element of social processes. 

Specifically: 

social and organizational characteristics of neighborhoods explain 
variations in crime rates that are not solely attributable to the aggregated 
demographic characteristics of individuals… the differential ability of 
neighborhoods to realize the common values of residents and maintain 
effective social controls is a major source of neighborhood variation in 
violence. (Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls, 1997, p. 918). 

 

This awareness of what Sampson (2009) would later term a “social mechanism,” 

defined as a “theoretically plausible (albeit typically unobservable) contextual process 

that accounts for or explains a given phenomena (sic), in this case crime rates” (p.  149) 

allowed for the observation that collective efficacy could mediate the effect of social 
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disorganization upon crime.  By this logic, the assumptions in the Sampson et al. (1997) 

construct are that crime is unequally distributed across geographic regions and tends to 

cluster in socially disorganized areas.   

Socially disorganized areas are represented by three constructs: concentrated 

disadvantage; immigrant concentration; and residential stability (Ibid.).  According to 

Sampson et al. (1997), as a composite measure, concentrated disadvantage includes a 

measure of those below the poverty line, those on public assistance, female headed 

households, the unemployed, those less than 18 years old, and the proportion of the 

sample that is Black. Immigrant concentration included the proportion of the sample that 

reported being Latino, and the proportion that reported being foreign born (Ibid). 

Residential stability was measured with two variables: those who had lived in the same 

house for the past 12 years, and the percentage of owner occupied houses. As a result, an 

area considered to be socially disorganized would have high concentrated disadvantage, 

high immigrant concentration, and low residential stability. 

Like the ideas associated with social disorganization, bridging the separation of 

activities vis-à-vis structure, Brantingham and Brantingham (1995b) provide an 

explanation of crime that although urban focused, allows for the multiple origins of crime 

and criminality. As Brantingham and Brantingham (1995b) suggest, “urban settings that 

create crime and fear are human constructions, the by-product of the environments we 

build to support the requirements of everyday life” (p.5); thereby arguing for a structural 

element to crime, but expanding upon this idea noting “ways in which we assemble these 

large building blocks of routine activity into the urban backcloth can have an enormous 
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impact on the…quantities, types and timing of the crimes we suffer” (Ibid.). The 

emphasis on opportunities for offending, and the explicit focus on urban offending, is 

reinforced with the acknowledgement of crime attractors and generators including the 

edges of entertainment districts, the block radius around public transportation, and the 

borders between distinctly different neighborhoods (Ibid.). Essentially, the Brantingham 

and Brantingham (1995b) explanation for unequal geographical distributions of urban 

crime might be summarized as structurally governed but specific to “major pathways and 

at major nodes where large numbers of potential offenders are brought together, through 

routine activities, with large numbers of potential victims and targets” (p. 7). By this 

logic, crime is built in that particular structural features will attract offenders or generate 

opportunity by virtue of having a lot of people and movement within an urban setting. 

Whether or not the same factors function the same way in a rural setting remains to be 

seen.   

In summary, while the discovery of life as the foundation of social and political 

order (in the mid-1600s) provided an awareness of humans as part of a larger social 

structure, the subsequent disappearance of notions of “fate,” and the invention of 

statistical risk (in the 1600s–1700s) allowed for the awareness that patterns existed within 

societies and even within smaller communities. With the emergence (in the 1800s) of 

moral statistics as a framework to explain statistical regularities underlying the personal 

conduct of life, early criminologists such as Quetelet and Guerry were able to provide the 

precursors of the ecological school of crime with an emphasis on unequal geographical 

distributions of crime. The introduction of ecology as a model for explaining social 

structure, patterns, and processes evolved into the “Chicago school” that allowed for the 
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appreciation that crime is stable over time, society follows a pattern of dominance and 

succession, and it was not poverty or a specific ethnic group, per se, but a process of 

social disorganization that explained crime. Although social disorganization fell out of 

favor, the revival of social disorganization ideas included strong elements of movement 

between places, along with ideas of informal control. Importantly, particularly for the 

context here, all of the geographical explanations of crime focused on urban geography.   
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Rural understandings of crime 

Rural Neglect 

Urban sociology seems to have a decidedly tenuous relationship with those who 

examine rural social patterns.  More specifically, there appears to be an element of 

resentment among rural sociologists who study crime insofar as “[s]ince its birth in the 

early 1970s, rural crime has ranked among the least studied social problems in critical 

criminology” (DeKeseredy, 2007, p. 296).  Donnermeyer (2007) expands upon this 

critique noting, in relation to ‘rural crime,’ that  “for much of the history of the science of 

criminology … the words meant nothing of importance to a general understanding of 

crime in terms of offending behaviour, victimisation, perceptions of citizens, and issues 

related to police, courts and other justice agencies” (p. 3).  However, any attempt at 

remedying this situation and finding an understanding of rural crime requires, from the 

outset, an understanding of the word ‘rural.’  Once this understanding is established, the 

limited empirical research into rural crime can be discussed.  

As Donnermeyer (2007) explains, the  “primary focus during the early years of 

Sociology’s development was a concern with the transition from rural, agrarian forms of 

social organization to urban, industrial and postindustrial arrangements of human living” 

(p. 1), that precludes the recognition of rural problems.  A common concern with the 

urban focus is that the effect has been to romanticize the rural landscape as idyllic and 

position it as simply the opposite of the urban underbelly. Benet (1963) suggests that a 

rural-urban polarity developed “from the beatus ille to famous writings by Tonnies 
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(1887) and Simmel (1913), the Germans being, of course, great lovers of polar 

typologies” (p. 2).  Citing a European origin, Benet (1963) explains that: 

manicheist contrast between a good, fraternal, succouring Nature and a 
bad, corrupt Society, which in the 19th century produced the dream of an 
organic community, politically at the opposite pole from the proletarian 
urban masses seeking petty gain through trades unions. (p. 3). 

 

However, in the western world, specifically in America, it is suggested that the 

sale of land precluded the development of a rural culture – except in the South – that 

resulted in a usurpation of rural culture at the hands of urbanites drawn to a rural 

landscape by the promise of cheap and even free property (Ibid.). Positioning rural 

farmers as reliant upon larger urban centers, Benet (1963) further suggests that the 

“fading out of the rural-urban distinctions eliminated the possibility of significant urban 

research against distinctive rural backgrounds” (p. 4), that resulted in research that was 

“conducted in vacuo, without a frame of reference” (Ibid.).  As such, an understanding of 

‘rural’ without measurable qualities other than tautological population size (for example, 

Redford, 1947) led to a romanticized understanding of rural and simply the opposite of 

dirty urban.  It has been suggested (see, for example, Donnermeyer 2007) that a 

venerated vision of rural areas was further informed by Sorokin, Zimmerman and Galpin 

(1931) who demonstrated that rural crime rates were substantively lower in American 

states and European countries “with no consideration given to the ways in which official 

statistics were compiled by police organisations headquartered in urban centres of these 

states and nations” (p. 4). 
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Quantitative investigation 

Questions about whether rural life was idyllic led to a variety of measures that 

differentiated the rural from the urban10 in an attempt to move past the romanticized 

notion of the quiet countryside.  For some, the distinction was simply quantitative.  For 

example, Wirth (1938) had proposed that population size, density of settlement and 

degree of heterogeneity best distinguished the rural from the urban.  However, as Benet 

(1963) notes, it was not possible to correlate “income, age groups, mobility, education, 

family size, and ethnic and occupational differences with variations in size of population” 

(p. 6).  Based on the inability for traditional urban criteria to explain rural characteristics, 

Lewis (1951) argued that it was not possible to arrive at a non-subjective understanding 

of rural-ness.  Reiss (1959) advanced this position, pointing out that the non-subjective 

distinctions between rural and urban were less discriminating than agrarian/non-agrarian 

differences, and the differences between rural and urban areas were more subtle than 

occupational structure.  However, Reiss did not expand upon what these subtle 

differences might be.  Yet, for others there remained no difference between the rural and 

the urban because the “farmer's relationship to the town had reduced the structural, 

economic, ethnic, religious, and even geographical differences between urban and rural 

10 It is not certain how this type of exercise provided little in the way of explanation since rural 
would still be simply the opposite of urban. 
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areas” (Benet, 1963, p. 4) thereby  “setting the stage for the longstanding urbancentric 

focus of Sociology’s various sub-disciplines, including criminology” (Donneymeyer, 

2007, p. 1).  

Although quantifiable differences seemed to elude many early rural sociological 

attempts at delineating between rural and urban, there appeared to be some concern that 

there was, and is, a difference.  As a result, a host of more qualitative differences was 

produced. Rural areas might be characterized as areas with “…organic solidarity, genetic 

and cultural inbreeding, social organization based on blood and fictive kinship, intimate 

and personal contacts, simple technology of primary producers, uncritical and non-

economic attitudes” (Benet, 1963, p.7).  Still in contrast to the rural, urban areas would be 

distinguished “by heterogeneity, poorly defined norms, tenuous social relationships, 

secularization, utilitarianism, and the like” (Benet, 1963, p.8). 

Taken together it might be that the failure of the traditional quantifiable measures 

to distinguish between rural and urban areas is a reliance on the form, rather than 

function, of differences and that a more comprehensive understanding of what it means to 

be rural will provide a more robust explanation of rural phenomena.  It should be noted 

that even these qualities seem somewhat romanticized in the appeal to the rural as a 

quieter and simpler milieu.  Among those who have looked at the qualities (as opposed to 

only quantities) that differentiate the rural from the urban, and have attempted to explain 

stereotypically rural crime within a rural landscape, some findings in support of Benet’s 

(1963) suggestion about the qualitative differences are evident (see, for example, Barclay, 
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Donnermeyer, & Jobes, 2004; DeKeseredy & Joseph, 2006; DeKeseredy, Schwartz, 

Fagin, & Hall, 2006b; Nesbett, 1993). 

Whether the reasoning for the neglect of rural crime is related to methodological 

issues, a denial of the existence of rural areas, or simply a function of study selection, the 

result has been the same: rural crime has been neglected and the “roots of rural neglect 

are deep”  (Donnermeyer, 2007, p. 3).  The end result has been that ideas such as social 

disorganization have become virtually synonymous with urban areas.  The urban 

sociological position on crime and the problem with urbanization is explained by Wirth 

(1938) as “the close living together and working together of individuals who have no 

sentimental and emotional ties foster a spirit of competition, aggrandizement, and mutual 

exploitation…To counteract irresponsibility and potential disorder, formal controls tends 

to be resorted to” (p. 15).  While rural crime studies have received some academic 

attention over the past few years, there are some holes in the investigations into rural 

crime and a lingering preoccupation with the initial neglect.11  One particularly 

11 For a rather enthusiastic discussion of the Chicago school focus on urban to the exclusion of 
rural, see Donnermeyer, 2007. For example, “Their diversity of population by race, ethnicity 
and other features made fast growing and rapidly changing urban neighbourhoods exciting 
and natural laboratories for the sociological investigation of crime…. Sociologists of the 
Chicago School were quite fond of drawing concentric circles to illustrate the social, cultural, 
and economic diversities found within the urban metroplex.” 
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interesting pattern is the rural criminological reliance on urban criminological theory 

despite the evident resentment towards such because they ignore rural crime. 

However, despite what some perceive to be a lack of interest in rural crime, it 

would not necessarily be an abject neglect given that some research is available.  

Interestingly, most of the quantitative studies use theoretical constructs that the 

researchers argue are designed for urban centers (see, for example, Freudenburg & Jones 

1986; Kowalski & Duffield 1990; Kposowa & Breault 1993; Kposowa Breault,  & 

Harrison 1995; Petee & Kowalski, 1993), many of which have been conducted in the 

United Kingdom, and Australia.  Despite arguments to the contrary, it would seem that 

American criminological studies have not been completely bereft of considerations of 

rural crime.  For example, Jobes, Barclay, Weinand, and Donnermeyer, (2004), point out 

that the “United States have maintained a limited, yet continual interest in rural crime 

since before the mid-20th century” (p. 117).  This initial interest has been extended to 

other countries with large rural populations, such as England and Australia.  For example, 

Jobes et al. (2004) extended the study of rural offending to Australia to test social 

disorganization theories, arguing that there are more structural similarities between rural 

and urban areas than there are differences.  By this understanding, rural places would be 

considered smaller urban places in terms of demographics, structures and opportunities 

for crime.  

This definition of rural was adopted in other research.  Crime in a rural setting, 

argued Fischer (1980) is a function of crime in an urban setting in which the same urban 

structural characteristics are active in a rural area; it just takes violence a little longer to 

 
42 



 

disseminate.  Using official crime rates for a longitudinal sample of 56 California 

counties between 1955 and 1975, Fisher (1980) demonstrated that the urban areas were 

indeed more violent than their rural counterparts and reported a lag in time for violence to 

reach more rural areas.  Careful to avoid the assumption that crime was diffused, Fisher 

(1980) further tested whether population demographics were changing, the structures 

were changing, criminal propensity was changing, or if there was a difference in crime 

reporting between urban and rural areas.  Ultimately, Fisher (1980) concludes that violent 

offending patterns are diffused from urban to rural reporting and that “[t]he classic 

example is fashion, such as skirt length” (p. 428), thereby attempting a cultural 

explanation when the traditional explanations proved not useful.  The assumption that 

rural places are simply smaller urban places guides much of the existing research.  A 

similar albeit inverse assumption would be that taken by Fischer (1980) who found rural 

areas with higher crime were becoming more urban.  An alternative hypothesis to explain 

this understanding of rural might be that there is in fact as much variation between rural 

areas as there is between rural and urban areas.  

Under the same assumption that guided Fisher (1980), Jobes, et al., (2004) 

questioned if the “same organisation and processes that influence behaviour in cities are 

present in many rural areas in a somewhat modified form” (p. 114).  Through the use of 

cluster analysis, Jobes et al. (2004) were able to identify sub-types of rural areas and 

found that the “exact distance that designates what places are remote and the exact 

number of people that distinguishes rural from urban are based upon somewhat arbitrary 

criteria” (Ibid., p. 116).  The variation in property offending across these typologies is 

then explained using traditional social disorganization theory that includes “residential 

 
43 



 

instability (i.e., high turnover); ethnic heterogeneity or diversity; family disruption (i.e., 

divorce, single parent households, and other forms of unshared parenting); low economic 

status (i.e., poverty, unemployment and other economic indicators associated with 

residential instability and ethnic heterogeneity); and population (i.e., size, density and 

proximity to urban place)” (p. 119). Ultimately Jobes et al. (2004) conclude that social 

disorganization measures are useful for explaining property crime rates but do not extend 

these findings to other forms of offending.  However, differences in property rates across 

rural areas suggests that there is as much variation across rural areas as there is between 

rural and urban areas in terms of crime. 

Jobes, et al. (2004) are not alone in the use of traditional crime statistics and 

others have extended the analysis to additional types of offending.  For example, Barnett 

and Mencken (2002) measured social disorganization using the same concepts as Osgood 

and Chambers (2002) (i.e. SES, residential mobility, and population heterogeneity).  

Barnett and Mencken (2002) focused upon “violent crime and property crime rates, 

averaged for each county in the contiguous 48 states between 1989 and 1991” (p. 378) 

and found that social disorganization was useful for explaining property offending but not 

for explaining violence.  Despite Fisher’s (1980) insistence that crime is lower in rural 

areas when compared to urban areas, Barnett and Mencken (2002) reported that 

“[b]etween 1991 and 1997, the [overall crime] rate decreased 21.75 percent; yet violent 

crimes increased by 3.93 percent in nonmetropolitan counties during the same period” (p. 

372).  Social disorganization has also been used to test the effect of rapid population 

growth in rural communities on violence (Freudenburg & Jones, 1991).  Others have 

looked at population decreases and homicide rates.  For example, Wilkinson (1984) used 
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measures of “population size, the percentage of families in poverty, the percentage of 

black residents and the divorce rate” (p. 338) to look at homicide in rural areas.  In both 

cases, some of the concepts were useful for prediction while others were not; however, in 

both cases, social disorganization provided a partial explanation but was not conclusive 

in explaining violent crime. 

While some rural crime research has produced reliable findings, other research 

has demonstrated inconsistencies in relation to the value of measures such as poverty and 

socioeconomic status (Kowalski & Duffield 1990; Kposowa & Breault 1993; Kposowa, 

Breault, & Harrison, 1995; Petee & Kowalski, 1993) in explaining rural crime.  For 

example, while Kposowa and Breault (1993) found “population change, percent native 

American, percent black, and the county poverty rate predicted the 1980 homicide rates 

in counties with populations of fewer than 20,000 people” (as cited in Barnett & 

Mencken, 2002, p. 376), they subsequently found that poverty was useful in explaining 

violent offending but not relevant in terms of property type offences.  Specifically, while 

“the strongest determinant of property crime [was] urbanity … [u]rbanity and population 

density [were] particularly strong factors in violent crime, and poverty followed by 

population density [were] factors in homicide” (Kposowa, et al., 1995, p. 99). 

As a whole, it would seem that existing quantitative research into rural crime 

tends to be based on a traditional social disorganization model of crime.  In some 

instances, for some types of crime, for some agglomeration areas, these measures work.  

What remains unclear is which measures work when, and for what?  What is clear is that 

a definition of rural might be improved upon with a more concrete understanding of the 
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characteristics of rural areas.  Furthermore, based upon the inconsistencies in rural 

research that is informed by social disorganization measures, it would appear that there is 

more to ‘rural’ than simply a smaller urban center.   

Qualitative investigation 

Perhaps due to inconsistencies in findings that use traditional geographical 

explanations of crime, or perhaps because most research uses a reported crime rate, 

which is arguably a less than perfect measure for smaller communities, a number of 

explanations of rural offending have taken a more qualitative approach to explaining 

crime.  Among the advantages of studying rural areas, comments Barclay, Donnermeyer, 

and Jobes (2004), is that such areas “offer interesting possibilities for the study of crime 

because their smaller size allows the criminologist to observe patterns that may be 

obscured in the urban milieu” (p. 7).  The advantage of a qualitative method might be that 

such a method allows for the emergence of cultural, or ideological, perceptions of crime. 

This was the case for Barclay et al. (2004) who found “clear evidence that differential 

attitudes regarding the responsibility and the deservingness of victims of livestock theft 

prevail in rural communities” (p. 19).  This finding was interpreted to mean that 

differential attitudes “facilitate the commission of crime and preclude the reporting of 

crimes to police” (Ibid.).  That is, the characteristics thought to reduce crime in an urban 

setting, such as population homogeneity or informal ties to others, actually were found to 

increase the likelihood of crime in a rural setting.  However, whether livestock theft can 

be generalized to other types of offending is uncertain. 
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Other qualitative research conducted in rural Ohio, sought to explain domestic 

assault and thereby identified a ‘rural culture’ including nuanced ideas such as “the 

existence of a powerful “ol’ boys network” consisting of patriarchal criminal justice 

officials and some abusive men” (DeKeseredy and Joseph, 2006, p. 302), along with less 

nuanced realities of rural life including a lack of access to public transportation, a lack of 

social services, and a lack of technological connectivity (Ibid.).  Importantly, though, 

patriarchy is probably not the sole purview of rural areas and exists in urban areas as 

well.  Thus, it is not clear if this research was explaining specifically rural domestic 

assault, or rather explaining domestic assault in general.  In subsequent work, 

DeKeseredy, Schwartz, Fagin, and Hall (2006b) reported a “rural patriarchy” that 

included not only male peer support for the abuse of women but also how the 

characteristics of a rural environment such as poverty and physical isolation interacted to 

perpetuate male dominance and control.  By this logic, there might in fact be a rural 

patriarchy but also a rural culture of crime given isolation might be considered a 

distinctly rural quality.  

As was the case for qualitative studies into rural domestic violence, Nesbett 

(1993) sought a cultural explanation; however, he took a strongly northern/southern view 

of rural areas in seeking to explain southern violence commenting that “[t]hroughout the 

history of the United States, Southerners have been regarded – by Northerners, by 

travelers from Europe, and by themselves – as being more violent than Northerners” (p. 

441).  In terms of crime type it is suggested that “feuds, duels, lynchings, and 

bushwhackings [are] events that are held to have been relatively commonplace in the 

South and relatively rare in the North” (Ibid.). Additional violence identified by Nesbett 
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(1993) and specific to rural environments includes beatings by parents and non-criminal, 

yet violent, activities (p.441).12  By way of explanation, Nesbett (1993) suggests there are 

three traditional hypotheses that include temperature, poverty, slavery, and whites 

imitating black violence.  In contrast to these hypotheses, Nesbett (1993) offers that “the 

South is heir to a culture, deriving ultimately from economic determinants, in which 

violence is a natural and integral part” (p. 442), suggesting such ‘herding economies’ 

result in a culture of honor.  Nesbett (1993) explains that, in the American South, 

historically “it was impossible to obtain a conviction for murder if the perpetrator had (a) 

been insulted and (b) had warned the victim of his intention to kill if the insult were not 

retracted or compensated” (p.442).  As one of the 11 jurors voting for acquittal put it, "He 

ain't guilty.  He wouldn't of been much of a man if he hadn't shot them fellows" (Carter, 

1950, p. 50, as cited in Nesbett, 1993, p. 442). 

In terms of cultural explanations of crime in rural areas, there is some indication 

that crime serves a problem solving function vis-a-vis self-protection, or is a response to 

insults (Nesbett, 1993), but is also interacting with other realities of rural life such as 

social isolation (DeKeseredy, et al. 2006, 2006b).  There also seem to be some questions 

12 Nesbett (1993) notes: “Pastimes that seem inconceivable on a New England village green or a 
Middle Atlantic town square were commonplace in the old South. For example, there was a 
sport called "purring," in which two opponents grasped each other firmly by the shoulders and 
began kicking each other in the shins at the starting signal. The loser was the man who 
released his grip first” (p. 441). 
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about reporting practices (Barclay, et al., 2004), which could have an effect on rural 

crime measures in two ways: raising questions about reports that suggest crime is far 

more rare in rural areas, but also interacting with problem solving in that retaliatory crime 

would compound an initial crime with a subsequent one.  As Donnermeyer (2007) notes, 

these types of findings would suggest “that some forms of social organisation facilitate 

crime, not inhibit it” (p. 12).  That social cohesion would be positively associated with 

crime would help explain why social disorganization theories, in which a lack of social 

cohesion results in increased crime, would not be useful in a rural context.  However, it 

remains unclear why some traditional measures appear to be useful, depending on the 

crime, and depending on the aggregation of areas.  

Taken together, the most recent rural explanations of crime seem to show mixed 

and conflicting results.  While some seem to rely on traditional social ecology measures, 

others seem to have expanded these understandings delving further into rural sociology in 

an attempt to find an explanation.  Some have even claimed that rural areas are 

disproportionately violent.  However, none of the explanations have specifically tested to 

see whether or not rural areas are substantively different in terms of crime type, nor have 

there been attempts to see if particular offence types are overrepresented.  Such a claim 

can be made provided the outcome is not restricted to crime rates but instead uses a 

location quotient.  In the following Chapter, it is demonstrated that a location quotient is 

a measure that is inherently valuable for rural patterns in that it is not hampered by small 

population counts and further provides a ratio of one type of crime in comparison to all 

crime in a particular geographical region. 
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Chapter 3: Location quotients and crime rates in 
British Columbia 

Introduction 

Canadian criminological research indicates that crime increases moving east to 

west across the country (Hartnagel, 1997).  As the most western of the Canadian 

provinces, British Columbia might be considered the most criminal of the provinces 

when compared to the other Canadian provinces (Andresen, 2009)—this varies from year 

to year and crime type to crime type, however.  As discussed above, there is some 

concern that because traditional theoretical explanations have been developed within an 

urban context they may not be appropriate for explanations in a more rural region.  Given 

the regional disparities in the crime rates in British Columbia, and questions about 

disparities for specific crime types (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1998), this chapter 

seeks to evaluate these differences using an alternative measure to crime rates: the 

location quotient.  Traditional crime rates are problematic for representing crime in 

British Columbia because: 1) British Columbia can be characterized as predominantly 

rural and crime rates are highly sensitive to changes in smaller populations; 2) there is a 

need to use population as an indicator to qualify an area as rural or urban; and 3) a crime 

rate does not allow for the determination of a crime specialization.  
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In terms of measuring crime, a location quotient allows for an analysis of crime 

that is not hampered by population counts and provides insight into the proportion of a 

specific type of crime in relation to all crime in that particular area.  Andresen (2007) 

suggests that traditional crime rates create problems in some cases insofar as different 

controls result in different spatial distributions of crime for the same area.  While 

common in economic geography (see, for example, Isard, Azis, Drennan, Miller, 

Saltzman, & Thorbecke, 1998; Miller, Gibson, & Wright, 1991) and in health research 

(see, for example, Beyennee, & Moineddin, 2005), location quotients appear relatively 

less established in studies of crime.  However, in determining the geographical placement 

of crime it would appear useful to employ a “specifically geographical measure [that] 

provides an alternative not plagued with the lack of a control variable (crime counts) or 

the choice of an appropriate control variable (crime rates)” (Andresen, 2007). 

Location quotients in relation to crime 

As a measure of ‘actual crime,’ crime counts represent a count of the total number 

of crime x in a specific geographical location or over a specific period of time.  Thus, 

while useful in identifying a crime hot-spot, crime counts are problematic for comparing 

across geographical areas because population size would affect the total amount of any 

type of crime. In response to the problem of crime counts, crime rates present an 

alternative that normalizes the total amount of crime to present a measure of “the risk of 

crimes occurring to particular types of people in particular locations or at particular 

times” (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1998, p. 266) and in which the number of crimes 

acts as a numerator while the population at risk functions as a denominator.  In the case 
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crime committed against individuals, the denominator would generally represent a 

measure of the number of people in a particular area (Ibid.).   

There are problems with any measurement of any crime counts, particularly so 

given it is likely to under-estimate the amount of crime because it is a measure of crime 

known to police (Bulwer, 1836).  There is some evidence that violent crimes and property 

crimes subject to insurance losses would be reasonably reliable (Brantingham & 

Brantingham, 1998) and comparable if converted to rates to reflect population size.  

However, there is an additional problem associated with crime measures that are 

dependent on population counts within a particular area because “there are difficulties 

obtaining reasonable estimates for denominators when the potential ‘victims’ move or are 

moveable” (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1998, p. 266). For example, if a smaller area 

lacked some services that required people to commute to a larger center, the crime rate in 

the larger center would be overestimated in that it did not account for the influx of people 

from outside areas that would not be included in the larger area’s stable population count.  

There is some reason to believe such a pattern would be a characteristic of rural crime 

patterns and, as such, requires consideration for the purposes of explaining rural crime.  

Similarly, using a crime rate for estimating crime in smaller population centers is 

problematic given crime rates would be overestimated for small population areas.  

Difficulties arise because a small change in the total number of crime would have a 

substantial impact when the denominator (population count) was very small when 

compared to other population centers.  While this mathematical reality is not a problem 

outright, it is problematic for comparing across a range of geographical areas with a wide 
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range of population counts.  For example, within British Columbia population counts for 

police jurisdictions ranged from the smallest jurisdiction (Atlin, British Columbia) that 

included 227 people to the largest jurisdiction (Vancouver Municipality) that included 

601,159 people as of 2006 (mean=27,036.5).  Consequently, a single event in Atlin 

would have a much larger impact on the crime rate than a single event in Vancouver.  

Another problem associated with the use of crime rates for understanding 

geographical distributions of crime appears when it is necessary to use a population 

measure as an independent variable for the purposes of explaining a dependent variable. 

“In such instances,” note Brantingham and Brantingham (1998), “the overall strength of 

the model may be the result of the same numbers being used as the denominators on both 

sides of the equation” (p. 271-272).  Such a practice would be problematic in the case 

where urbanization, or population mobility, were being used in a model to explain a 

geographical pattern of crime but is particularly problematic for a study which attempts 

to explain rural patterns of crime.  A rural, or an urban categorization for that matter, is 

by definition a function of population size and density within a given area and 

accordingly requires an outcome variable that is not related to its population, as is the 

case for a crime rate. 

Finally, there is sufficient evidence to believe that specific types of crime have 

different etiologies within the British Columbian context (see, for example, Andresen, 

2007; Frank, Andresen, & Felson, 2012).  There is also reason to believe that particular 

types of crime are overrepresented when compared to all other crime types within the 

same area in British Columbia (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1998).  While a crime rate 
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allows for an assessment of the risk of becoming a victim of a specific type of crime it is 

less useful for examining whether an area could be considered, for example, 

disproportionately violent.  This is problematic for the current work given the objective 

of determining if certain areas of British Columbia are disproportionately criminogenic 

and, if so, whether there are patterns that depend upon the specific geographical 

characteristics of the areas. 

In response to these concerns, a different measure for crime is proposed: the 

location quotient.  While the use of a location quotient does not address the issue of 

“stationarity” (the movement of people between places and resulting crime) it does 

address the problems associated with selecting a denominator for making total crimes 

comparable.  A location quotient also reduces the disparities in crime rates across a range 

of differently sized population areas.  Finally, a location quotient provides a measure of 

crime specialization or the concentration of a specific type of offence when compared to 

all other types of offences in the same area.  As noted by Brantingham and Brnatingham 

(1998), location quotients “are really a dimensionless measure of preference or choice of 

crime type in the smaller unit compared to a larger trend” (p. 270).  They can have 

meaning in crime analysis “particularly when the analysis is related back to the relative 

mix of other socio-economic conditions” (Ibid., p.268).    

Despite the advantages of using a location quotient (LQ) when compared to a 

crime rate, the practice remains under-utilized within criminology.  As a “measure 

developed in regional planning and economics to try to address questions about the 

relative importance of local economies, while conceptually avoiding some of the 
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stationarity problems that bedevil spatial analysis… local areas are placed within some 

wider context for analysis” (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1995, p. 136).13  When they 

have been used, crime location quotients (LQC) have been applied to research involving 

the crime generating/crime attracting characteristics of neighborhoods (Caplan, Kennedy, 

& Petrossian, 2011), to “determine if drug arrests were clustered around criminogenic 

locations” (McCord & Ratcliff, 2007, p. 49), and in studies of drug use and homelessness 

in which the LQC was used to identify “neighborhoods where people living in poverty 

and low-income rental housing are concentrated” (Dickson-Gomez, Cromley, Convey, & 

Hilario, 2009, p. 3).  Most recently, the LQC was used to assess the relationship between 

areas with a high alcohol outlet density and violence in urban areas (Pridemore, & 

Grubesic, 2012).  In another case, a LQC was selected as the preferred outcome 

measurement “to investigate the importance of location in the socio-demographic 

profiling of offenders” (Breetzke, 2008).  A comparison across geographical areas for 

“evaluating the deviation of impact of a particular type of criminal activity in a district” 

(Beconyté, Eismontaité, & Romanovas, 2012, p. 136) in Vilnius, Lithuania also used a 

crime location quotient. 

13 While beyond the scope of the current work, there is an argument that stationarity problems 
can be overcome with a recalculation of a location quotient over different time periods in that 
the patterns across time would allow for identification of movement patterns across space 
(Brantingham & Brantingham, 1995, 1998). 
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Within Canada, in general, and British Columbia specifically, an LQC has been 

used to look at crime specialization across the Canadian provinces with the intent of 

exploring the east-west patterns in crime (Andresen, 2009) and within urban British 

Columbia to demonstrate high crime concentrations as a function of a specific type of 

offending (Andresen, 2007).  Of particular interest for the current work was the use of an 

LQC across 65 municipal police force jurisdictions within British Columbia 

(Brantingham & Brantingham, 1998) that compared traditional crime rates with the less 

used LQC to illustrate differences between these measures and the advantage of a 

specifically geographical measure in understanding geographic patterns in crime. The 

current work expands upon these Canadian based uses of an LQC by extending the 

comparison between crime rates and location quotients to 140 police jurisdictions in 

British Columbia.  It partitions crime into property offending and violent offending to 

identify: 1) if there are areas with a disproportionate amount of either type of offending; 

and 2) if so, determine whether areas differ substantively depending on the police 

jurisdiction classification (Northern, Southeastern, Island, or Lower Mainland) or 

whether the jurisdiction qualifies as rural, small urban, medium urban, or a large urban 

population center. 

Methods 

Sample 

The data for the current work was gathered from the British Columbia Policing 

Jurisdiction Crime Trends, 2000 – 2009 (BCPJ) that included the raw counts of both 
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property and violent offending from the Uniform Crime Reporting 2 (UCR2) Survey, 

Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics, Statistics Canada.  The population data included in 

the BCPJ report was gathered from BC Statistics.14  The final sample of police 

jurisdictions (N=140) consisted of four police districts that were identified as either 

Southeast (n=39, about 28 percent), Island (n=33, about 24 percent), Lower Mainland 

(n=32, 23 percent) or Northern (n=36, about 26 percent) police jurisdictions (Table 3.1). 

As noted, population counts for the jurisdictions ranged from the smallest jurisdiction 

(Atlin, British Columbia) that included 227 people to the largest jurisdiction (Vancouver 

Municipality) that included 601,159 people as of 2006 (mean=27,036.5). 

Since 1971, Statistics Canada defined an urban area as “having a population of at 

least 1,000 and a density of 400 or more people per square kilometer” (Statistics Canada, 

2007) and provided that a rural area was simply an area that did not meet these criteria.  

However, this definition loses much of the texture that distinguishes a small urban area 

from a larger one (see, Chapter 2).  As a result the term ‘population area’ has been 

increasingly used to replace the term ‘urban center’ and such areas are divided into three 

groups to reflect the existence of an urban-rural continuum.  Within the sample, rural 

14 BC Statistics, Ministry of Citizens’ Services, Province of British Columbia. 
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jurisdictions are identified as those that have a density less than 400 people/ km2 and a 

population of less than 1000 persons (figure 3.1).   

 The majority of the sample, about 70 percent (n=98), included police jurisdictions 

that would be considered rural by this criteria.  Of the jurisdictions that contain at least 

1,000 people and a density of at least 400 people per km2, about 19 percent would be 

considered small population areas (SPA=1,000 to 29,999 people).  Both medium 

population jurisdictions (MPA=30,000 to 99,999 people) and large population areas 

(LPA=100,000 or more persons) each represented about 6 percent of the police 

jurisdictions. 

 

Table 3.1: British Columbia Policing Jurisdictions sample, descriptive 
statistics & crime measures 

 

Descriptive 

  

(N=140) Count Percent Min Max Mean (SD) 
Police Jurisdiction Classification      
 Southeast 39 27.9%    
 Island 33 23.6%    
 Lower Mainland 32 22.9%    
 North 36 25.7%    
       Area Classification      

Rural Pop. <1,000 & <400/sq.km. 98 70.0%    
SPA >400/sq.km. & 1,000 to 29,999 26 18.6%    

MPA >400/sq.km. & 30,000 to 

  

8 5.7%    
LPA >400/sq.km. & 100,000 or 

 

8 5.7%    
      Crime measures (N=139)      
Property crime rate / 1,000 pop.   17.934 540.426 110.145 (87.1) 
Violent crime rate / 1,000 pop.   2.625 526.316 52.862 (82.0) 
      Property crime location quotient   0.334 1.392 0.887 (0.20) 
Violent crime location quotient   0.303 2.554 1.138 (0.34) 
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Figure 3.1: British Columbian Police Jurisdictions by size of Population 
Center 

 

Crime location quotient 

While there is debate about the value of a location quotient vis-a-vis a more 

traditional crime rate (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1998), the location quotient was 

used in conjunction with a crime rate for the current work as it provides a more 

conservative measure for areas with very low populations.  This is important given the 

particular interest in rural and northern areas that, by definition, can be considered low 

population areas.  In addition, given there is an inherent interest in whether the north/rural 

areas are particularly violent or high risk, the use of a location quotient provides the 
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ability to tap this type of insight by producing information about crime concentration.  

That is, it is possible to answer the question; “is this area particularly violent?” or 

alternatively, is this just a high crime area?”  As such a location quotient provides a ratio 

of the percentage of a particular type of crime in a police jurisdiction relative to the 

percentage of that same crime in British Columbia.  The location quotient for the police 

jurisdictions is constructed using the formula:  

 

where  is a count of crime type i in police jurisdiction j,  is a count of the total of all 

crimes in police jurisdiction j, and  is a count of crime type i for the entire province, p, 

of British Columbia and  is the total number of all crimes for the entire province.  

According to Miller, Gibson, and Wright (1991), an interpretation of a location quotient 

can include the assessment that an area is very under-represented (0 to LQ0.70), 

moderately under-represented (>0.70 to LQ0.90), average represented areas (>0.90 to 

LQ1.10), moderately over-represented areas (>1.10 to LQ1.30), and very over-

represented areas (LQ >1.30). 

Property and violent crime rates 

The crime rate was calculated by dividing the count per the population estimate 

for 2006 and is expressed as the total number of incidents per 1000 of the population. 

Property offence crime rate ranged from 17.934 to 540.426 (mean=110.146, SD=87.181). 

The crime rate for violent offences ranged from 2.625 to 526.316 (mean=52.862, 
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SD=82.005).  For the current work, property crimes include the offences of breaking and 

entering, theft, motor vehicle theft, possession of stolen property, fraud, mischief, and 

arson.  In terms of violent crimes, the offences of homicide, attempted murder, sexual and 

non-sexual assault, sexual offences against children, abduction, forcible confinement or 

kidnapping, robbery, criminal harassment, extortion, uttering threats, and threatening or 

harassing phone calls are included. 

BC Police Jurisdiction Property crime rates and LQCs 

Crime rates and crime location quotients for property crimes for the top twenty 

highest ranked police jurisdictions in British Columbia are presented in Table 3.2.  A 

comparison between the two measures illustrates how both provide distinct information 

about the geographical distribution of crime within British Columbia.  As noted, property 

crime rates for the 140 police jurisdictions included within the sample represent the 

number of property offences per 1,000 people and demonstrate that, not surprisingly 

given the nature of crime rates, small rural communities appear to dominate the list.  

Specifically, British Columbian cities with the highest property crime rates, with the 

exception of Lytton (pop=235), Slocan Lake (pop=314), Agassiz (pop=4738), Whistler 

(pop=9795), and Boston Bar (pop=478), are all located in the north or northwestern areas 

of the Province and considered primary industry resource centers.   

Among those five police jurisdictions that rank among the top 20 highest areas in 

terms of crime rate, all but two (Agassiz, and Whistler) contain estimated population  
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Table 3.2: Property crime rate by LQC by Police Jurisdiction, by population 
center 

 
       

Rank Police 
Jurisdiction 

Crime 
Rate 

Population 
Center*  

Police Jurisdiction LQC** Population 
Center  

1 Lytton 540.426 Rural Oak Bay 1.392 SPA 
2 Fort St. James 475.277 Rural Coldstream 1.263 Rural 
3 New Hazelton 438.596 Rural Qualicum Beach 1.241 SPA 
4 Duncan 408.744 SPA Saanich 1.228 LPA 
5 100 Mile House 402.122 Rural Central Saanich 1.197 Rural 
6 Alexis Creek  400.362 Rural University 1.178 Rural 
7 Masset 273.404 Rural Abbotsford 1.172 Rural 
8 Tsay Keh Dene 259.414 Rural Port Moody 1.168 SPA 
9 Slocan Lake  229.299 Rural West Vancouver 1.152 MPA 

10 McBride 216.667 Rural Vernon 1.135 Rural 
11 Burns Lake 194.115 Rural Langley Township 1.130 Rural 
12 Bella Bella 193.522 Rural Colwood 1.122 SPA 
13 Agassiz 184.255 Rural Vancouver 1.112 LPA 
14 Queen Charlotte 179.325 Rural Victoria 1.112 MPA 
15 Chase 177.252 SPA Richmond 1.109 LPA 
16 Creston 173.850 SPA North Saanich 1.108 Rural 
17 Tofino 172.205 Rural Stewart 1.107 Rural 
18 Whistler 170.597 Rural Ladysmith 1.098 SPA 
19 Boston Bar 163.180 Rural Burnaby 1.098 LPA 
20 Williams Lake 160.892 Rural View Royal 1.091 SPA 

* Rural = density less than 400 people/ km2 and a population less than 1000 persons;  
All others, density > 400/ km2, SPA =1,000 to 29,999;  MPA = 30,000 to 99,999 people; LPA = 100,000 or 
more. 
** Very under-represented (0 to LQ0.70), moderately under-represented (>0.70 to LQ0.90), average represented 
areas (>0.90 to LQ1.10), moderately over-represented areas (>1.10 to LQ1.30), and very over-represented areas 
(LQ >1.30) (Miller, et al., 1991). 

 

counts of less than 1,000 people.  Of the top 20 highest property crime rate population 

centers, all but three (Duncan, Chase, and Creston) are considered rural by the Statistics 

Canada criteria.  By this reasoning, it would seem that traditional crime rates suggest that 

those living in small northern communities have the greatest risk of becoming victims of 

property type crimes when compared to their southern counterparts.  However, the 

location quotient for the 140 policing jurisdictions suggests the opposite. 
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In this case, a high location quotient demonstrates police jurisdictions in which 

property crime represents a disproportionate amount of offences when compared to all 

other types of offences in that jurisdiction.  When the location quotient for property crime 

is calculated for each of the 140 sample police jurisdictions there is evidence that 

property crime is over represented within southern police jurisdictions.  In addition, the 

top twenty highest ranked population centers include both two medium population 

centers (population of 30,000 to 99,999 people), and an additional four large population 

centers (population of 100,000 or more).  Indeed, of the top 20 highest LQCs for property 

offending only eight police jurisdictions meet the criteria for consideration as rural.  

Thus, it would seem that there are differences in property LQC depending on the type of 

population center. 

In order to test whether the property LQC differed depending on the type of 

population center (rural, small urban, medium urban, large urban), a one-way ANOVA 

was conducted to compare the average property LQC to population center.  Results 

suggested that there was a significant difference between the property LQC depending on 

the size of the population center (F=11.156, df=3,135, p. <0.001).  Specifically, property 

offending concentrations in rural areas (mean=0.827, SD=0.211) were, on average, far 

less evident than the representation in small population centers (mean=1.100, SD=0.136), 
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medium population centers (mean=1.102, SD=0.0918), or large areas (mean=1.092, 

SD=0.0629).  Further, the difference between rural areas and all of the other areas was 

statistically significant (p. <0.05) however the difference for all of the other population 

centers was not significant.15  This result cannot be interpreted to mean that rural areas 

are relatively ‘safe’ in terms of becoming a victim of property offences but better 

understood as an indication that rural police jurisdictions might have a different type of 

crime specialization that their more urban/southern counterparts.  In particular, because 

an LQC is a proportion, it is not possible for an area to have high location quotients for 

the two types of offending (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1998),16 when the offending 

categories are arguably quite broad (Andresen & Linning, 2012) and given that property 

offending seems to be similar for the more urban areas but under-represented in rural 

areas, it would seem that rural areas would be characterized by a different type of crime 

specialization. 

Although some high ranked property crime rate jurisdictions will have high 

property LQCs, many will not.  Some cities with relatively low overall crime and 

15 The same pattern held, rural areas contained a disproportionately small concentration of 
property offending, when the property LQC was tested for differences based on police district. 
The northern district was significantly underrepresented in terms of property concentrations 
when compared to all of the other districts and there were no differences between any of the 
other police districts.   

16 This is only true in the case where there are only two crime types. If there are more crime types 
you can have specializations in more than one crime type. 
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relatively low crime rates will have comparably high property LQCs because property 

offending makes up a disproportionate amount of crime when compared to the province 

as a whole.  For instance, Oak Bay has a property crime rate of only 46.125 property 

offences per 1,000 people meaning that it is ranked as #116 out of the 140 jurisdictions 

based on rate. However, of all of the police jurisdictions, Oak Bay (LQC= 1.392) is 

ranked #1 in terms of LQC suggesting that the jurisdiction is very over-represented  (LQ 

>1.30, Miller, et al., 1991) in terms of property offences.  Stated differently, among all of 

the offences in Oak Bay, property crimes appear to dominate the distribution of offence 

types, the crime mix; property offending is about 30 percent above the provincial trend.  

Similarly, Coldstream is ranked second in terms of LQC but 132 out of a possible 140 for 

the property crime rate;  Qualicum Beach falls into third place for LQC but is ranked 95th 

for the property crime rate; and fourth ranked for LQC, Saanich is moderately over 

represented in terms of property offending concentration but 119th for crime rate.  The 

contrast between traditional crime rates and a property LQC is illustrated in figures 3.2 

and 3.3.    

The property LQC for each jurisdiction provides additional information about 

property offending in British Columbia as a whole.  If an over-representation of a 

particular crime type can be interpreted to indicate a problem, it would seem that property 

offending is not particularly problematic in British Columbia.  That is, among the top 20 

highest LQC jurisdictions for property crimes, about 85 percent could be considered 

areas in which property offending is over-represented (moderately, or very over- 

represented).  When compared to the entire sample, about only 12 percent of the police 
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Figure 3.2: BC Property Crime Rate (2006) per 1,000 persons 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 3.2 demonstrates the relative even distribution of property crime rates across 
British Columbia and illustrates how a number of the more rural police jurisdictions score 
relatively high in terms of property offences.  The concentration of property offences is 
illustrated in figure 3.3 that demonstrates how the northern and rural areas of the province 
are arguably under-represented when property offences are compared to all other offence 
types. 
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Figure 3.3: Property Location Quotients (2006) by representation category 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

jurisdictions in British Columbia seem to have a disproportionate amount of property 

offending.  Stated differently, property offending does not seem to be a problem for the 

Province as a whole, thereby suggesting that the west is not more criminogenic but rather 

more violent.  This interpretation would seem reasonable because, based on the property 

LQC results, property offending appears to be an urban/southern phenomenon.  Based on 

the dominance of rural police jurisdictions within the province (about 70 percent), British 

Columbia would better be considered predominantly rural and as such should be less 

dominated by an urban phenomenon.    
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BC Policing Jurisdiction violent crime rates and LQCs 

As was the case for property offending crime rates, violent crime rates were 

calculated for each of the 140 police jurisdictions based on the rate per 1,000 persons. 

When the violent crime rate is used to rank the police jurisdictions, a similar pattern to 

that of property offending appears.  Specifically, of the 20 highest violent crime rate 

areas, with the exception of Lytton (pop=235), Alert Bay (pop=556), Duncan 

(pop=4986), Tofino (pop=1665), and Port Hardy (pop=3882), all of the highest areas 

based on violence are located in the rural north.  This finding would be consistent with 

past research (for example, Brantingham & Brantingham, 1998) that suggests these areas 

are “service and recreation centers for large hinterlands: fishers, forest workers, miners 

and ranchers come to these cities looking for entertainment” (p. 274).17  Further, it has 

been suggested that in rural areas, “[l]iquor consumption is high and assaults in particular 

occur with substantial relative frequency” (Ibid.). Given that a crime rate indicates a risk 

of ‘victimization’ the finding that higher rates appear in northern rural areas could be 

interpreted to mean that people in these areas are at a greater risk of violent attack than 

“residents in the larger cities of the southern parts of the province” (Ibid.). 

17 As Brantingham & Brantingham further comment “[t]his represents one of the denominator 
problems with crime rates. The actual usage of a city may greatly exceed the resident 
population” (p. 286). 
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While it was noted that it was possible for an area to have a relatively high LQC 

jurisdictions seem to have a relatively high violent crime rate, the same jurisdiction might 

also have a relatively low location quotient.  For example, while 100 Mile House ranks 

9th out of the 140 jurisdictions in terms of violent crime rate (about 154 crimes / per 

1,000) the jurisdiction falls to 46th place in terms of the violent LQC although the 

jurisdiction could still be considered disproportionately violent (violent LQC=1.295) 

(see, Table 3.3).  Duncan ranks 13th for crime rate but drops to 57th for the violent LQC; 

Table 3.3: Violent crime rate and LQC by Police Jurisdiction, by population 
center 

 
       

Rank Jurisdiction CR Population 
Center*  

Jurisdiction LQC** Population 
Center  

1 New Hazelton 526.316 Rural Tsay Keh Dene 2.554 Rural 
2 Tsay Keh Dene 468.619 Rural Granisle 2.319 Rural 
3 Lytton 459.574 Rural Fraser Lake 2.035 Rural 
4 Alexis Creek 307.971 Rural New Aiyansh  1.996 Rural 
5 Fort St. James 300.369 Rural New Hazelton 1.922 Rural 
6 Burns Lake 213.099 Rural MacKenzie 1.919 Rural 
7 New Aiyansh  210.918 Rural Lytton 1.831 Rural 
8 Masset 180.851 Rural Alert Bay 1.817 Rural 
9 100 Mile House 153.846 Rural Alexis Creek 1.795 Rural 

10 Alert Bay 143.885 Rural Dease Lake 1.675 Rural 
11 Bella Bella 141.196 Rural Anahim Lake 1.631 Rural 
12 Dease Lake 139.373 Rural Fort St. James 1.615 Rural 
13 Duncan 131.167 SPA Sayward 1.529 Rural 
14 Granisle 118.761 Rural Burns Lake 1.527 Rural 
15 Anahim Lake 112.057 Rural Hudson’s Hope 1.521 Rural 
16 Queen Charlotte 97.046 Rural Barrier 1.510 Rural 
17 Tofino 93.656 Rural Masset 1.488 Rural 
18 Chetwynd 93.430 Rural Ucluelet 1.479 Rural 
19 Port Hardy 93.407 Rural Bella Bella 1.456 Rural 
20 Atlin 83.700 Rural Queen Charlotte 1.455 Rural 
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* Rural = density less than 400 people/ km2 and a population less than 1000 persons;  
All others, density > 400/ km2, SPA =1,000 to 29,999;  MPA = 30,000 to 99,999 people; LPA = 100,000 or 
more. 
** Very under-represented (0 to LQ0.70), moderately under-represented (>0.70 to LQ0.90), average 
represented areas (>0.90 to LQ1.10), moderately over-represented areas (>1.10 to LQ1.30), and very over-
represented areas (LQ >1.30) (Miller, et al., 1991). 

Tofino’s 17th position ranking for crime rate drops to 32nd for LQC; and while 

Chetwynd, Port Hardy, and Atlin held the 18th to 20th positions, the measure of 

jurisdictions that could be considered disproportionately violent ranks these areas as 25th, 

22nd, and 23rd, respectively. 

As was the case for property offending, the measure for violence was also 

calculated as a proportion of violent offending in comparison to all other offences within 

each of the 140 police jurisdictions.  However, unlike the results for property offending in 

which a number of southern/urban areas with highly concentrated property crime 

appeared, the highest violent LQC jurisdictions remained predominantly rural. 

Furthermore, all of the top 20 highest violent LQC jurisdictions would be considered very 

over-represented (very over-represented= LQ >1.30, Miller, et al., 1991) that was not the 

case for property LQCs.  Indeed, while 85 percent of the top twenty Property LQCs were 

considered property offending specialization areas, only 12 percent of the entire British 

Columbian sample included jurisdictions with a disproportionate amount of property 

offences.   

In contrast, all of the highest top 20 violent LQC jurisdictions would be 

considered very over-represented.  Furthermore, about 46 percent (n=65) of the entire 

sample would qualify as moderately (n=27), or very over-represented (n=38) in terms of 

jurisdictions in which violence represented a disproportionate amount of all crime for the 
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jurisdiction.  Unlike the situation for property offending in British Columbia, based on 

the calculated location quotient the northern police jurisdictions of Tsay Keh Dene, 

Granisle, Fraser Lake, New Aiyansh, New Hazelton, and MacKenzie could all be 

considered to have about twice as much violence in comparison to the Province as a 

whole.  Thus, while there seemed to be a difference for highly concentrated property 

offending areas between rural and urban (small, medium, or large) jurisdictions, there is 

some evidence to conclude that the north is over-represented in terms of violent 

concentrations. 

When the average violent LQC for each of the four police districts were 

compared, the results indicated that there was a relationship between the police district 

and average violent LQC (F=24.808, df= 3, 135, p.<0.001).  Specifically, on average, the 

Northern Police District (LQC=1.455) was significantly higher (p. <0.05) than that for 

the South East (LQC=1.125), the Island District (LQC=1.050) and the Lower Mainland 

(LQC=0.884).  However, unlike the results for property offending, the mean South East 

district violent LQC, and the average violent LQC for the Island District were also 

significantly higher than that for the Lower Mainland (p. <0.05).  By this logic, it would 

seem that there is a south/north pattern in British Columbia in terms of differences 

between areas that are disproportionately violent.  However, it would also seem that the 

difference between the Lower Mainland and the other three police districts is not about 

whether the area might be considered northern or southern but instead rural or urban.  

That is, while rural police jurisdictions seem to be distributed throughout the Northern, 

Island, and South Eastern districts in the Province the majority of urban centers are 

within the Lower Mainland.       
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It was speculated, due to the low levels of over-representation for property 

offending across all of the sample jurisdictions that, in British Columbia as a whole, 

property offending represented less of a problem than violent offending given it appears 

to be about normally represented.  Even in the most under represented rural areas, the 

average property offending concentration (mean=0.827, SD=0.211) is just slightly below 

what might be considered average representation.  The property offending measure 

ranged from a concentration of 0.334 (Granisle) to a possible 1.392 (Oak Bay).  

However, the violent offending concentration was lowest in Oak Bay (0.303) and highest 

in the northern rural policing jurisdiction of Tsay Keh Dene (2.554).  That is, while 

property offending seems over represented in the southern more urban areas of the 

province it is only moderately over-represented in that the most highly concentrated 

police jurisdiction demonstrates about 30 percent more property crime than what would 

be expected.  However, the violent location quotient provided some evidence that the 

opposite was true for northern areas: the rural north appears to be disproportionately 

violent when compared to the more southern jurisdictions and when compared to the 

province of British Columbia as a whole.  In addition to this finding, it would seem that a 

stronger pattern between rural and urban areas has emerged: rural areas appear to be 

disproportionately more violent when compared to their urban counterparts.  

When the crime rates and comparable violent LQCs are visually mapped (Figures 

3.4 and 3.5) it is possible to see the contrast between the use of a rate and a quotient.  If 

crime rates are used to geographically display violent offences, the rates are somewhat 

evenly distributed across British Columbia.  However, there is a sharp contrast in terms 
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of jurisdictions with a concentration of violence.  The marked difference in violent LQCs 

between rural and more urban population centers is illustrated in Figure 3.4.   

Figure 3.4: BC Violent Crime Rate (2006) per 1,000 persons 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As Andresen (2009) points out, one of the particularly interesting patterns in Canadian 

crime statistics is a phenomenon in which there appears to be “a generally increasing 

crime rate moving east to west that has existed for at least 40 years” (p. 32).  Despite the 

more than 40 years of the persistence of the east west phenomenon, there is little 

empirical research into why this would be the case (Hartnagel, 1997).  While not 

specifically answering why, it would seem that the assessment that British Columbia is 

more crime ridden is hasty given that there seems to be little reason to be concerned 
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about property offending.  Taken together with the illustration of property LQCs, there is 

sufficient evidence to suggest, as a whole, portions of the Province could actually be 

considered violent because the Province as a whole had a LQC less than 1 in 2006. 

Figure 3.5: Violent Location Quotients (2006) by representation category 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Conclusion 

The representation of crime with a location quotient demonstrates that there are 

areas within British Columbia with a disproportionate amount of either property or 

violent offending.  This finding would be consistent with the work of others who have 

looked for areas that could be deemed disproportionately criminogenic (see, for example, 

McCord & Radcliffe, 2007; Beconyté, Eismontaité, & Romanovas, 2012) and of those 
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who have sought explanations by way of the crime attracting/crime generating functions 

of specific locations (for example, Caplan, Kennedy, & Petrossian, 2011).  Not 

surprisingly, these represent different police jurisdictions given the impossibility for 

individual jurisdictions to be over-represented in multiple categories of offence 

(Brantingham & Brantingham, 1998) when only two crime types are used for 

comparison.  Those jurisdictions with a disproportionately high concentration of property 

offences might be considered areas where there is a specialization in property offences; 

whereas jurisdictions with a disproportionate amount of violent offending might be 

considered to be areas where there is a specialization in violence (Ibid.).  Within the 

sample of 140 BC police jurisdictions, patterns emerge depending on the police district 

but also depending on whether the jurisdiction is considered a rural or urban (small, 

medium, or large) population center.  Areas with a property offending specialization 

appear to be those jurisdictions that might be considered southern and urban. Property 

offending appears less over-represented in northern areas when compared to southern 

areas.  

The more violent jurisdictions appear to be those that are more northern and rural.  

However, while there appears to be a distinct south/north phenomenon in relation to 

property offending, for violent jurisdictions it appears that this pattern is better 

understood as a rural/urban difference.  Violence appears highly concentrated in northern 

areas but more importantly in rural jurisdictions as there are significant differences 

between the lack of violence in the Lower Mainland when compared to all of the other 

districts in the Province.  In addition there appear to be differences in violent 

concentrations depending on whether the population area is considered rural, small urban, 
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or medium urban. This finding would be consistent with those of Jobes, Barclay, 

Weinand, and Donnermeyer (2004) who identified sub-categorizations of rural within 

rural areas and suggested that different areas might be subject to different patterns of 

crime. 

While British Columbia consistently reports both property and violent offending 

rates that are higher than the national average (Police-Reported Crime Data: Uniform 

Crime Reporting 2 (UCR2) Survey, Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics, Statistics 

Canada) it would seem that police jurisdictions with high property offending 

concentrations are less prevalent than jurisdictions in which violence is moderately or 

highly over-represented.  Among all the 140 police jurisdictions, only one jurisdiction 

demonstrated a LQC that could be considered very over-represented in terms of property 

specialization. This was not the case for violent specialization: just under half of the 140 

police jurisdictions could be considered disproportionately violent.  By this logic, as the 

most western of all the Canadian provinces, British Columbia has the highest levels of 

crime however, it is evident that some types of crime are more over-represented than 

others.  This underscores the necessity of being crime specific when looking for patterns 

in criminal offences (Andresen, 2007). 

The difference between using a traditional crime rate versus a crime location 

quotient is particularly evident in relation to property offending.  When population is 

used as a denominator, property offending seems to be dominated by small jurisdictions 

(Figure 3.2) yet when crime counts are converted into LQCs, the urban areas emerge 

disproportionately high for property crime (Figure 3.3).  Thus, it would seem that the 
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smaller population centers are obscuring other patterns that can be found when 

population size is not used to standardize crime counts.  The same pattern did not emerge 

for violent offending.  However, if violent offending is in fact a rural event, it might be 

that traditional crime rates do a reasonably good job of identifying areas with a higher 

risk of becoming the victim of violence (Figure 3.4).  However, unlike the case for crime 

rates, the location quotient provides an opportunity to claim that rural areas are in fact 

more violent and do not just appear more violent because of mathematics (Figure 3.5).  

These results show the importance of using more than one statistics to represent any 

given area. 

What is additionally useful about the violent LQC (rather than the traditional 

crime rate) is the absolute number of police jurisdictions in which violence is 

disproportionately over-represented.  While a number of studies have provided arguments 

about a cause of violence in rural areas (see, for example, Freudenburg & Jones 1986; 

Kowalski & Duffield 1990; Kposowa & Breault 1993; Kposowa Breault,  & Harrison 

1995; Petee & Kowalski, 1993) it still remains unclear if the causes in rural areas are 

distinct from those in urban areas.  What is clear is that the causes of property offending 

are generally considered to be different from those for violent offending although 

generally the causes are thought to differ in terms of importance rather than be the 

inverse.  For British Columbia anyway, the geographical location of property and violent 

offending appear to be the inverse of one another: violence is rural and property offences 

are urban. 
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While it was speculated that this might be a north/south pattern, such a finding 

would not be particularly unique.  Others (for example, Guerry and Quetelet, in the early 

19th century) found an inverse relationship between property and violent offending 

patterns in France.  The evidence suggested that the south was associated with violence 

while the north laid claim to property offending patterns.  This too is echoed in studies 

conducted within the United States in which a southern violence pattern emerges (see, for 

example, Nesbett, 1993) and at the neighbourhood level in both Vancouver, British 

Columbia and Ottawa, Ontario (Andresen & Linning, 2012).  What these examples have 

in common with the patterns found in British Columbia is that it is not north or south, per 

se, but rather rural areas that seem to be home to much of the violence.  The south of 

France is more rural; the American south is more rural.  In British Columbia, according 

to the LQC, it would seem that rural jurisdictions specialize in violence.  Indeed, there 

does appear to be a prevalence of small, rural, violent towns across the British Columbian 

landscape.  What remains to be seen is whether the rural crime concentrations can be 

understood with the help of traditional urban focused theories.  Given that traditional 

theoretical constructs were created in urban areas there are questions as to whether such a 

construct will be useful for explaining rural phenomena.  The following Chapter will test 

the use of traditional theoretical constructs in explaining property and violent offending 

jurisdictions in predominantly rural British Columbia. In order to understand the property 

and violent specialization in British Columbia, a location quotient will be used as the 

outcome variable of interest for the following analyses. 
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Chapter 4: Traditional explanations for property 
and violent offending concentrations 

Introduction 

One of the key patterns that characterizes British Columbian geography is that 

policing jurisdictions tend to become increasingly rural within the more northern areas of 

the Province.  This is not to say that other jurisdictions are devoid of rural areas but rather 

that there are few urban populations in the north. That is, along with a south/north trend 

there appears to be an additional urban/rural pattern when the focus is on violence. In 

particular, as was demonstrated through the use of a LQC, sharp differences between the 

location of over-represented violent jurisdictions and over-represented property offending 

jurisdictions are evident. Thus, it is necessary to explain these differences. As Bennett 

(1991) notes, the “effect of specific variables on crime incidence is mediated by the type 

of crime, with the distinction between violent and property-related crimes being the most 

important” (p. 149-150). It has long been understood that crime varies by not only 

geographical location but also by crime type (Quetelet, 1831, 1835; Guerry, 1832) as is 

evidenced in British Columbia.  

Traditional theories of unequal geographical distributions of crime generally use 

demographic, structural, and opportunity measures. Indeed, these types of constructs have 

been used within the Canadian context generally (see, for example, Hartnagel, 1997), and 
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within British Columbia specifically (see, for example, Andresen, 2006). In addition, 

these types of measures have been used in explanations of rural offending patterns (see, 

for example, Freudenburg & Jones 1986; Kowalski & Duffield 1990; Kposowa & Breault 

1993; Kposowa, Breault, & Harrison 1995; Petee & Kowalski 1993). However, when 

used in a rural context, the urban generated theoretical constructs have appeared to 

present some problems and a number of conflicting results (Ibid.). As was noted, British 

Columbia is predominantly rural. As a result, it is necessary to test the traditional social 

ecological constructs within British Columbia with an awareness that some measures 

might: 1) explain property offending better than violent offending; and 2) be useful for 

providing direction to supplement the existing theoretical constructs to generate a theory 

of British Columbian crime.  

Whether they are demographic, structural, or opportunity type measures, many 

traditional explanations appear to share elements of each, to greater or lesser degrees. As 

noted above, some choose to focus on elements other than social disorganization (see, for 

example, Felson, 1987) while others (see, for example, Sampson & Groves, 1989) elect 

to retain what was useful from the original idea of social disorganization and expand 

upon it to provide a more robust explanation. Yet other theories rely more heavily upon 

an intersection between demographic/structural features along with the creation of 

opportunities for offending (for example, Brantingham & Brantingham, 1995b).  Taken 

together, it is the characteristics of the people in an area (for example, Brantingham &  

Brantingham, 1995b; Friendly, 2007) and the characteristics of the place (see, for 

example, Brantingham & Brantingham, 1995b; Sampson & Groves, 1989; Taylor, 2001; 

Thomas & Znaniecki, 1958) along with the characteristics of people’s activities (for 
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example, Brantingham & Brantingham, 1995b; Felson, 1987; Sampson & Groves, 1989) 

that are generally used to explain unequal geographical distributions of crime.  

For British Columbia, the existing theoretical constructs suggest that social 

explanations might include population age, education, and aboriginal status in terms of 

providing for a measure of concentrated disadvantage as identified through the work of 

Shaw and McKay and Quetelet. In addition, it is suspected that structural measures such 

as population density, population change, and the percent of rental properties might be 

useful in identifying areas that are structurally conducive to offending and as such 

reinforce the use of traditional theoretical constructs. Finally, there is reason to believe 

that opportunity might play a role in terms of offending and, as such, people’s activities 

should be considered as well (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1998). Given the importance 

of the features of a place in terms of generating or attracting crime it is suspected that 

decreases in the percentage of the population who lived at same address for the past five 

years and increases in the percent employed outside of the community/municipality 

would be associated with increased crime. For the purposes of testing these traditional 

social ecology theories within the British Columbian context, the three sources of 

measurement (demographic, structural, and opportunity) have been kept separate to 

create three additive models for, first, property LQCs and then violent LQCs. 
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Methods 

Sample 

While crime data was gathered from the British Columbia Policing Jurisdiction 

Crime Trends, 2000 – 2009 (BCPJ) that included the raw counts of both property and 

violent offending from the Uniform Crime Reporting 2 (UCR2) Survey, (Canadian 

Centre for Justice Statistics, Statistics Canada) this data set required expansion to include 

measures implicated within traditional social ecology constructs.  The population data 

included in the BCPJ report were gathered from BC Statistics, Ministry of Citizens’ 

Services, Province of British Columbia that was also the source for the additional social 

structural and opportunity indicators. A number of the police jurisdictions matched 

identically to the municipality boundaries. This was the case for the Census Metropolitan 

Areas (CMAs). However, this was not necessarily the case for the more northern/rural 

jurisdictions. In these instances, particular jurisdictions required matching to census 

areas. This was accomplished by using visual maps overlaying one another and then 

population counts to ascertain the area to which the original police jurisdictional data was 

attributed. Although this is potentially problematic, in many instances it is mitigated for 

this work given: 1) the within jurisdiction populations tend to cluster around the larger 

municipal areas; 2) crimes within these jurisdictions would also be reported to the larger 

municipal policing areas; and 3) the data used by the BCPJ is taken from the same source 

as that gathered for the structural and opportunity indicators (BC Statistics) suggesting 

consistency across data sources.  
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The analytical strategy used traditional structural and environmental indicators of 

crime to attempt to explain: i) property offending; and ii) violent offending using 

ordinary least squares (OLS) regression.  In terms of structural explanations, the analysis 

included an initial model with person type measures (age, education, and aboriginal 

status), and a second model that added place type measures (density, population change, 

and percent rental properties). A third model included the addition of environmental 

measures (residential stability and proportion who work away from the community) to 

the original six measures. As has been noted, it was suspected that the OLS regression 

analysis will be useful for explaining areas with higher than average property offending 

but less useful for explaining violent concentrations.   

Measures 

As noted, the measure for disproportionate violent and property offending areas is 

the crime location quotient that reflects a measure of a particular type of offending in a 

police jurisdiction relative to that type of offending in the Province as a whole. In order to 

test traditional structural and environmental theoretical constructs several types of 

indicators were collected. For the purposes of measuring demographic explanations, three 

measures (age, education, and aboriginal status) were thought to comprise social 

demographics that have been useful in explaining geographical distributions of crime 

within the Canadian context and are used in the first model. Median ages for each of the 

police jurisdictions ranged from a low of 25.90 years (Tsay Keh Dene) to a high of 60.90 

years (Qualicum Beach) with an average median sample age of about 43 years (Table 

4.1). A measurement for education was calculated by recording the percentage of people 
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in a jurisdiction who reported they had not obtained a high school diploma. The 

percentage of an area with less than secondary school education ranged from a possible 

2.86 to a jurisdiction in which 88.24 percent of the population did not graduate from high 

school. The proportion of the people in a jurisdiction who reported aboriginal status was 

similarly calculated as a percentage of the entire population in a given jurisdiction. This 

measure ranged from a predominantly ‘aboriginal’ jurisdiction in which the vast majority 

(almost 99 percent) of the residents reported aboriginal ancestry, to a jurisdiction within 

which less than one percent of the population was comprised of aboriginal status persons.  

Table 4.1: Dependent and Independent Social Ecology Measures 
 
Variable  Min Max Mean (SD) 
Dependant variables    
Property offending concentration 0.334 1.392 0.887 (0.208) 
Violent offending concentration 0.303 2.554 1.139 (0.346) 
    Independent variables    
Demographic Measures    

Median Jurisdiction Age 25.90 60.90 42.988 (6.208) 
% Less than High School Education 2.86 88.24 23.653 (10.411) 

% Aboriginal Status 0.34 98.58 10.564 (16.786) 
    Structural Measures    

Density 0.00 5039.00 489.227 

 
% Population Change -

 

37.50 0.410 (11.452) 
%  Rental Properties 0.00 59.56 26.045 (9.806) 

    Opportunity Measures    
% Same Address for last 5 Years 6.64 90.30 54.597 (9.989) 

% Employed Outside of community 

 

1.96 82.80 31.183 (21.057) 

 

Given that additional social ecology theories for crime identify differences in the 

characteristics of the place, three additional measures (density, urbanization, and percent 

rental property) were also collected. Population density was calculated as a ratio of the 
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number of persons per square kilometer of land space within each police jurisdiction. 

Density ranged from a low of 0.00 people per km2 to a density of over 5,000 people per 

km2 of land area. For each of the jurisdictions, population change was calculated as the 

percentage change between 2001 and 2006. The population change was selected to reflect 

either urbanization or, in some cases, de-urbanization. The rental composition of an area 

was measured as the percentage of the total number of dwellings rented within an area in 

relation to the total private dwellings in a particular jurisdiction.     

Finally, measures thought to indicate the environmental characteristics of a region 

that would provide the opportunity for criminal offending include two variables that 

indicate population mobility. Residential mobility was calculated as the percentage who 

lived at the same address during the past five years of the total number of people who 

lived in the area for the past five years. Commuter status was calculated as a percentage 

of the total employed work force who worked in a different census subdivision 

(municipality) within the census division (county) of residence, worked in a different 

census division (county), worked in a different province, or worked outside of Canada. 

It is expected that the traditional theoretical constructs would be useful for 

explaining property specialization since the constructs were developed in urban areas and 

property specialization appears to be an urban phenomenon. Alternatively, since violence 

appears grossly over represented in rural jurisdictions, and traditional theoretical 

constructs were not developed to explain rural patters specifically, these constructs are 

predicted to be less useful in terms of explaining violent specialization. 
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Results 

Property offending and explanations for British Columbia 

An OLS regression was conducted with the intent of explaining why particular 

areas would have a higher than normal property offending concentration.  The regression 

used three different models corresponding with questions as to whether it was 

characteristics of the people (social demographics), characteristics of the place (structural 

features) or characteristics that create opportunity for offending (residential mobility and 

proportion of commuters). The first model that included only social demographics 

explained about 41percent of the variance in the property offending concentration and 

provided a good fit (F=32.632, p.<0.001) (Table 4.2).  

Table 4.2: Regression Analysis – Property offending location quotient, 2006 
 
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Median Age 0.710 0.444 0.570 
Percent High school dropouts  -1.183 -0.876 -0.775 
Percent Aboriginal Identity Population -5.798*** -5.935*** -5.768*** 
    Persons / sq. km (density)  4.073*** 2.438* 
2001 to 2006 population change (%)  4.069*** 3.519** 
Percent Rental Properties  -3.619*** -1.731 
    % Lived at same address 5 years prior   1.069 
Percent Employed outside of community  

   2.632** 
 Model Fit    F 32.632*** 29.789*** 24.492*** 
R2 (Adjusted) 0.409 0.558 0.578 
* p<.05, **p<.01, *** p < .001    

 

Specifically, although median age (t=0.710, p.=0.479) was positively associated 

with a higher concentration of property offences, and the percent of the population that 
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reported not completing High School (t=-1.183, p.<0.239) was negatively associated with 

property offending, neither were statistically significant. However, the percent of the area 

that reported aboriginal status was negatively associated with an increased property 

offence location quotient (t=-5.789, p.<0.001). 

Stated differently, according to the first model, it would seem that in older, more 

educated, more Caucasian communities we see a higher concentration of property crime 

than might otherwise be expected. Although tentative, it could be that jurisdictions in 

which the population, on average, tends to be more mature and possibly better employed 

and as such more likely to be established and thus own more possessions, could become 

the target of property offenders.  

Whether or not older, more Caucasian, and more educated populations are, in fact, 

more established within a community was further tested with the second model that 

included the addition of structural features.  The addition of population density, 

population change, and the percent of the jurisdiction that included rental properties into 

the original model increased the explanatory power to almost 56 percent (F=29.789, 

p.<0.001).  The increase in explained variance means that it is possible to predict that an 

area has a higher concentration of property offending with knowledge of both the 

structural and social characteristics of an area than aggregated demographics alone. That 

is, while highly concentrated property offending jurisdictions seem to contain an older, 

less Aboriginal, more educated population, regions that have more persons per km2 

(t=4.073, p.<0.001), fewer rental properties (t=-3.619, p.<0.001), and experience 

population growth (t=4.069, p.<0.001) will have a greater proportion of property 
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offending.  However, whether or not this can be interpreted to mean that population 

stability means people have more attractive possessions or is a function of creating 

opportunity to engage in property offending is unclear. For example, while areas with a 

higher concentration of property offending are explained by a higher level of 

homeownership, homeownership would also suggest the owner is gainfully employed. By 

this reasoning, it might not be the homeownership per se but instead the amount of time 

an individual is required to be away from a home to sustain a home. This would be a 

hypothesis that would require testing through measures thought to indicate opportunity. 

Finally, with the addition of mobility (lived at the same address for the past five 

years) and opportunity (proportion spending a large amount of time away from home) 

education is no longer important neither are density or population change. That is, 

although the third model accounted for about 58 percent of the variance in the 

concentration of property offending (F=24.492, p.<0.001) only the percent of the area 

reporting aboriginal status (t=-5.303, p.<0.001), population density (t=2.438, p.<0.05) 

and urbanization (t=3.519, p.<0.01) remained useful in terms of explanation. The percent 

of the area comprised of rental properties (t=-1.731, p.=0.09) was no longer significant. 

In addition, the percent of the jurisdiction that was employed outside the community 

(t=2.632, p.<0.01) was also helpful in explaining the how areas could have a higher 

concentration of property offending. That is, with the addition of opportunity variables it 

appears that the communities with a higher proportion of property crime are explained by 

containing an older, more Caucasian population, with a greater population density and 

higher levels of urbanization in which residents commute to work. 
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Given that measures from each of the types of traditional theories of crime 

appeared useful in explaining jurisdictions with higher than normal representations of 

property crime it could be concluded that these theories account effectively for this type 

of offence. In addition, traditional theoretical constructs could be considered informative 

for understanding property offending in British Columbia. Given the preponderance of 

over-represented property offending LQCs located in the more southern urban areas of 

the province, this finding was not particularly surprising. 

Violent offending and explanations for British Columbia 

As was the case for property offending, three models that provided for social 

characteristics, structural features, and population mobility measures were tested using 

OLS regression. The use of identical models for violent offending, along with the 

geographical distributions as derived through the location quotient allowed for an 

investigation into two interrelated questions: 1) are the same explanations for property 

offending areas relevant for areas with high levels of violent offending; and 2) are 

explanations for urban areas useful in explaining offending concentrated in 

predominantly rural areas? 

According to the results of the first model almost 37 percent of the variance in 

violent offending concentrations can be explained with knowledge of the aggregate social 

structural characteristics of an area (F=27.376, p.<0.001). However, for the purposes of 

explaining violence, the relationship between education, and aboriginal status is reversed 

from that of property offending (see, Table 4.3). Specifically, although median age was 

again positively associated with violent offending jurisdictions (t=0.080, p.=0.293) but 
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was not statistically significant, the other two measures moved in the opposite direction 

for violence. The results indicated that areas with a higher violent offence concentration 

would have a significantly less educated population (t=2.367, p.<0.05). Contrary to what 

was found for property offending, a higher proportion of the population that reports 

aboriginal status (t=4.624, p.<0.001) is positively associated with a higher concentration 

of violence.  That is, unlike the prediction of higher property offending areas, in the case 

of violent offences these types of areas can be characterized as less educated, and less 

Caucasian. 

Table 4.3: Regression Analysis – Violent offending location quotient, 2006 
 
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Median Age 1.056 0.800 0.717 
Percent High school dropouts  2.367* 1.667 1.533 
Percent Aboriginal Identity Population 4.624*** 4.566*** 4.211*** 
    Persons / sq. km (density)  -2.601* -1.496 
2001 to 2006 population change (%)  -3.386** -2.644** 
Percent Rental Properties  1.451 .483 
    % Lived at same address 5 years prior   -0.217 
Percent Employed outside of community / 

   -1.946 
 Model Fit    F 27.376*** 19.591*** 15.393*** 
R2 (Adjusted) 0.366 0.449 0.457 
* p<.05, **p<.01, *** p < .001    

 

With the addition of structural measures (density, population change, rental 

proportion) the explained variance in the violent concentration of offending increases to 

about 45 percent and while the model did in fact provide a good explanation (F=19.591, 

p.<0.001), education became insignificant. However, it is interesting to note that the 

direction of the structural feature measures also reverses from the direction useful for 
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explaining property offending suggesting that violent areas might be considered more 

rural (t=-2.601, p.<0.05) with decreasing populations (t=-3.386, p.<0.01) and a higher 

proportion of rental property (t=1.451, p.=0.149) although the rental composition of a 

jurisdiction was not significant. 

The inversion of the relationship between property offence explanations and 

violent offence concentrations remained consistent for the third and final model. In 

contrast to the property offending explanations, a violent offending jurisdiction is best 

explained by a less educated, less Caucasian population that is more rural with a 

decreasing population and a higher proportion of rental properties with more residential 

mobility (t=-0.217, p.=0.829) and a smaller proportion of the population that reports 

working outside of the community (t=-1.946, p.=0.054).  The inclusion of the opportunity 

variables into the original social and structural characteristics increases the explanatory 

power of the model to about 46 percent (F=15.393, p.<0.001) although only two of the 

variables in the model remain significant: aboriginal status proportion (t=4.211, 

p.<0.001) and the 2001 to 2006 population change (t=-2.644, p.<0.01) suggesting, not 

surprisingly, that de-urbanization and aboriginal status are useful in explaining relatively 

highly violent police jurisdictions. Although speculative, this finding might be interpreted 

to mean that there are characteristics of violent, rural, northern, communities that might 

be cultural or social and accordingly not as easily accessible through traditional 

measures. For example, it could be that ‘aboriginal status’ is not a cause but could instead 

be indicating an element of cumulative disadvantage.  Alternatively, it might be that this 

finding relates less to the people who occupy a jurisdiction and more to the role of the 
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criminal justice system within a jurisdiction; however, this interpretation is tentative 

pending additional insight. 

What becomes clear is that the traditional measures used to theorize about 

property crime, and those that explain property LQCs are not the same measures that 

explain violence. In particular, it appears that the role of opportunity requires additional 

explanation. This is not to say that demographic and structural measures are completely 

useless but rather that such measures require further inquiry. However, an additional 

insight that supports the earlier finding that violence appears to be a rural phenomenon in 

British Columbia is substantiated with the finding that population decreases are 

associated with violent LQCs. Taken in conjunction with the finding that population 

density is no longer a good predictor once opportunity measures have been introduced, 

this raises questions about differences between rural and urban areas but also questions 

differences across rural areas themselves. 

Discussion and conclusion 

The results of the current work indicate that traditional theoretical constructs 

appear useful in understanding property offending patterns. This finding is not 

particularly surprising given that traditional theoretical concepts were deduced from 

research in urban areas and property offending is disproportionately represented in such 

areas. Further, excluding the proportion of the population that identifies itself as 

aboriginal and population decreases, the same measures that are useful for explaining 

property offending areas are not useful in explaining violence. In addition, there is an 
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interesting relationship between the direction of the measures in terms of property and 

violent offending. For example, increases in specific measures (age, education, 

Caucasian, density, urbanization, home ownership, population stability, proportion of 

commuters) results in increases in property offending concentrations whereas decreases 

in the same measures result in increases in violence, and vice versa. This is to say that, 

within British Columbian at least, the etiology of property offending, and with the 

exception of median age, appears to be the inverse of that for violent concentrations. This 

finding, taken together with the overrepresentation of violence within rural areas, and the 

limits of traditional theories to explain violent jurisdictions, provides evidence that 

further theoretical inquiry is necessary if the intent is to offer an explanation for violence 

in small northern towns. 

Within Canada, regional variations in crime are related to the characteristics of 

the individuals occupying an area such as age compositions (see, for example, Hartnagel, 

1978). This appeared to be consistent within British Columbia as areas with 

disproportionately high levels of property offending appeared to be associated with areas 

with older populations. Strong regional economies or populations (see, for example, 

Kennedy, Silverman, & Forde, 1991) or income inequality (see, for example, Daly, 

Wilson, & Vasdev, 2001) have been explored and as such appeared to focus on the 

structural characteristics of the place that might in fact be product of its populations. 

Regression results for the current work indicated that property offending within British 

Columbia is indeed associated with regions with a more educated and more Caucasian 

population concentrations that might be interpreted as consistent with income equality, 

and representative of a stronger regional economy. 

 
93 



 

Within the current work, the explanation for property offending that included 

structural characteristics suggested that higher density, greater urbanization, and areas 

with fewer rental properties were all significantly associated with higher property 

offending concentrations. Other Canadian researchers have looked at changes within a 

region such as geographic mobility (see, for example, Hartnagel, 1997) or urbanization 

(see, for example, Bell-Rowbotham & Boydell, 1972) and accordingly focused on the 

regional opportunity for the commission of criminal offences. Similar results were 

observed within British Columbia as areas with a higher population density, a lower 

population turnover, and fewer rental properties appeared useful in predicting high 

property offending concentrations. This finding is consistent with additional, even earlier 

criminological research, within the Canadian context. For example, Giffen (1965) 

reported a positive relationship between convictions and population increases along with 

a positive association between convictions and the proportion of the population located in 

census metropolitan areas and the proportion of cities that would be designated medium 

or large population centers by the current Statistics Canada criteria. Given that property 

offending appears to be highly concentrated within urban areas in British Columbia, it is 

not surprising that past findings associated with urban areas would be useful in 

explaining an urban incidences of offending. 

When the measures thought to be indications of opportunity for offending 

(population mobility and time spent away from home) were included into the property 

offending explanation, both proved to be consistent with past Canadian research although 

only the second measure (time spent away from home) was statistically significant. That 

is, police jurisdictions with higher property offending concentrations were explained with 
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smaller Aboriginal proportions, higher density, and greater levels of urbanization, within 

which higher proportions of the population traveled outside of the area for work. Bell-

Rowbotham and Boydell (1972) focused on urbanization and found a significant positive 

relationship between provincial rankings of urbanization in 1966 and 1969 and police 

reports of robbery and theft. However, this finding appears only partially consistent with 

the pattern in British Columbia. That is, ‘population increases’ was useful for explaining 

property offending (such as theft) but less useful for explaining British Columbian 

violence (such as robbery).  

Despite the initial assessment that urbanization was a significant predictor of 

crime, Giffen (1976) later determined that the number of adult offenders was positively, 

although non-significantly, correlated with percentage urban (1966) and population 

growth (1961 to 1966). For subsequent years, Giffen (1976) concluded that there is a rank 

order correlation with percentage urban (.65) in 1973 and with population growth (.46) 

from 1966 to 1971. These differences might be accounted for by the finding that, in 

British Columbia at least, property offending appears to be an urban occurrence whereas 

violent offending seems to be concentrated in rural areas. It might be that some of the 

variation in Giffin’s results was obscured with the amalgamation of different types of 

offences. Given the differences in these findings when property and violence were 

grouped together, it might be that the disparity between these findings was due to the 

overlap between the different causes of property offending and violence. 

Among the Canadian researchers who have delineated between property and 

violent offending patterns, Hartnagel (1997) looked at geographic mobility as a 

 
95 



 

disintegrative force weakening informal social controls, resulting in higher crime rates. In 

addition, Hartnagel (1997) reported a positive net effect of geographical mobility on both 

violent and property crime rates over a 20 year period. While high geographic mobility 

seems plausible for explaining British Columbian property offending the opposite 

appears to be the case for violence; violent areas appear to be far less mobile.  Although 

not significant, remaining in the same residence for a longer period of time was positively 

associated with violence. While beyond the scope of the current work, it might be that the 

use of crime rates provides a different pattern of explanation than the use of a location 

quotient that provides an alternate conceptualization of crime.  

Although some insights have been generated, research into Canadian geographical 

crime concentrations has not focused specifically upon crime within a rural context. It 

would appear that British Columbian results might be useful in expanding an 

understanding of rural crime. Among those who have looked at crime trends within 

Canada the usual approach is theoretically traditional insofar as questions about crime 

disparities are framed within either a social structural explanation of crime or within an 

environmental theoretical construct. In terms of property offending, existing theories 

seem useful although this finding was not surprising given the higher proportion of 

property offending in urban areas. Stated simply, this is the type of region for which these 

theories were constructed. 

When violent offending concentrations were looked at separately from property 

offending concentrations, a different pattern of explanation emerged. In terms of 

demographic measures, violent jurisdictions might be thought of as older, less Caucasian, 
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and less educated.  The final model that included structural and opportunity measures 

resulted in only two of the traditional social ecological measures remaining useful: the 

proportion of the population self-identifying as aboriginal and de-urbanization. Testing 

traditional urban theories in rural settings is not a new practice. For example, Jobes et al. 

(2004) extended their study of rural offending to Australia to test social disorganization 

theories based on the understanding that there are more similarities between rural and 

urban areas than there are differences. Along similar lines, Fischer (1980) argued that 

rural crime is the same as crime in an urban setting in which the same type of urban 

structural characteristics are active in a rural area. For British Columbia, this is not 

necessarily the case. In fact, only two of the same measures remained useful when trying 

to explain a predominantly rural phenomenon. In addition, Fischer (1980) suggested rural 

areas with higher crime were the result of urbanization in the sense that the areas were 

becoming more urban. The opposite appears within British Columbia in that 

disproportionate violence is explained by de-urbanization.  

Urban areas have long been considered more criminogenic than rural areas due in 

no small part to a belief that such areas are characterized “by heterogeneity, poorly 

defined norms, tenuous social relationships, secularization, utilitarianism, and the like” 

(Benet, 1963, p.8). In contrast, it was thought that rural areas are those with “…organic 

solidarity, genetic and cultural inbreeding, social organization based on blood and fictive 

kinship, intimate and personal contacts, [the] simple technology of primary producers, 

[and] uncritical and non-economic attitudes” (Benet, 1963, p.7). If these are in fact 

characteristics of rural areas in British Columbia, these qualities provide opportunities for 

over-representations of violence. In light of this, it would appear necessary to further 
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investigate cultural factors that may make rural areas different from urban areas. Some 

(see, for example, DeKeseredy and Joseph, 2006; DeKeseredy, Schwartz, Fagin, and Hall 

(2006b)), have reported both a practical and a cultural component to rural crime 

explanations. It has been suggested that a rural patriarchy combined with isolation results 

in a culture of violence in which different norms appear to govern problem solving. 

While it remains unclear if this is the case for British Columbia, it would be appropriate 

to look for structural/cultural differences between rural and urban areas to extrapolate 

characteristics that distinguish the rural from the urban.  

However, it remains unclear how the proportion of the jurisdiction reporting an 

aboriginal status is useful. Kposowa and Breault (1993), for example, found that 

“population change, percent native American, percent black, and the county poverty rate 

predicted the 1980 homicide rates in counties with populations of fewer than 20,000 

people” (as cited in Barnett & Mencken, 2002, p. 376). This suggests that the overlap 

between these factors created a type of cumulative disadvantage that resulted in crime. 

However, given the traditional measures, such as a lack of education, that are thought to 

correspond with the idea of cumulative disadvantage were not useful in predicting over-

representations of violence, the idea needs to be extended to include less traditional 

measures. That is, ‘Aboriginal status’ is in itself not an explanation but might be 

indicative of an explanation if it is possible to reposition the effect of Aboriginal status 

within the larger social structure. Further, because the Aboriginal population of British 

Columbia appears to be quite evenly distributed across the Province, the difference in 

terms of population percentage could be due to the lack of Caucasians. By this reasoning, 

Aboriginal status might be identifying areas as ‘rural,’ not predicting violence. 
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Alternatively, it could be the case that the Caucasian populations in rural areas are 

markedly different from the Caucasian populations in more urban areas.      

Taken together, the current findings suggest that traditional theory is useful for 

explaining an overrepresentation of property offending that is disproportionately over-

represented within urban areas. Traditional theoretical constructs are less useful for 

explaining violent concentrations that are predominantly rural areas. This would be 

consistent with the work of Osgood and Chambers (2002) who found that social 

disorganization was useful for explaining property offending but not for explaining 

violence. The inability of urban generated theories to explain crime variations within a 

rural area might explain some of the mixed results found within the existing research on 

crime in Canada. As Wagner (1984) suggests, while “the accumulation of observations in 

support of a theory is certainly an important aspect of theory growth, it is not the only 

basis upon which growth may be based; increases in rigor, precision, scope, and range are 

also relevant” (19). It is not particularly surprising to find that urban-centric theories are 

limited in their explanations of rural phenomena given that was never the intended scope 

or range of such theories; stated differently, it is not what urban theories were built for. 

Further, it would be reasonable to assume that theories of unequal geographic 

distributions of crime require a greater degree of precision as to the specific rural context 

in order to provide a comprehensive explanation and, ideally, a solution for those who 

live in small, violent, northern towns. 

The limits within traditional theories (or elements of such theories) to explain 

violent crime concentration suggests that it is necessary to investigate further to uncover 
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what, if anything, makes a particular geographical area unusual. Such an exercise might 

make it possible to identify the special characteristics of these areas that might help with 

a more comprehensive explanation of crime in small northern towns. If this is the case, 

the new explanations can then be incorporated into a theoretically re-specified model of 

rural violence. Both the proportion of a population reporting aboriginal status and de-

urbanization are useful measures for explaining violence in small northern towns and 

helps clarify the direction of future research. Ultimately, exploration of the 

disproportionate representation of violence within the rural north is only speculative 

without additional information. 

As was the case for apparent patterns of south/north violence, it might be that the 

explanation provided with population de-urbanization and the proportion of the 

population identifying as aboriginal are ancillary to explaining highly violent towns. That 

is, if rural areas are more violent then it is possible that areas becoming more rural may 

become more violent. While this idea is only speculative, future research could be 

directed to whether or not a change could be found over time. In terms of the second 

useful measure, the proportion of the population identified as aboriginal, it is unclear 

whether this measure could, or even should, be offered as an explanation given it appears 

to be more of a descriptive indication of rural areas and less of an explanation for violent 

concentrations. What, if anything, is different about rural and urban areas beyond 

population counts, which would explain an overrepresentation of violent offending?  The 

following Chapter attempts to address this very question by proposing three new models 

of explanation. 
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Chapter 5: Toward an explanation of violence in 
the rural north 

As was noted in Chapter Four, traditional urban based theories of crime, while 

helpful for explaining an urban crime concentration, were not as useful for explaining 

rural violence. Among all of the explanatory relationships, only the percent of the 

population reporting as aboriginal and population decreases proved statistically 

significant. It is possible that urban violence is different from rural violence in terms of 

the causation of rural violence. Alternatively, it was suggested that there are rural-urban 

differences other than population size within a Canadian context. The current Chapter 

seeks to expand upon the urban-based explanations to include measures thought 

specifically relevant to a rural environment. These measures have been developed 

through the existing Statistics Canada reports for eastern provinces and re-contextualized 

to British Columbia through court cases retrieved through the British Columbian online 

judicial reasons for judgment and sentence database. The new measures are then tested 

using OLS regression to provide an explanation that is both specific to violence in rural 

policing jurisdictions, and though to be more specific to the characteristics of a rural 

British Columbian context. 
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Urban / rural differences in Canadian Violence 

Francisco and Chénier (2004) suggest that there are differences between rural and 

urban areas in terms of the characteristics of the violence itself. However, the available 

information is limited. Specifically, although information about weapons and victim 

offender relationships is known for homicide in Canada, “data describing other violent 

crimes are not available for rural areas outside Quebec and Ontario” (Ibid. p. 4). As a 

result, what is known about rural – urban disparities in terms of violence is limited to the 

less criminogenic eastern provinces of the country. What is known is that weapons are 

infrequently used in rural violence. However when a weapon is involved in a crime there 

is a difference between the weapon of choice in rural and urban environments; further, 

the relationship between victims and offenders appears to be different within an urban 

environment when compared to a rural environment. 

In relation to Ontario and Quebec, Francisco and Chénier (2004) comment that 

the “presence of a weapon during the commission of a violent crime is relatively 

infrequent” in Canada and rarely is a firearm used during a violent incident. According to 

the uniform crime report (2005), only about “17% of all violent incidents in Quebec and 

Ontario in 2005 involved a weapon of some sort, most commonly a knife” (Francisco & 

Chénier, 2004, p. 4). However, a disparity between rural and urban areas emerges since 

“1 in 5 reported violent crimes in large urban areas of Quebec and Ontario involved a 

weapon, compared to about 1 in 8 violent crimes in small urban and rural areas” (Ibid.). 

This might be interpreted to mean that rural residents, within areas in which violence is 

common, are committing violent acts with fists rather than tools.  However, within 
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Canada, weapons are not restricted to firearms and there are other differences between 

rural and urban centers in terms of other weapons. Reportedly, as of 2005, the “presence 

of a knife or piercing/cutting instrument” was used in about seven percent of all violent 

crime incidents that took place within an urban area but in less than three percent of rural 

incidents.  Given violence is arguably higher within a rural area and provided weapons 

are more infrequently used, this might relate to a ‘rural context’ in which violence is used 

as a form of physical problem solving. As a result, the intent of violence might not be 

particularly criminal; but rather problem oriented and the violence is an unintentional 

byproduct.  

Within the Province of British Columbia, the most violent police jurisdiction as 

identified through the violence location quotient is a jurisdiction named Tsay Keh Dene. 

In an excerpt for the reasons for sentence of a community member convicted for 

manslaughter, Honorable Judge B.L. Dollis comments that the “community has seen a lot 

of violence” (par. 46). With one of the lowest population densities within the sample, and 

one of the highest aboriginal population concentrations, Tsay Keh Dene is also one of the 

most geographically isolated jurisdictions within British Columbia. Accordingly, this 

community is used to provide some insight into the nature of rural violence outside of the 

eastern Canadian provinces. 

Within the British Columbian context, examples of physical problem solving that 

result in violence are evident. Further, there seems to be some evidence that fighting 

without the use of weapons occurs. For example, as is noted by Judge Dollis when 

commenting upon the circumstances associated with a violent incident that took place in 
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Tsay Keh Dene: “[the defendant]… had shot a gun off to scare a group of people fighting 

on a hillside. As a result he shot a tent that [the victim] was inside of killing him” (R. v. 

Massettoe, 2003 par. 54). That is, shooting a rifle at a hillside was not intended to harm a 

person but rather scare some people away.  

In another example of problem solving through violence, although in this case it 

would seem that the effect was intentional, in Tsay Keh Dene is one in which a woman 

fatally shot her husband. The circumstances were explained by Judge Dollis who noted: 

[the case]… was described by the Court at the time as an exceptional case 
as she was ill and elderly at the time of the shooting and she had been 
abused by her husband for years. At the time of the shooting her husband 
had been very drunk and was tormenting her. (R. v. Massettoe, 2003 par. 
51). 

In both instances, violence was used to solve a perceived problem that would have 

a pro-social legal solution.  In the first case, the defendant might have better resorted to 

calling the police to break-up a physical conflict; in the second case, the defendant could 

have retained the services of a lawyer to obtain a legal divorce. Although speculative, the 

second Tsay Keh Dene case might also be interpreted to demonstrate a rural 

power/control differential between males and females. As DeKeseredy and his colleagues 

(2007) suggest, rural environments produce a “reinforcement of rural patriarchy and male 

peer support, and in turn, how … [both]… are linked to violence” (p. 296). Rural 

patriarchy is explained as a result of social and economic interconnectedness in which 

traditional male roles are protected (Ibid.). Others have echoed and expanded upon this 

idea referring to a reinforcement of rural norms resulting in “companions in crime” in 
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which violence is seen as a legitimate and even preferable problem solving tool (Warr, 

2002).   

Further, these examples provide some additional insight into a resistance to using 

of formal authority for problem solving although it is not certain whether not calling 

police could be considered a trust issue or if it might be more appropriately considered a 

rural/isolation/geographical issue. In terms of explaining individualized violent problem 

solving as a result of a lack of trust there might be a social connotation associated with 

bringing in ‘outsiders.’ It has been suggested that “living in a small community would 

make reporting a suspect in the district very difficult” (Barclay, Donnermeyer & Jobes, 

2004, p.9). It has also been suggested that a lack of reporting could be the result of and 

that “a code of secrecy” (Ibid.) such that reporting to authorities would “jeopardise the 

relationship with their immediate neighbours” (Ibid., p. 10).  That is, interconnectedness 

between people within a rural environment might reinforce violent norms but also 

preclude the use of legally available options. In contrast, for Ontario and Quebec, “rural 

area residents were slightly more likely than the residents of large urban areas to say that 

the police were doing a good job” (Francisco & Chénier, 2004, p. 7), that might mean it 

is not a lack of trust in authorities but instead the practicality of obtaining service within 

an isolated police jurisdiction. By this reasoning, the role of police within a rural context 

might be useful for understanding rural patterns in violence. 

There is some evidence to suggest that weapons use is less common in rural areas 

but that firearms were more common in rural areas. As is noted, the use of firearms 

during homicide was “slightly higher in rural areas (39%) than in large urban areas 
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(35%)” (Ibid.); however, there is also a marked difference in terms of weapon type. For 

urban residents, the most common firearm appears to be a handgun. Indeed, in 2005 in 

Ontario and Quebec, while “a handgun was the weapon of choice in the large urban areas 

(76% of all firearm homicides), a rifle/shotgun was the most commonly used firearm in 

rural areas (65%)” (Francisco & Chénier, 2004, p. 5). Conversely, the use of a rifle is 

arguably less common for homicide in urban areas because “rifles/shotguns accounted for 

only 7% of large urban area firearm homicides” (Ibid.). There is also evidence that rural 

areas have an established culture of hunting, fishing, and trapping requiring the 

possession of a rifle or shotgun (Ibid.). By this reasoning, it might be that violence differs 

between urban and rural areas in that a handgun was intentionally sought for 

criminogenic purposes within an urban area. Alternatively, within a rural area, the 

weapon was not necessarily purchased to commit an offence specifically but rather 

purchased for an otherwise lawful purpose. 

Within British Columbia specifically, there is evidence to suggest that rural 

violence occurs when “one or both parties was intoxicated,” and some of the violence 

was “a result of firearms, some as a result of knives” (R. v. Massettoe, 2003, par. 46). 

While the relationship between alcohol and violence is arguably not peculiar to a rural 

area, the presence of a firearm might exacerbate the situation. Within Tsay Keh Dene, 

violence and drinking have been reported to co-occur. For example, in 1986 a defendant 

was reportedly sentenced to 12 months in jail for [shooting a man who was] …arguing 

with her husband during a drinking party” (R. v. Massettoe, 2003, par. 50).  In a different 

case, a Tsay Ken Dene resident “went to jail for three years in 1990 after she stabbed and 

killed her husband during a drinking party” (Ibid., par. 56). 
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However, an interpretation of alcohol in terms of causing violence remains 

unclear. It could be that alcohol was ancillary but more serious violence becomes more 

probable when socialization is disinhibited through alcohol consumption. As was the case 

for the 1986 shooting, what might have otherwise remained a verbal exchange became 

physical and lethal because of intoxication. British Columbia’s most highly violent police 

jurisdiction demonstrates other instances in which alcohol might have escalated a lesser 

confrontation.  For example, in 1991, one resident stabbed and killed a victim “during a 

drinking party where an argument had broken out” (Ibid., par. 52). Again more recently, 

in 1999, a woman “stabbed her husband when he came home during a drinking party. She 

was intoxicated and they began to fight” (Ibid., par. 58). Whether intoxication causes 

more serious violence or simply causes violence is unclear, what is clear is that an 

explanation of violence should include such a measure.  

Francisco and Chénier (2004) report urban-rural differences in terms of the 

relationship between the victim and offender. Given a comparatively smaller population, 

it is not particularly surprising that “the proportion of total violent crimes committed by 

strangers was highest in the large urban areas (33%) and lowest in the rural areas (12%) 

of Ontario and Quebec” (Francisco & Chénier, 2004, p. 5); this was the case for all types 

of violent offences.  In terms of family crime the “proportion of violent crimes committed 

by family members was highest in the rural areas (38%) and lower (29%) in the large 

urban and small urban areas of Quebec and Ontario” (Ibid.).  

Within British Columbia, there is evidence that victims and offenders are often 

known to one another. For example, within Tsay Keh Dene:  
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Harold Poole [who is not the same person as Harry Poole] was sentenced 
to four years for shooting and killing [Sally Abou] in 1992. He had been 
drinking home brew after learning that his brother had drowned. He got 
into an argument with Sally's mother, he fired a rifle in the direction of 
Sally's mother, Sally intervened and was shot (R. v. Massettoe, 2003, par. 
53). 

This particular incident also highlights the possibility of the victim and the 

offender being the same person at two different points in time as was the case for Sally 

Abou who was a perpetrator in 1991 but then the victim in 1992. What might make a 

rural context different from an urban one is that there appears to be much overlap 

between familial connections. As Dollis (2003) commented about the prevalence of 

manslaughter in a small northern British Columbian logging town: “It would be my guess 

that every single family in Kwadacha has been touched by violent deaths” (R. v. 

Massettoe, 2003 par. 46). This may simply be a mathematical reality due to the 

population size. 

Similarly, it might be that violence within a rural environment is a result of the 

density of rural social structures.  While Jobes, Barclay, Weinand and Donnermeyer, 

(2004) argue that there is “no clear and absolute character to rural crime” (p. 117) it has 

been suggested that rural residents are more likely to “know each other’s business, come 

into regular contact with each other, and share a larger core of values than is true of 

people in urban areas” (Websdale 1995, p. 102).  Such constant contact could result in the 

opportunity for violence. However, it might also be that a pre-existing violent culture is 

being perpetuated complete with shared social norms. 

There are reported differences between urban/rural Canadian violence although it 

is unclear whether these differences will apply to a specifically British Columbian 
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context.  Taken together, it appears that weapon type and use are factors in understanding 

the differences between rural and urban violence trends. However, without knowing the 

weapon type or use for rural British Columbia it is not possible to measure directly, but 

rather derive a proxy measure based on what underlies the use of rifles. Further, alcohol 

appears to be relevant in understanding rural crime and requires inclusion within a violent 

LQC model particularly if liquor consumption patterns differ between urban and rural 

areas.  The role of police and other formal authorities also warrants inclusion for 

understanding rural violence provided that the role differs between urban and rural areas. 

There is some evidence to suggest that violence acts as a form of informal problem 

solving that might relate to the isolation of rural communities.  However, the role of 

social structure within rural areas requires further development. While there is no 

information about the interconnectivity between individuals, it is possible that some other 

type of indicator can be used to explore rural social networks. Given British Columbian 

violence patterns are different depending on whether an area is rural or urban, the 

inclusion of any of the identified measures requires that the measures are different 

between rural and urban areas.   

Urban / rural differences in Canada 

One persistent difference between rural and urban areas in Canada is population 

health.  As is noted by Mitura & Bollman (2003), “the self-rated health of Canadians 

(those reporting their health as excellent) declines from the most urban regions of the 

nation to the most rural and remote parts” (p. 3). The reason is thought to be because 

those “living in rural and remote areas of Canada experience unique geographic 
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challenges in maintaining their health and obtaining health care” (Ibid.).  But while there 

appears to be a geographical issue given “two-thirds of residents living in northern 

remote communities reside more than 100 kilometres from a physician and seven percent 

of Canadians in rural and small town Canada live more than 25 km from a physician” 

(Ibid.) there are additional factors that play a role in the disparity between urban and rural 

health. Specifically, Mitura & Bollman (2003) suggest social, environmental, and cultural 

factors may lead to risk factor disparities between urban and rural areas and thus result in 

poorer health in rural areas. In terms of explaining crime, health differences between 

rural and urban centers might be useful as they relate to criminogenic risk factors such as 

teen pregnancy or teen motherhood (Tzoumakis, Lussier, & Corrado, 2012), perinatal 

complications (Tzoumakis, et al., 2012), or death due to alcohol or illicit substances 

(LaPrairie, 2008).   

Health measures indicate wellness but can also be interpreted to demonstrate 

behaviours.  For example, according to Mitura & Bollman (2004), alcohol consumption 

amongst youth is highest amongst adolescent boys in rural areas (about 30 percent above 

the national average) when compared to those in major urban centers (about 13 percent 

below the national average).  That is, liquor use and consumption were thought to be 

relevant in explaining violence, and given that its use varies across rural/urban areas, it 

would be warranted to include such a measure in an explanation for violence in British 

Columbia.  

Personal wellbeing is often thought to be a product of community attachment and 

is accordingly measured through Statistics Canada health surveys. Reportedly, the 
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“highest prevalence of strong or somewhat strong sense of belonging to the community 

was found for girls in small town regions (78 percent) and boys in northern regions (83 

percent)” (Mitura & Bollman, 2003, p. 15). While an argument has been made that 

community attachment should prevent crime it might be that a youth’s sense of belonging 

to a community might be reflected in the proportions of teen pregnancy and the 

proportions of teen motherhood. While pregnancy seems somewhat evenly distributed 

across rural and urban areas, teen motherhood is more concentrated in rural areas 

(Albrecht & Albrecht, 2004; Mitura & Bollman, 2003). As is noted by Turcotte (2005), in 

rural areas “the proportion of neighbours and family members in their close social 

networks is relatively greater but the proportion of friends is relatively lower” (p. 3).  

Given the availability of familial support in a rural area, it might be that expectant young 

women are more inclined to keep their child. Further, as teen pregnancy or motherhood is 

often considered a predisposition for a host of aggressive behaviours (see, for example, 

Tzoumakis, Lussier, & Corrado, 2012), it would be worthwhile to include such a measure 

as a partial explanation for rural violence. 

While health / risk type measures appear to differentiate rural from urban areas, so 

do labour and employment. Rural labour markets appear to differ from urban labour 

markets (du Plessis, Beshiri, Bollman, & Clemenson, 2001). As is noted by Magnusson 

& Alasia (2004), “rural regions have a higher concentration of unskilled occupations, 

within most industries, compared to predominantly urban regions” (p. 1) although it 

remains unclear what the implications for violence might be. There is a possibility that 

physical labour might manifest itself as physical problem solving (Nesbett, 1993), 

physical demands perpetuate a rural patriarchy (DeKeseredy and Joseph, 2006), or that 
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physical labour is not directly associated with violence but, rather, shares a connection to 

violence through a lack of education (Rothwell & Turcotte, 2006).  However, given the 

rural-urban difference in labour type, and based on questions about the role of 

employment concentrations in terms of violence, it would seem that an understanding of 

rural British Columbian violence might be better understood using labour type measures. 

Taken together, and given that violence is different within eastern rural 

environments, British Columbian rural violence seems to reflect some of the Ontario and 

Quebec differences. There are additional differences between rural-urban areas across 

Canada, the current work tests these differences through the identification of two types of 

possible explanations: health/risk explanations, and contextual/cultural explanations. 

Specifically, measures of alcohol and drug deaths, perinatal complications, teen 

motherhood, labour force concentration, liquor distribution and sales, and police per 

capita might help better explain British Columbian violence. 

Methods 

Sample 

As the current, traditional theoretical constructs proved were limited in explaining 

disproportionate levels of violence in the rural north, it was necessary to supplement the 

data with additional measures thought to better help expand upon a rural consideration of 

crime. That is, the traditional demographic, structural, and opportunity type measures 

were expanded upon with measures of health and risk found from local health area 

(LHA) reporting within British Columbia Statistics. Although local health areas do not 
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geographically match the same boundaries as police jurisdictions it was necessary to 

match the jurisdiction to the health area and then extrapolate based on the proportion of 

the population attributed to each jurisdiction within a health area. For example, while 

Chase, BC is within the Kamloops health area (24) it only includes about 2.3 percent of 

the larger health area in terms of population.18  As a result, it was necessary to 

disaggregate the total health area down to its constituent parts to reflect the prevalence of 

a particular phenomenon within the jurisdictional boundaries.19  The resulting dataset 

included the original demographic, structural, and opportunity measures for all of the 139 

policing jurisdictions with the addition of childhood risk and health measures.20   

In addition to local health areas, measures for each of the jurisdictions that 

indicated labour force and industry measures were added to the original data set. Along 

with the health and labour force measures, it was possible to generate alcohol related 

measures (type and amount) that were taken from the annual report of the British 

18 A new variable that accounted for the proportion of the population that belonged to each of the 
police jurisdictions was created within the original dataset. 

19 Note: there is an inherent assumption built into this process in that the phenomenon is evenly 
distributed across the health area. While this may or may not be true, there was simply no 
other alternative. 

20 One case was excluded due to a lack of health related information. 
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Columbia Liquor distribution branch,21 along with the counts for the number of police 

officers in each jurisdiction. The final sample contained 139 cases and included eight new 

measures that it was hypothesized would explain over-representations of crime in the 

rural areas of the province.  

Measures 

A measure of total perinatal complications (per 1,000 live births) was taken from 

BC Vital Statistics that indicated the absolute number of complications for each local 

health area along with the total live births in the area. This count was then converted into 

a police jurisdiction based on the proportion of the LHA population within the 

jurisdiction. Sixteen different possible complications were included in the final 

measure.22   The final indicator was converted into a rate per 1,000 people in the 

21 The BC Liquor Distribution Branch reports sales by store location which could then be matched 
to the jurisdiction in which the store was located. Information about type of sales (for 
example, the total amount of spirits as opposed to wine) is reported. While private liquor 
stores are not reported within the report, the result is that the actual amount of alcohol within 
a district is under-reported.   

22 The complications included: Fetus/newborn affected by maternal conditions that may be 
unrelated to present pregnancy; Complications of pregnancy, labour and delivery; 
Fetus/newborn affected by complications of placenta, cord and membranes; Slow fetal 
growth and malnutrition; Perinatal disorders related to short gestation; Disorders related to 
long gestation or high birth weight; Perinatal birth trauma; Intrauterine hypoxia and birth 
asphyxia; Respiratory conditions of fetus and newborn; Infections specific to the perinatal 
period; Fetal and neonatal hemorrhage; Perinatal jaundice/other hematological disorders; 
Perinatal endocrine and metabolic disorders; Digestive system disorders of fetus and 
newborn; Perinatal conditions of the integument and of temperature regulation; Other 
disorders originating in the perinatal period. 
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jurisdiction and ranged from a jurisdiction only reporting a single perinatal complication 

(Clinton, BC) to an area with 53.07 reported complications per 1,000 (Tsay Keh Dene, 

BC) (mean=4.65, SD=4.34). 

A second measure directly related to childhood risk / health calculates the total 

number of teenage mothers in a LHA that was similarly converted to a count per 

jurisdiction (Table 5.1). The count was then calculated as the rate per 1,000 female 

jurisdiction members under the age of 20 years.  The final measure ranged from a 

possible rate of .280 (New Aiyansh - Nisga'a village) to a jurisdiction in which 44.67 of 

females per 1,000 under the age of 20 years were reportedly teen mothers (Kaslo, BC) 

(mean=4.18, SD=6.02). The third and fourth measures reported the total number of 

deaths due to alcohol or drugs, respectively. Both measures were calculated to account 

for the population of a jurisdiction and then converted into a rate per 1,000 people in the 

jurisdiction. The alcohol induced death rate for the jurisdictions ranged from a possible 

score of .900 in Richmond, BC to a score of 32.57 alcohol related deaths per 1,000 

population members in Tsay Keh Dene (mean=4.51, SD=4.45).  For drug induced deaths, 

the rate ranged from a jurisdiction without any deaths attributed to drugs (Richmond, BC) 

to the highest count 23.53 per 1,000 population members in (Tsay Keh Dene, BC) 

(mean=0.49, SD=2.20). 
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Table 5.1: Descriptive statistics and PCA Component Scores (N=139) 
 
Variable Min/ Max Mean(SD) Factor 1:  

Health 
measures 

Factor 2: 
Context 

measures 
     Perinatal complications* 

Alcohol induced death rate* 
Drug induced death rate* 

Teenage motherhood** 

1.00/53.07 4.65(4.34) .948 .029 
.900/32.57 4.51(4.45) .942 .123 
.000/23.53 0.49(2.20) .898 -.062 
.280/44.67 4.18(6.02) .838 .292 

     Police officers* 
Proportion of Beer sales 

Litres of alcohol consumed*** 
Proportion of labour force 

(‘Blue collar’) 

.440/17.02 2.84(2.99) .001 .785 
27.24/77.19 60.56(8.86) .187 .757 
3.37/918.05 109.82(111.63) -.043 .719 
6.29/56.52 25.97(8.52) .135 .623 

     
* per 1,000 population; ** per 1,000 females between the ages of 13 and 19; *** average per person 

 

The four measures that were considered contextual variables hypothesized to help 

explain differences between violent LQCs were collected from two sources: i) the 

original BC Statistics measures; and ii) annual reporting from the BC Liquor distribution 

branch. A measure for the total concentration of the jurisdiction’s labour force that could 

be considered ‘blue collar’ was calculated as a ratio of workers employed in trades, 

transport and equipment operators and related occupations, and occupations unique to 

primary industry as a proportion of all workers in the jurisdiction.  The measure ranged 

from 6.29 percent of the labour force which was reportedly ‘blue collar’ in Oak Bay, BC, 

to a jurisdiction, Alexis Creek, in which a slight majority of the total labour (56.52 

percent) would be considered to work within trades, transport, or primary industry 

(mean=25.97, SD=8.52).  

As noted, two alcohol measures were collected from the BC Liquor Distribution 

Branch (BC-LDB) and included the proportion of alcohol sales that are beer and the total 
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litres of alcohol consumed  (per 1,000 persons). For the first measure, the BC-LDB 

reports the volume of sales within British Columbia by type of liquor. Possible categories 

included the volume attributed to spirits, wine, coolers/ciders, and beer. The percent of 

beer sales in terms of total sales in a jurisdiction ranged from a low of 27.24 in Victoria 

to a jurisdiction (Barrier) in which about 77 percent of all liquor sold was beer 

(mean=60.56, SD=8.86). The total litres of alcohol sold within a jurisdiction in 2006 was 

calculated as a rate of the total liquor sales and ranged from 3.37 litres per person in 

Langley, to 918.05 litres per person in Summerland, BC (mean=109.82, SD=111.63).  

The final measure collected for the dataset was a measure of police officers per 1,000 

people in a jurisdiction and ranged from .440 officers per 1,000 people in Nanaimo to a 

reported 17.02 officers per 1,000 people in Lytton, BC (mean=2.84, SD=2.99). 

Analytic strategy 

A principal components analysis (PCA) was used to identify underlying 

dimensions across the eight variables that were thought to measure health type constructs 

that might create risk for violence and the context type measures thought to indicate a 

culture of violence. Results of the PCA indicated a two-factor solution that partitioned 

perinatal complications (per 1,000), alcohol induced death rate (per 1,000), drug induced 

death rate (per 1,000), and teenage motherhood (per 1,000 female teens) into one 

component.  The second component included police officers (per 1,000), proportion of 

alcohol sales that are beer, litres of alcohol consumed (per person), and proportion of 

labour force (‘blue collar’) (Table 5.1).  Based on the PCA results, two different models 

(a health/risk model and a context model) were used to predict violent LQCs. 
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Results and discussion 

The first model used those variables identified as health / risk related measures. 

An OLS regression suggested that, together, the four health related measures explained 

37.5 percent of the variance in the violent offending location quotient (table 5.2) and 

furthermore the model was a good fit (F=20.335, p. <0.001). Specifically, teenage 

motherhood (per 1,000) was a statistically significant predictor of the dependent variable 

(t=4.052, p. <0.001) as was the variable reporting drug induced death rate (per 1,000) (t=-

2.126, p. <0.05). However, it would seem that while a higher rate of teen motherhood 

was associated with higher levels of violence the opposite was the case for drug induced 

deaths; jurisdictions with a higher concentration of violence were associated with lower 

drug induced death rates. That is, a five-unit decrease in the drug-induced death rate 

resulted in about a one unit increase in the violent offending location quotient. Despite 

this relationship, and although the other two measures were not significant, the higher 

levels of alcohol induced death (t=1.948, p. =0.054) and perinatal complications (t=0.397, 

p. =0.692) were both associated with higher violent LQCs. 

Taken together, it appears that health/risk type measures help explain violent 

offending concentrations.  Within British Columbia it appears that rural and urban 

differences might be useful as they relate to criminogenic risk factors such as teen 

pregnancy or teen motherhood (Tzoumakis, Lussier, & Corrado, 2012), although 

perinatal complications (Tzoumakis, Lussier, Le Blanc, & Davies, 2013) did not provide 

any additional statistical explanation.  While death due to alcohol or illicit substances has 

been hypothesized to share a relationship with violence in other research (see, for 
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Table 5.2: Regression Analysis – Violent offending location quotient, 2006 
  
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Perinatal complications 0.397  11.215 
Alcohol induced death rate (per 1,000) 1.948  0.525 
Drug induced death rate (per 1,000) -2.126*  0.268 
Teenage motherhood (per 1,000) 4.052***  2.235* 
    Police officers (per 1,000)  3.245** 4.459*** 
Proportion of alcohol sales that are Beer  2.478* 1.100 
Litres of alcohol consumed  (per person)  0.406 -0.363 
Proportion of labour force (‘Blue collar’)  2.900** 3.656*** 
    
Model Fit    F 20.335*** 17.232*** 15.314*** 
R2 (Adjusted) 0.375 0.389 0.534 
* p<.05, **p<.01, *** p < .001    

 

example, LaPrairie, 2008), only the drug induced death rate related to areas with a higher 

concentration of violent crime.  However, given the direction of the variable, it seems 

that areas with higher drug induced death rates would in fact produce lower violent 

LQCs. While only speculative, it might be that additional conditions related to drug use 

might be interfering in the relationship between violence and drugs. Alternatively, it 

might be that the context in which drug death occurs and in which violence occurs are 

simply two entirely different environments in terms of illicit substance use in rural 

jurisdictions. 

As was the case for the health/risk measures, the variables thought to measure a 

context within which violence would take place were regressed against the violent LQC. 

Results of the regression demonstrated that context type measures were useful in 

explaining about 39 percent of the variance in the dependent variable (F=17.232, p. 

<0.001). Among the measures, the number of police officers per 1,000 people was the 
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most useful of the four in terms of explanation (t= 3.245, P. <0.01), followed by the 

proportion of the labour force deemed ‘blue collar’ (t=2.900, p. <0.01), and the 

proportion of all liquor sales within the jurisdiction that were beer (t=2.478, p. <0.05). 

Stated differently, higher numbers of police officers per capita, combined with both a 

larger blue collar work force and a larger proportion of beer sales, corresponded with 

higher violent location quotients. While the amount of liters sold within a jurisdiction was 

also positively associated with a higher violent LQC, the measure was not statistically 

significant (t=0.406, p. =0.686).  

It was thought that the police officers per capita would relate to the isolation of an 

area but also in terms of trust towards police officers. While it is not possible to measure 

trust for the current work, a lack of police services might be a motivation for 

individualized violent problem solving as an alternative to relying upon authorities. This 

did not seem to be the case for rural British Columbia. Indeed, given there are actually 

more police, and thus more availability of service within areas with higher violent 

concentrations, it is unlikely the availability of formal authorities is problematic. Future 

efforts into establishing the relationship between rural inhabitants and police would help 

clarify whether trust in authorities is an issue for rural British Columbian residents. What 

is known in Ontario and Quebec is that “rural area residents were slightly more likely 

than the residents of large urban areas to say that the police were doing a good job” 

(Francisco & Chénier, 2004, p. 7), but it is unclear if this pattern holds for rural British 

Columbia. 
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However, the context/cultural model did provide some insight in terms of the role 

of employment within rural areas. The finding that the distribution of beer and the blue 

collar workforce were positively and significantly related to violence seems to be 

consistent with past hypotheses regarding rural patriarchy or a ‘good ol’ boys’ club (see, 

for example, DeKeseredy and Joseph, 2006; DeKeseredy, Schwartz, Fagin, and Hall, 

2006b) in which the physical demands of employment extend to physical violence. 

However, as was suggested, it is not certain if the relationship between employment and 

violence is direct or possibly influenced by some other cause such as education. Maybe 

more interesting is the consumption of alcohol and the lack of effect in the model. While 

alcohol has been so regularly correlated with violence that the relationship might be 

considered axiomatic, this was not the case for violent LQCs in British Columbia. Within 

the model, the type rather than levels of consumption appears to be most useful thereby 

reinforcing the necessity of further developing the idea of a ‘rural culture’ that is different 

from an ‘urban culture’ which might be useful for explaining a ‘rural culture of violence.’ 

The final model that included the measures thought to be health/risk related were 

modeled along with the context measures. The overall model was a good fit (F=15.314, p. 

<0.001) and accounted for about 53 percent of the variation in the violent LQCs. 

However, when both types of measures were used together, only teenage motherhood 

(t=2.235, p. <0.05), the number of police officers (per 1,000) (t=4.459, p. <0.001), and 

the percentage of the labour force reporting as ‘blue collar’ (t=3.656, p. <0.001) provided 

significant prediction. While the measure of perinatal complications (t=11.215, p. 

=0.227) and alcohol induced death rate (t=0.525, p. =0.601) were both still positively 

related to violent offending LQCs, both remained non-significant. Further, although the 
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percent of liquor sales that were beer was significant in the second model, this was not 

the case (t=1.100, p. =0.274) for the OLS regression that used both of the health / risk and 

context components. Finally, although the liters of alcohol consumed per population 

variable was positively associated with violent LQCs in the original context model, the 

overall model suggested that (t=-0.363, p. =0.717) jurisdictions with higher violent 

offending location quotients would be better predicted by lower levels of alcohol 

consumption although the measure was not significant.  

When both the context type measures were used alongside the health/risk type 

measures, only three of the original variables were helpful. While the greater numbers of 

police officers per capita helped explain increasingly violent LQCs, so too did a larger 

concentration of blue collar workers. However, increased teenage motherhood was also 

associated with increasingly violent LQCs. Originally teen motherhood was included as a 

health/risk measure but there is some evidence to suggest that there might be a social 

genesis and effect.  Given the “highest prevalence of strong or somewhat strong sense of 

belonging to the community was found for girls in small town regions (78 percent)” 

(Mitura & Bollman, 2003, p. 15) and that “the proportion of neighbours and family 

members in their close social networks is relatively greater” (Turcotte, 2005, p. 3) it 

might be that rural social support systems cause teen motherhood, that then causes rural 

violence. However, the relationship between violence and early motherhood is still not 

clear given that perinatal complications are not statistically useful. 
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Conclusion 

While originally only knowledge of the proportion of an area reporting aboriginal 

status and patterns of population de-urbanization were useful for explaining 

disproportionately violent areas, the addition of non-traditional explanations for rural 

violence concentrations does provide further insight. Many of the differences between 

rural areas and urban centers were helpful in explaining a phenomenon that could be 

considered a predominantly rural problem within British Columbia. However, other well-

established criminological explanations, such as medical problems or alcohol use, were 

not helpful. As Tzoumakis et al. (2012) have commented “several empirical studies from 

the field of medical and health sciences have investigated the consequences of mothers’ 

substance use during pregnancy on children’s cognitive, emotional and behavioral 

development during infancy and toddlerhood” (p. 211). Such insight would suggest that 

perinatal complications should play a role in violence. This turned out to be an incorrect 

assumption. The most useful of the medical measures in the current works appears to be 

‘teenage motherhood.’ Often considered relevant in terms of intergenerational 

transmissions of violence, teenage motherhood might be understood to play a role in 

terms of linked lives (Ibid.). “Linked lives refers to the notion that the decisions made by 

members of one generation can significantly impact those of the next, through a process 

also referred to as intergenerational transmission” (Ibid. p. 213). Future efforts should be 

directed to gathering additional rural information to identify familial patterns of violence. 

While not explicit, there appears to be a possible underlying theme across the 

three variables that might relate to a rural ‘culture.’ It could be that “[p]erhaps crime is a 
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product of common forms of social order found at various rural places, and that rural 

crime is neither a deterministic expression of urbanisation nor an extremely deviant form 

of rural social organisation” (Donnermeyer, 2007: p. 7). By this reasoning, it is possible 

that the identification of a ‘culture of violence’ is not as important as the identification of 

a ‘rural culture’ in which behaviours may be more or less criminal. However it is 

necessary not to assume that every rural area will be criminally predisposed. 

Dornnermeyer (2007) comments that “[n]eglected through much of the twentieth century 

was the simple realization that if urban neighbourhoods vary, so too should there be 

considerable variation in crime and place-based characteristics among the thousands of 

rural locations found in countries of the world” (p. 5). 

Despite some insights, all of the findings need further development given 

empirical testing is only part of the process of theory construction (Wagner, 1983). Some 

new constructs are possible but is this actually theoretical growth? Some question 

whether the growth of theories is actually providing something new or might better be 

considered a case of ‘old wine in new bottles’ (Winfree & Abadinsky, 2003: p. 292). 

Others suggest that theoretical growth “may be little more than a shake of the 

kaleidoscope of theory construction, resulting in a mere rearrangement of old 

assumptions” (Einstadter & Henry, 2006: p. 301). However, there is also evidence to 

suggest that theoretical growth is not a desired characteristic or even necessary. As Vold 

and Bernard (1986) have argued, “much is already known about the phenomenon of 

crime. Further development in theoretical criminology will result primarily from making 

sense out of what we already know” (p. 293). In Chapter Six, the new, or reinvented, 
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additional constructs are reintegrated into the traditional urban centered model and 

revisited based on rural type.  
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Chapter 6: Merging traditional and non-
traditional explanations of violence in British 
Columbia 

Regardless of whether the task could be considered integrative, elaborative, or 

any combination of the varying types of theoretical growth, the intent of the current work 

is to provide an explanation of British Columbian violent offending concentrations within 

the province. Given that the traditional social ecological theories were limited, an attempt 

at providing a more robust explanation of police jurisdictional differences in violence was 

undertaken. In this Chapter, the new and instructive constructs from Chapter 5 are 

integrated into the more traditional urban centered theoretical constructs from Chapter 4 

in order to elaborate on social ecological understandings of crime. This positions the 

findings as an elaboration of what is currently known about social ecological 

explanations of crime.23  There appears to be some empirical support for the expansion of 

traditional theory to include non-traditional variables. Specifically, through the use of two 

23 For the current work, “elaboration” is defined as the process by which something new is used to 
make an older theory more explanatory; “integration” is the use of two otherwise conflicting 
theories to generate a third more comprehensive explanation; and “variant” explains theories 
generally thought to have similar explanatory domains but conflicting processes (Wagner, 
1984).   
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different theoretical variations thought to be implicated in violence, it is possible to 

integrate a third, better, explanation of crime than use of either construct alone. However, 

much of the assessment that a theoretical construct is ‘better’ relies on empirical testing. 

As Wagner (1984) comments, “[w]hile the accumulation of observations in support of a 

theory is certainly an important aspect of theory growth, it is not the only basis upon 

which growth may be based; increases in rigor, precision, scope and range are also 

relevant” (p. 19). The current chapter thus also repositions the empirical findings about 

property and violent crime in British Columbia within a larger theoretical orienting 

strategy and then considered the non-traditional results in terms of both empirical and 

non-empirical considerations. 

Traditional theoretical evaluation – property and violent 
offending in British Columbia 

Traditional theoretical constructs – empirical evaluation 

Traditional theoretical evaluation essentially looks for a consistency between 

observations and theoretical statements through the use of some type of method, whether 

quantitative or qualitative, with the intent of finding empirical support (Wagner, 1984). 

The steps involved in such a process have been explained by Stinchcombe (1968) and 

essentially include: 

1) The provision of a statement for the theory;  
2) The derivation of empirical statements from the theory, and thereby operationalization 

the theoretical concepts;  
3) The performance of empirical evaluation, testing the derived and operationalized 

statements for consistency with the theoretical proscribed logic and;  
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4) An assessment of the credibility of the theory, given the outcome of the empirical 
investigations. 

For the current work, statistical criteria, specifically explained variance in the 

location quotient and the direction of the relationship between the independent and 

dependent variable, was considered a good measure of trustworthiness for the theoretical 

constructs. For purposes of explaining property and violent offending concentrations, an 

explicitly social ecological orienting strategy was assumed. That is, the decision to focus 

on sociological differences, that included demographic, structural, and opportunity type 

measures, was based in the articulated premise that society provided the explanation for 

social variations in a particular phenomenon across geographical areas.24  While the 

intent was not to investigate the assumption of a sociological etiology of offending,25 it 

was determined pertinent to investigate the empirical observations implicated in 

traditional social ecological explanations of crime within the British Columbian context. 

Following a traditional empirical model of theory testing, the “simplest situation arises 

when an investigation indicates that an empirical consequence of the theory is false… 

[u]nder these circumstances the theory must also be false; therefore it must be rejected” 

24 As cited in Beirne (1987), Quetellet (1835) articulates the orienting strategy for most ecological 
theories of crime commenting “[s]ociety itself contains the germs of all the crimes committed. 
It is the social state, in some measure, that prepares these crimes, and the criminal is merely 
the instrument that executes them” (p. 1140). 

25 By their very nature, assumptions are beyond the scope of testing, but nonetheless useful in 
terms of providing a statement of what is to be included or excluded from a theoretical 
construct. 
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(Wagner, 1984, p. 11). If the measures prove to be predicting what the theory intends 

them to predict, the opposite is true: the theory is not false. 

In the case of property offending concentrations within British Columbia, the 

traditional theoretical constructs appeared useful (in varying degrees) for explaining the 

offending. Stated differently, for property offences, the traditional theories are not false. 

That is, given the operationalization of 1) differences between the people across 

jurisdictions (demographic measures); 2) differences between the places themselves 

(structural measures); and 3) the differences across jurisdictions in terms of the way 

people move (opportunity measures), the statistical measure performed well for 

explaining property offending concentrations (figure 6.1).   

Figure 6.1: Traditional theoretical construct for property offending, 
resulting from empirical analysis 

 

 

 

Epitomizing a traditional routine activities theory (Felson, 1987), the empirically 

produced understanding of property offending within BC police jurisdictions provides for 

a 1) suitable target, 2) motivated offender, and 3) lack of capable guardianship. 

Specifically, the slightly older, whiter, more educated population (who presumably have 
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more personal property to steal), leaves their possessions unattended while away from the 

home working, thereby allowing for a “convergence in time and space” (Felson, 1987, p. 

911) whereby a motivated offender who occupies the denser urban center can abscond 

with the goods and disappear quickly into the urban core.  Thus, the construct provides an 

explanation but maybe more importantly, a solution for preventing property crime.  

Constructs, such as routine activities, have meant “criminologists have discovered 

or rediscovered many humble but stubborn facts about crime and its prevention” (Felson, 

1978, p. 912). For example, the theory suggests that crime prevention can be 

accomplished through situational and environmental design (for example, Brantingham & 

Brantingham, 1984), or with an awareness of how offenders move through urban space 

and find illegal opportunities (for example, Cornish & Clarke, 1986), and with well-

established ideas about defensible space (for example, Newman, 1972). 

However, empirical evaluation provided some difficulties for violent offending 

concentrations for the same police jurisdictions. Specifically, “the empirical consequence 

of the theory was false” (Wagner, 1984, p. 11) for the purpose of explaining violence 

and, accordingly, from the strictest empirical evaluation perspective, the result should be 

that the theory lacks explanatory power. When the characteristics of the people, places, 

and people’s movement were used to predict violent offending concentrations, only two 

measures proved useful (figure 6.2). 
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Figure 6.2: Traditional theoretical construct for violent offending, resulting 
from empirical analysis 

 

If the intent of theory is to explain, it would seem that, based solely on empiricism, 

violent concentrations within British Columbia are a product of a highly concentrated 

aboriginal population and a decreasing population. However, if the intent of theory is also 

to provide solutions, from a strictly empirical perspective, these findings are problematic. 

For instance, if a large aboriginal population ‘causes’ violence then the simplest 

solution would be to have a smaller aboriginal population. Beyond politically distasteful, 

such a suggestion would surely involve ethical and humane considerations far less 

palatable than the actual violence taking place in these areas.26  A different solution 

might be to stop letting people move away from a particular jurisdiction. This suggestion 

is equally as problematic given the social control necessary to enforce such a policy. Both 

(ludicrous) suggestions highlight one of the key problems with strict adherence to 

26 This was in fact a policy practiced until the early 1980s in Canada and however ironically there 
is some evidence to suggest that residential schools are in fact the problem with the 
correlation between aboriginal status and violence in and of themselves. Thus, as a method 
for reducing violence it is likely such a policy would actually make the situation worse. 
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empiricism without an appreciation of context or efforts toward theoretical growth: 

empiricism is limited to verification or falsification and does not allow for innovation. 

Empiricism means that the theoretical construct is limited to the two effective variables 

and, accordingly, given there is little that can be done with these two measures, is 

restricted to crime reduction solutions that are dependent on these measures. Although 

this might be explained by ‘something else,’ strict empiricism does not allow for what 

this something else might be. As Wagner (1984) notes, the development of “a theory 

often depends on going ‘beyond’ the available evidence into new and uncharted 

territory… [i]f growth were to depend entirely on increasing observational support, no 

new ideas or theories would be possible” (p. 19).     

An alternative interpretation, and the one that was taken for the current work, 

might be that ‘rural’ areas were beyond the intended scope of traditional theoretical 

constructs developed within an urban area and, accordingly, need the integration of rural 

characteristics to be useful. Furthermore, the empirical results for both property and 

violent offending concentrations would suggest that the range of such explanations is 

limited to property offending within British Columbia and cannot meaningfully account 

for violence. By this reasoning, for purposes of theoretical assessment and construction, it 

might be that elaboration upon the existing constructs in an attempt to increase the range 
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of the traditional constructs is required. While empiricism appears useful, it seems to be 

only part of the solution. Perhaps more importantly, empiricism appears particularly 

useful when the theory is proved, but less useful when a theory is disproved because of 

the inability to help with originating new and different explanations.27  

Non-traditional theoretical constructs – empirical evaluation 

While, among the traditional crime explanations, only the percent of the 

population that could be considered aboriginal and de-urbanization proved helpful in the 

context of violent crime, the addition of less traditional measures proved to be instructive. 

When ‘rural concepts’ were integrated into the sociological orientating strategy, a number 

demonstrated an effect. Existing cultural / contextual concepts and health and wellness 

type concepts were used to provide an understanding of violence within British 

Columbia. In terms of theoretical growth, the process of integration involves the 

combining of two very different structures in an attempt to provide a more robust 

explanation.  

27 Despite concerns about empiricism, the claim here is not that empiricism is completely useless, 
just that it is part of the solution. Indeed Wagner (1984) reinforces this comment suggesting 
that using empirical measures are not wrong, per se. Further, the current work might serve to 
highlight how empiricism provides a strong initial step for evaluating theory in that it focuses 
upon areas in which further theory growth is demanded. 
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Generally speaking, integration is the process of combining two otherwise 

conflicting theories that share an explanatory domain to create a more comprehensive 

explanation of the domain (Wagner, 1984). Under this model of theory growth, medical 

and health measures T(1) were used along with cultural differences between rural and 

northern areas T(2) to create produce an integrated explanation of violence T(3) that 

provided a greater explanation than the original social ecology measures28  in that the 

new theory generates some new predictions (Wagner, 1984: p. 49). By this reasoning, 

while the construction is integrative, the end result might be considered elaborative in 

that the new theory fits the data better (Ibid.).  

Specifically, for the current work, the type of integrative model used would be 

considered integration of variants. For theory to be considered a variant, neither will 

provide a better explanation than the other. Rather, both provide an explanation of the 

same domain and, importantly, neither differ substantially in terms of theoretical 

structure (Ibid.). Necessarily, in order to be considered different theories, the theories 

must provide distinct underlying dimensions. Health / risk type measures provide one of 

the theoretical variants for integration which, located at an individual unit of analysis, 

might be considered distinct from more sociological causative mechanisms. That is, 

28 While the social ecology model for violent LQCs explained about 46% of the variance 
(F=15.393, p.<0.001) the integration of variants model accounts for about 53% of the 
variation (F=15.314, p.<0.001). 
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while both cultural / contextual type measures look to a sociological genesis of an event, 

health / risk type measures are considered within a person (figure 6.3). Indeed, individual 

level factors do have the potential to have a social effect; however the cause of the effect 

is different: something about the person made it happen.29   

Figure 6.3: Non-traditional theoretical construct for violent offending, effect 
of each construct alone 

When either construct30 was used to explain the same phenomenon, violent 

offending concentrations, neither provided a markedly different amount of explanation 

compared to the other31 and, as noted, both explained more than when used alone (figure 

6.4). 

29 Once the measures were aggregated up to the jurisdictional level, the individual level unit of 
analysis was erased along with the potential for ecological fallacy. 

30 Two distinct constructs were identified through the use of Principal Component Analysis. 
31 About 38% explained variance for the health / risk model; about 39% explained variance for the 

cultural / contextual model. See Chapter 5. 
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Figure 6.4: Integration of variants construct for violent offending 
concentrations, effect of both constructs together 

Not all of the traditional theoretical constructs proved to be without value. Consequently, 

it would seem that an elaborative integration might provide the strongest empirical 

explanation. Elaboration is the process whereby something ‘new’ is added to an existing 

theoretical construct to provide a more robust explanation of, in this case, violent 

offending concentrations (Ibid.).  The goal “is to say something more about the same 

phenomenon (or perhaps to say it more precisely) while maintaining consistency with 

what was said before” (Wagner, 1984, p. 64). For the current work the original 

sociological explanation of violence (Percent Aboriginal Identity Population and 2001 to 

2006 population change), T(1), is elaborated upon with the use of the integrated cultural/ 

contextual, and health / risk model T(2). 

Empirical support for theoretical elaboration is particularly important given the 

intent of the process to ‘say more’ about something (Wagner, 1984). While it is not 

necessary to have empirical support in terms of the selection of the ideas used for an 
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Figure 6.5: Elaborative theoretical construct for violent offending, 
generated through empirical analysis 

 

elaborative model (Ibid.), the current work relies upon the variables identified to be 

useful in terms of being statistically significant predictors of violent LQCs.32 The first 

model included only the health / risk proxy measure (teenage motherhood) and was 

considered to represent a parsimonious attempt at a theoretical explanation of violent 

LQCs. While some can appreciate some value in elaborative efforts (see for example, 

Thornberry, 1989) others suggest that theoretical integration would be more useful (see, 

for example, Farrington, 1992: Bernard, 2001). And while elaboration attempts to 

account for the addition of new information, integrative attempts try to combine pre-

existing theoretical constructs and thereby consolidate the theoretical line-up. The 

unfortunate result of many of the integrative attempts has been deemed “theoretical 

32 The choice of teenage motherhood was based on the Beta score produced in the integrative 
model (Chapter 5) in that this variable appeared to be the most important among the 
variables included in the model. 

 
137 

 

 



 

mush” (Thornberry, 1989: p. 51) given conflict between primary assumptions, conflicting 

concepts with a high degree of multicollinearity and an abject void in parsimony. In 

addition, the original theories are retained so that integration often results in more, not 

fewer, explanations of antisocial behavior. Accordingly, the first model was included to 

account for these potential pitfalls. 

The second model integrated the contextual / cultural variants (police officers per 

1,000 and the proportion of the workforce considered ‘blue collar’). The logic for doing 

so, as noted, was based on the promises of theoretical integration that may be defined as 

“the act of combining two or more sets of logically interrelated propositions into one 

larger set of interrelated propositions, in order to provide a more comprehensive 

explanation of a particular phenomenon” (Thornberry, 1998: p. 52). Finally, the third 

model elaborated upon the original social ecology measures that had previously 

demonstrated statistical significance with the use of the integrated measures. As is 

suggested by Warner and Rountree (1997), much of the elaboration of social 

disorganization, or social ecology, relies on a systemic model of social control that 

“emphasizes the effect of community structural characteristics on neighborhood 

friendship and associational ties, and their subsequent effect on informal social control 

and neighborhood crime levels” (p. 520-521) in areas that might be deemed bereft of 

social capital (Bursik & Grasmick, 1993).  However, given the connectivity within rural 

communities, and the over-representation of violence within rural communities, the 

decision is to go forward with alternatives to traditional social capital constructs (table 

6.1). 
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Table 6.1: Regression Analysis – Violent offending location quotient, 2006 
 
Variables Parsimonious Integrative Elaborative 
Teenage Motherhood 7.039*** 4.476*** 2.221*** 
    Police officers (per 1,000)  5.705*** 3.781*** 
Proportion of labour force (‘Blue collar’)  4.154*** 4.129*** 
    Percent Aboriginal Identity Population   3.006** 
2001 to 2006 population change (%)   -0.492 
    
Model Fit    F 49.533*** 47.156*** 31.905*** 
R2 (Adjusted) 0.299 0.548 0.575 
* p<.05, **p<.01, *** p < .001    

 

Demonstrating almost 30 percent explained variance (F=49.533, p.<0.001) in 

violent LQCs, the parsimonious model provided a strong, incredibly parsimonious 

explanation for violent LQCs. That is, the percent of the female population between the 

ages of 13 and 19 years was a statistically significant predictor of violence (t=7.039, 

p.<0.001), although there is mixed reasoning as to why this would be the case. 

Frequently, measures of teen pregnancy have been interpreted to indicate a form of teen 

delinquency (see, Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990) in and of themselves. Further, as teen 

pregnancy has been considered a predisposition for a predisposition to violence (for 

example, Farrington, 1992), such explanations are generally linked to an individual level 

of analysis. That is, it is unclear how theoretical constructs, and the associated measures, 

developed at a micro level, can be considered useful at a macro or meso level. Further, 

there is a distinct difference between teen pregnancy and teen motherhood given both 

situations begin the same but, for some unknown reason, end remarkably differently.   
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Others have looked at single parent status and theorized at a larger unit of 

analysis. For example, measures of the proportion of single parents have been used to 

indicate some type of social disorganization (Sampson & Wilson, 1995) or a lack of 

capable guardianship (Felson, 1987). While it was previously suggested33 that teenage 

motherhood might be an indicator of the ties between community members, this is only 

speculative without additional information. An alternative argument might be made that 

the percent of teenage females reporting motherhood might go directly to the idea of 

guardianship. By this reasoning, theories about single parents and teen motherhood 

would overlap but for the exacerbation that a teen mom, as a minor herself, might also be 

in need of guardianship. Thus, while a single parent is available for capable guardianship 

at some points, the teen mom would not be available ever. A final interpretation of the 

parsimonious theory used to explain violent LQCs could relate to the nature of a 

community with high rates of teen motherhood insofar as it might indicate a measure of 

early marriage within rural communities. That is, if people are married younger, for 

example at 18 years, this would provide opportunity for teen motherhood within a 

marriage like relationship. By this logic, the parsimonious model might not be as distinct 

from the cultural / contextual model as was originally thought. 

33 See, Chapter 5. As is noted by Turcotte (2005) “the proportion of neighbours and family 
members in their close social networks is relatively greater [than urban] but the proportion of 
friends is relatively lower” (p. 3). By this logic, given the availability of familial support in a 
rural area, it might be that expectant young women are more inclined to keep their child. 
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The explained variance of the parsimonious theoretical construct was improved 

upon with the integration of the cultural / contextual type variants in that it provided a 

stronger explanation of the dependent variable. That is, the integration of the variant 

measures (Integrative) increased the explained variance to almost 55 percent (F=47.156, 

p.<0.001). As noted, the provision of a stronger explanation than either of the theories 

alone is a key task of integration that appears to be the case for this particular attempt. 

But while “[c]omprehensiveness, compactness, and depth are all reasonably complex 

criteria for evaluation…[t]here are no automatic or simple procedures for evaluating 

theories on these criteria” (Wagner, 1984, p. 71).  

The empirical evaluation of the integration of variants demonstrates three 

statistically significant concepts. Specifically, teen motherhood remains useful and 

positively associated (t= 4.476, p.<0.001) with violent LQCs as do  the number of police 

officers per 1,000 people (t=5.705, p.<0.001), and the percentage of the work force 

considered unskilled or ‘blue collar’ (t=4.154, p.<0.001).  As Wagner comments (1984), 

“[i]f T(1) and T(2) are variant theories, T(3) is likely to improve the specification of 

conditions for the application of each variant; T(1) is seen to apply under some 

circumstances, T(2) under others” (p. 70). By this logic the results could be interpreted to 

mean that given a particular condition of some type of cumulative or aggravated lack of 

guardianship as could be the case with teen motherhood the result could be overly high 

levels of violence. Alternatively, given the absolute number of police officers and within 

a contextual backcloth of physical problem solving, the result could be an abundance of 

violence. However, given both conditions together, the situation, in this case the 

disproportionate amount of violence in comparison to all other types of crime, increases 
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exponentially. That is, T(1) applies in one type of condition, whereas T(2) applies in a 

different condition, but both seem to exacerbate one another when taken simultaneously.   

Theoretically speaking, the scope of traditional theoretical constructs has been 

increased to account for the differences between rural and urban venues and as such 

allowed for the social disorganization thought to predict violence within an urban setting 

(teen motherhood) but disavowed the assumption that a rural area provides a 

romanticized ‘small town’ environment with the inclusion of cultural features (for 

example, a large blue collar workforce). By similar reasoning, the integration of the two 

variants suggests that the range of a social ecological theoretical construct is increased to 

account for areas beyond urban locations. Importantly, given the health/risk measures, 

and provided the blue collar work force is a measure of unskilled labour,34 it could be 

that the integrative theoretical construct might even be applicable within urban areas as 

well as rural areas. However, such a suggestion is only speculative without further 

insight. 

34 It should be acknowledged that this is not a perfect measure because there are many blue 
collar workers who are quite skilled.  In fact, future work could use census data (census 
tracts) to identify different classifications of workers (there are a lot of them) and aggregate 
them to your police jurisdictions. However, this acknowledgement is beyond the scope of the 
current work. 
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The elaborative model further expanded upon the integrative model by using the 

traditional social ecology theory constructs with the integrated variants (health/risk 

measures, and cultural/contextual measures). Empirically, the explained variance of the 

theory increased slightly to about 58 percent (F=31.905, p.<0.001), and four of the five 

measures proved statistically significant. Among those measures, police officers (per 

1,000) was the most influential variable (t=3.781, p.<0.001), followed by the proportion 

of labour force (‘Blue collar’) (t=4.129, p.<0.001), the proportion of Aboriginal identity 

population (t=3.006, p.<0.001), and finally teenage motherhood (t=2.221, p.<0.001). That 

is, areas with more police officers per capita, larger blue collar work forces, a greater 

aboriginal identity population and more teenage mothers would mean a higher than 

expected specialization of violence. Although still negatively associated with violent 

LQCs, the 2001 to 2006 population change (%) (t=-0.492, p.=0.624), thought to indicate 

a form of de-urbanization was no longer statistically significant.   

From an empirical perspective, it would appear that the elaborated theoretical 

model provides the strongest explanation for violent offending specialization. That said, 

the difference between the integrative model and the elaborative model is minor when 

compared to the difference between the parsimonious model and the integrative model. 

However, evaluating theoretical elaboration is not only a matter of empiricism given the 

goal of elaboration is “first, to show how T(1) (the original theory) ‘fits into’ T(2) (the 

elaborating theory; second, to suggest some ideas in T(2) that are not suggested by T(1)” 

(Wagner, 1984, p. 64). Ultimately, T(2) is supposed to serve as a complete replacement 

for T(1), in this case it is not certain how, or if, the elaborative theory would replace the 

integrative theory in a different setting. Thus, the scope and range of the elaborative 
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theory might in fact narrow the wider more inclusive explanations provided by the 

integrative attempt. Given the geographical disparity between property and violent 

offending jurisdictions, the reliance on rural and urban differences in terms of identifying 

measures for explaining violence, and because the violent LQC includes both urban and 

rural jurisdictions, the range or scope and of the new theoretical construct is equally as 

important. 

Non-traditional theoretical evaluation – violent offending 
concentrations in British Columbia 

Empirically, theory testing is about the accumulation of observations in support of 

a theoretical construct. Wagner (1984) questions the reliance on empiricism inasmuch as 

it precludes the possibility of theory growth. This did not appear to be the case in relation 

to testing the three possibilities offered (the parsimonious, integrative, and elaborative 

theories, respectively) for explaining violent offending concentrations within British 

Columbia. If the empirical criteria for testing theory requires: 1) the strongest 

explanation; and 2) the best consistency with the type of theoretical development (for 

example, rudiments of elaboration) it appears that the integration of health/risk with 

cultural / contextual variants provides the best answer to violence in rural British 

Columbia. It has been suggested that over reliance on empiricism results in a situation in 

which additional theoretical criteria are often ignored. Such criteria are thought to include 

the “[r]ange (the number of different problems for which the account is provided), scope 

(the comprehensiveness of the account of a particular problem), precision, and rigor” 

(Wagner, 1984, p. 17). However, there is no necessity that all of the criteria be met, rather 
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that they be considered (Ibid.). Given the focus on violence specifically, and the 

awareness of a rural landscape in explaining British Columbia, some of these criteria 

have been inadvertently accounted for already. However, full theoretical consideration 

would suggest the criteria need specific application to evaluate the integrated variant 

construct. 

In explaining ‘violence’ the integrative theory arguably attempts to cover a 

particular large group of offences. Included within the measure were homicide, attempted 

murder, sexual and non-sexual assault, sexual offences against children, abduction, 

forcible confinement or kidnapping, robbery, criminal harassment, extortion, uttering 

threats, and threatening or harassing phone calls. By this reasoning, the range of the 

theory is quite hefty. However, it is unclear whether a wider range is preferred over 

greater precision (see, for example, the general theory of crime). Further, there is no way 

of knowing if the construct explains one type of violence, for example, assault, better 

than a different type, for example, sexual offences against children. In addition, all 

offences that fall within the violent categorization are given equal importance in terms of 

severity and as such a single harassing phone call would be treated with the same severity 

as, for example, a murder.  In terms of any claim regarding the range of the theoretical 

construct, provided that some offences are probably more rare than others, it would be 

disingenuous to state that the range included “all violence” but instead should be 

caveated that the “most common forms of violence are explained” by the integrative 

theory. 
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If rigor is interpreted to mean the logic, validity, or accuracy of a theory, and 

scope requires the focus on a particular problem, it would seem that the scope of the 

integrative construct is intended toward rural violence given the over-representation of 

rural jurisdictions within the province of British Columbia. That is, the construct is 

rigorous, provided it is applied to rural areas (the scope). However, given the current 

data, this statement raises three interconnected questions related to rural. First, is it a 

good theory that arguably has a larger scope than most criminological theories because, 

geographically, the vast majority of Canada, and the world for that matter, could be 

considered rural?  Second, is this actually a particularly rural theory given there are urban 

areas within British Columbia and thus within the data set? Third, is the categorization of 

‘rural’ itself far too general and thus assumptive in that rural areas are considered 

homogeneous given the wide variations in violent LQCs? 

In response to the first question, a proxy was provided for what was interpreted to 

be an exponentiated lack of guardianship (teen motherhood) and given a measure of 

physical problem solving. In this case physical problem solving was thought to be 

indicated by a ‘working class’ population but could be extended to assume any other 

measure (for example, percentage of professional athletes) and the number of police per 

capita was known, the construct could be tested in different rural environments. While 

the theoretical answer to this question is “yes, this theory could work”, additional 

empirical testing would be necessary to see if it actually does in fact explain violence in 

different rural areas. If so, then the scope might be quite large.  
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However, it is not certain if the integrative theory is exclusively responding to 

rural violence given urban areas have also been included within the violent LQCs. This 

question about the scope of the integrative construct creates a problem in that it raises 

questions about what is being measured by the constructs included within the theory. In 

particular, given the intent is to explain over-represented violent offending jurisdictions, 

and in British Columbia such jurisdictions are predominantly rural, might the theoretical 

concepts simply be proxies for rural itself? If a rural environment provides opportunity 

through social ties for a teenage mother to keep a child with her, and if a different health / 

risk measure such as doctor checkups were prevented due to distance from urban centers, 

it would appear that this type of measure is simply descriptive of rural locals. 

If the blue collar work force was located in rural areas due to the availability of 

resources for harvesting and more police were assigned to rural areas based on the 

geographic distance that each officer had to cover, these two would be descriptive of 

‘rural’ areas. If more police were assigned to rural areas based on the perception, or 

actual incidence, of disproportionate levels of violence, this measure would not only be 

descriptive but also tautological for purposes of explaining violence. As is commented by 

Donnermeyer (2007), “[p]erhaps crime is a product of common forms of social order 

found at various rural places, and that rural crime is neither a deterministic expression of 

urbanisation nor an extremely deviant form of rural social organisation” (p. 7). By this 

reasoning, it might be that ‘rural’ causes violence, and all of the theoretical concepts 

included within the integrated theory simply describe rural (figure 6.6). 
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Figure 6.6: Scope of integrated variants for violent offending, in terms of 
describing rural population areas 

But while ‘rural’ might cause violence, it is unclear if these measures are standing 

in for rural given that population density, that by definition indicates rural, did not 

explain violent LQCs.35 That said, the rural context, and the scope of the integrative 

theory, can be further understood with a closer evaluation of rural. As was the case for 

the categorization of violence, rural is also an arguably general categorization. The 

evaluation of differences between rural areas has been motivated by “the simple 

realization that if urban neighbourhoods vary, so too should there be considerable 

variation in crime and place-based characteristics among the thousands of rural locations 

found in countries of the world” (Donnermeyer, 2007: p. 5). Accordingly, In Chapter 

Seven, it is necessary to identify the scope of the integrative theory with an assessment of 

whether there is fit for all rural areas or whether the theory explains in only certain types 

of rural areas. The fit within the larger construct of theoretical growth is also considered. 

35 Furthermore, there are decades of empiricism suggesting ‘urban’ causes crime, thus this would 
mean that everything causes crime which is not particularly helpful from a theoretical position. 
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Chapter 7: “One gemeinschaft does not fit all”36 
— Subtypes of Rural clusters and derived 
theoretical constructs explained through Central 
Place Theory 

Testing whether rural jurisdictions differ from one another, “requires conceptual 

frameworks in which both the theoretical and real context of their circumstances can be 

considered” (Ibid.). In this Chapter, the new constructs, developed in Chapter Six, are 

used to elaborate on social ecological understandings of crime and positions the findings 

as an elaboration of what is currently known about social ecological explanations of 

crime. In order to explore the empirically developed theoretical constructs in terms of the 

scope of the explanatory power, central place theory is used to develop both the context 

and link the relevant theoretical concepts to each of the rural subtypes. Essentially, 

central place theory is “based upon the existence of space which generates a trade-off 

between the economic advantages generated by the agglomeration of production and the 

transportation economies associated with a dispersion of production” (Beguin, 1992, p. 

212). As a result, the theory identifies the locations of types of geographical areas based 

36 Donnermeyer, 2007. 
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on the services provided by each of the areas and, as such, is able to impose a hierarchy 

of places based on the services (Ibid.).   

Following the creation of a sub-sample by selecting all of the jurisdictions 

identified as rural (N=97),37 hierarchical cluster analysis was used to identify a typology 

of the police jurisdictions based on the violent location quotient calculated for each of the 

jurisdictions.  Using squared Euclidean distance38 as the similarity measure and Ward’s 

method as merging criterion, hierarchical agglomerative clusters were formed using an 

algorithm that starts with each case as a single cluster and successively groups the cases 

according to commonalities across the violent LQC measure. Ward’s method was 

selected as it minimizes the variance between the cases within the cluster and avoids the 

production of extreme values.39  The choice to use a six-cluster solution was based on 

conceptual clarity and provided a robust and textured categorization of the data. Because 

different clustering methods can produce different results for the same data, the stability 

37 Rural jurisdictions were identified as those that have a density less than 400 people/ km2 and a 
population less than 1000 persons. 

38 Squared Euclidean distance was selected as it progressively greater weighting for values that 
are further apart. Although Euclidean distance (and squared Euclidean distance) is thought to 
be problematic for variables of different scales that was not the case here. 

39 This method is distinct from all other available methods because it uses an analysis of variance 
approach to evaluate the distances between clusters. In short, this method attempts to 
minimize the Sum of Squares (SS) of any two (hypothetical) clusters that can be formed at 
each step. 
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of the results was assessed using two alternative amalgamation rules: single linkage and 

average linkage. The results were similar to those originally obtained.  

As it was selected as the clustering variable, not surprisingly, the violent 

offending location quotient was significantly different across the clusters (F=346.125, 

p.<0.001). Further, violent LQC cluster mean’s ranged from moderately under-

represented (>0.70 to LQ0.90) to areas in which violence was very over-represented (LQ 

>1.30) as a proportion of the total of all crime.  Once clustered, the variance in violent 

LQCs across specifically rural jurisdictions suggests that the assumption that violence in 

and of itself is a rural phenomenon might be hasty. That is, not all rural places are 

necessarily violent. Indeed, within one of the clusters, violence is actually very under-

represented, and within an additional cluster the proportion of all crime considered 

violent would be considered average.  

The two clusters in which violence is under-represented (clusters 6 and 5) are also 

distinguishable from the other four based on geographical positioning at a crossroad and 

the services provided to other smaller, rural areas. These types of jurisdictions provide 

goods and services to a larger population and function as a central place for smaller 

population areas. According to Beguin (1992), the “central place is defined a priori as a 

town having ‘central functions’ which seems to mean ‘the offering of goods and the 

rendering of services’ to the surrounding region” (p. 212-213). Examples of such 

jurisdictions within the cluster would include Kamloops, Prince George, or Williams 

Lake. In each of these jurisdictions the larger centre provides for smaller outlying areas 

located around the jurisdiction.  
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What differentiates these two clusters appears to be the activities that are 

accessible within the clusters. While the sixth cluster appears to provide services that 

could be considered necessity and can thus be considered a ‘Supply Depots’ category 

(because people have to go there), the fifth cluster includes a number of jurisdictions that 

act as recreational staging points for other activities. For example, McBride offers access 

to winter activities including skiing, snowboarding, cross-country skiing, backcountry 

skiing, snowmobiling, snowshoeing or dogsledding as does Whistler. Vernon is also 

included in the fifth cluster along with opportunities for summer recreation; Hope 

similarly offers tourism and recreational activities. As a result, cluster 5 was termed the 

‘Quasi-vacation Destinations’ (because people want to go there).  

In terms of the integrated variation theory measures, both the ‘supply depots’ and 

the ‘Quasi-vacation Destination’ clusters demonstrated consistently lower measures of 

teen motherhood, and fewer police per capita when compared to the rural averages. The 

one exception was that the ‘Supply Depots’ group had a slightly higher mean percentage 

(mean=27.729) of blue collar workers then the average for all of the rural jurisdictions 

(mean=27.590), but this difference was not statistically significantly. Both groups, on 

average, had smaller aboriginal populations than all of the other clusters, and while the 

average population change for all of the rural areas appeared to be decreasing between 

2001 and 2006 (mean=-1.839), the average for the ‘supply depots’ was increasing 

(mean=1.772) that was also the case for the ‘Quasi-vacation Destinations’ group (mean= 

2.713).  
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While the jurisdictions included within both clusters qualified as rural in that the 

density is less than 400 people per km2, or the population is less than 1,000, the relatively 

low violent LQCs and low measures for the variables thought to explain violence suggest 

that these places could be considered small-urban areas within a larger rural landscape. 

By this logic, the traditional theories for explaining urban offending might be more 

relevant for explanation within a smaller, yet central, place. Indeed, the characteristics of 

central places would be consistent with the possibility of crime generators that are “are 

particular areas to which large numbers of people are attracted for reasons unrelated to 

any particular level of criminal motivation they might have or to any particular crime 

they might end up committing” (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1995). Further, the 

‘Supply Depots’ and ‘Quasi-vacation Destinations’ clusters appear to be lower than the 

rural mean for all of the traditional measures tested throughout the current work (Table 

6.2).  

Much like the fifth and sixth clusters, cluster 4 includes a number of communities 

situated upon a travel route, however the violent LQC is far more pronounced within this 

grouping. Jurisdictions included within this cluster include McKenzie that provides a far 

more limited number of services than a larger central place (for example, Prince George) 

and Fraser Lake that provides the barest of essentials for people traveling across the 
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province. Named the ‘Truck-stop & Dives’ (people need to stop there) cluster, the 

jurisdictions within this group are more notable for quick stops within easy access of 

travel routes than notable for prolonged stays. Thus, there would be reason to believe that 

the ambient population in such an area might be larger than the resident population.40  

This group reports the second highest average teen motherhood rate, and the 

second highest blue collar work force possibly due to the access to highways for 

transportation jobs. Overall, the mean number of police officers per 1,000 people is 

highest within the ‘Truck-stop & Dive’ category and it might be that this is less of a 

function of the towns that require policing and more appropriately based on the extensive 

roads and highways that require supervision. The possible relationship between travel 

routes and crime is explained by Brantingham & Brantingham (1995) who note increases 

in crime “on major pathways and at major nodes where large numbers of potential  

offenders are brought together, through routine activities, with large numbers of potential 

victims and targets” (p. 7). Furthermore, given “offenders will travel relatively long 

distances in search of a target” (Ibid., p. 8), it would seem logical that jurisdictions with 

easy travel options would provide for higher levels of violent offending than areas  

40 Importantly, the non-residential population is not accessible through the data source. 
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Table 7.1: Cluster membership with associated mean scores for empirically tested constructs

155 

 Dispersed Places Travel 
Routes 

Central Places  

 Rural ‘hood One-horse-
towns 

Resource  
promiscuous 

Truck stops 
& Dives 

Quasi-Vacation 
destination 

Supply 
Depots 

 

 Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 Cluster 5 Cluster 6 Rural  
Integrative concepts N=2 N=25 N=16 N=7 N=28 N=19 N=97 
Violent LQC 2.436 1.307 1.500 1.902 0.861 1.104 1.237 
Teen Mom Rate 22.148 5.207 6.115 12.185 2.272 4.317 5.221 
Police/ 1,000 people 6.766 2.574 5.480 9.004 2.629 1.528 3.357 
% Blue collar work force 42.048 28.762 27.793 31.627 24.297 27.729 27.590 
        Elaborative concepts        
% Aboriginal population 53.036 8.164 27.203 34.883 4.836 9.816 13.520 
Pop change 2001-2006 7.150 -2.265 -10.493 -11.114 2.713 1.772 -1.839 
        Non-traditional measures        
Drug Death /1,000 23.529 0.571 0.570 1.506 0.213 0.112 0.698 
Alcohol Death /1,000 17.660 5.728 6.296 7.167 3.183 4.960 5.300 
Perinatal / 1,000 births 27.749 4.560 5.737 7.080 3.592 5.472 5.337 
% liquor sales = Beer –  65.302 67.805 68.955 60.591 60.475 63.394 
Liters of liquor sold –  138.985 160.301 229.867 114.626 85.988 127.295 
        Traditional measures        
Medium Age 42.450 44.527 40.316 40.923 43.088 42.421 42.703 
% without HS diploma 52.579 25.374 30.592 29.500 21.114 22.769 25.353 
Population Density 0.234 1.225 0.750 1.417 1.733 1.508 1.342 
% Rental property 13.515 23.552 30.131 29.863 23.590 24.228 25.029 
% lived same place (5yrs) 68.995 55.428 57.934 62.569 54.427 53.097 55.981 
% work outside area 30.000 22.578 14.241 15.691 36.538 23.830 25.015 
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without such options. However, all of the integrative variation concepts implicated in 

explaining violent LQCs are directionally consistent within the ‘Truck-stop & Dive’ 

cluster although some traditional theoretical constructs might be equally as useful. 

As Donnermeyer (2007) questions, “[m]aybe high crime rural communities 

exhibit unique, idiosyncratic social structures and cultural norms which are not 

representative of most other rural places” (p. 7). In relation to central place theory, in 

addition to central places are “dispersed places” that include “agricultural centres, point-

bound settlements (border places, harbours, mining…), and large industrial settlements” 

(Beguin, 1992, p. 213). Two of the identified clusters (2 and 3) could be characterized as 

falling within the category of dispersed places. As a predominantly economic 

geographical theory, central place theory predicts a functional development of towns 

because “a demand must exist for the things which a town can offer” (Beguin, 1992, p. 

211). Given the predominance of point-bound jurisdictions that are included within the 

third cluster this group has been termed ‘Resource-promiscuous’ (people need to work 

there) based on the emphasis on primary industry and resource extraction. For example, 
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Fort St. James, that is predominantly reliant on the forestry industry,41 is included within 

this category as is the port jurisdiction of Prince Rupert.  

In terms of the integrated variation concepts, the ‘Resource-promiscuous’ cluster 

of rural jurisdictions is, on average, higher than the rural mean for all of the measures. 

With an average violent LQC measure of 1.500, this cluster can also be considered very 

over-represented in terms of violence in comparison to all other crime. The third cluster 

is distinguished from the second based on the industry type within the area and the 

amount of resource manufacturing. As is the case with resource based dispersed places, 

resources are to some degree processed within these types of jurisdictions although the 

areas are still reliant on larger central places for additional needs. Those included within 

cluster 2 appear to have a stronger agricultural basis than those within the third group. As 

a result the second cluster has been determined to be ‘One-horse Towns’ (people never 

left there) due to the over reliance on the agriculture industry. Unlike the third cluster, the 

‘One-horse Towns’ group transports raw materials to larger central places for 

manufacturing.   

As has been noted, a possible explanation for the violence within these types of 

rural clusters might relate to the density of acquaintanceship between residents (see, for 

41 About 46% of basic employment and 39% of basic incomes in the Fort St. James are directly 
reliant on forestry 
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example, Weisheit, Falcone, & Wells, 2006). The interconnectivity between residents has 

a number of potential impacts on violence that might include, for example, an 

apprehension about reporting because the offender is close to the victim (see, 

DeKeseredy & Joseph, 2006). However, it could also be that a highly connected social 

network has an even more practical effect in that, provided a victim and offender are 

known to one another, the crime is easily solved (Weisheit, et al., 2006). 

Although the ‘One-horse Towns’ and ‘Resource-promiscuous’ clusters appear to 

be similar in terms of the integrative concepts, there is a marked difference between the 

two in relation to the elaborative concepts. Specifically, the Caucasian population appears 

to be particularly over-represented within the ‘One-horse Town’ cluster. In relation to 

violence, patterns of over-representation of Caucasians have led to claims regarding “the 

existence of a powerful “ol’ boys network” (DeKeseredy & Joseph, 2006); however, as is 

noted by Weisheit et al. (2006), very little is known about the role of race within rural 

environments. One interpretation of the effect of population homogeneity, combined with 

the interconnectivity between people, relates to the reluctance to share information with 

outsiders. For example, Laub (1981) reported that urbanites would be less likely to report 

crime because they perceived that nothing would be done, whereas rural residents did not 

report because they considered the issue a private matter, and considered that crime 

should be dealt with within the group. Regardless of the meaning race, unlike the central 

places, both of the dispersed places and the travel route categories appear to be consistent 

with the integrative theoretical construct and thus within the scope of the type of rural 

places explained by the integrative theory.  
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The final cluster identified in the analysis includes two jurisdictions immediately 

distinguishable for the very over-represented average violent LQC (mean=2.436). In 

addition to the high LQC, this cluster is also the highest in terms of the percentage of teen 

mothers (mean=22.148) and the average percentage of blue collar workers 

(mean=42.048); however, it is lower than the ‘Truck-stops & Dive’ cluster in terms of the 

average number of police in the two jurisdictions. Fisher (1980) argued that rural areas 

with higher crime rates would simply be more urbanized than lower crime rate areas. The 

identification of the final cluster, deemed the ‘Rural ‘hood’ (people are stuck there) 

would suggest that, for British Columbia, this is not the case. Indeed, the average 

population density within this group (mean=0.234) is the lowest among all of the six 

clusters. 

Given the sharp disparity between the average violent LQC within the ‘Rural 

‘hood’ when compared to the other five clusters, and given the demographic composition 

of the cluster, it might be that this group represents an archetype of violence that is “not 

representative of most other rural places” (Donnermeyer, 2007, p. 7). While such rare 

rural places provide opportunity to better understand violence, there is a real danger of 

“dwelling too much on the usual or oddball case” (Ibid.). Such a practice: 

Easily drifts into stereotypical images that in turn provide grist for a 
Hollywood movie mill of chainsaw massacres and hapless canoeists 
seeking deliverance from mean spirited, gun-toting mountain men. Case 
studies of unique situations can be useful for advancing scholarship, but 
only when they construct rather than stereotype, and that requires …the 
context of the circumstances be considered. (Donnermeyer, 2007, p. 7.) 
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As a result, given the necessity of further context, it could be that this cluster is better 

understood in terms of the elaborative, rather than integrative, theoretical construct since 

the elaborative includes additional contextual concepts. 

The over-representation of aboriginal status within this cluster is likely linked to 

the higher than expected violent LQC along with similarly implicated variables (such as 

drug or alcohol deaths) but is not unique to the British Columbian context. In studies 

conducted in Australia and the United States, similar results have been observed. That is, 

“countless urban based empirical research, and several dozen rural focused studies as 

well, have given us deep insights into the relationship between crime and place in the 

rural context” finding patterns of aboriginal over-representation (Donnermeyer, 2007, p. 

5). However, the relationship between aboriginal and crime is not particularly 

straightforward. Further, there is some indication that ‘aboriginal status’ is simply a 

proxy for other measures of cumulative disadvantage such as a lack of education or 

income. Ultimately, all that is really certain is that “Indigenous peoples who have not 

fared well (to greatly understate the case) since the arrival of Europeans” (Ibid.) are often 

linked to crime and the poor treatment is not restricted to Canada. 

From the position of central place theory, the types of jurisdictions included 

within the ‘Rural hood’ cluster would be considered hamlets (Beguin, 1992). As the 

smallest of the dispersed places, a hamlet is characterized by a minimal variety of 

employment and only the most basic of services (Ibid.).  For anything more than staples, 

people within a hamlet need to travel to a larger village, much as is the case for those in a 

village who would travel to a central place. The inclusion of the clusters within central 
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place theory helps in terms of the movement between places, and evaluation of the scope 

of the theoretical constructs, but also identifies an additional continuum across rural 

places that is otherwise not easily appreciable. Specifically, in terms of violent LQCs, it 

would seem that the most urban-like rural places (‘Supply depots’ and ‘Quasi-vacation 

destinations’) fall on the lowest side of a continuum of violence, followed by the villages 

(‘Resource-promiscuous’ and ‘One-horse Towns’), then the travel routes (‘Truck-stops & 

Dives’), finally the hamlets (‘Rural ‘hood) present the highest average violent LQC.  

For example, if the jurisdiction of Prince George was selected as an example from 

the central place category (specifically the ‘Supply depot’ cluster) and positioned next to 

it closest geographical neighbour from the dispersed places, Vanderhoof (from the ‘One-

horse town’ cluster) it is possible to see an increase in the concentration of violence 

between the two areas moving from the larger central place to the smaller village (figure 

6.7). With the inclusion of the geographically closest travel rout neighbour, Fraser Lake, 

again the violent LQC increases from that in Vanderhoof. With the addition of the 

smallest possible type of place, a hamlet, that feeds directly into Fraser Lake, the violent 

LQC increases in that there is over twice as much violence in Granisle (vLQC=2.319) 

than would be expected, relative to British Columbia as a whole.   

When central place theory was developed, the intention was to provide an 

economic hierarchy for the transportation and availability of goods. Based on the results 

of the clustered models, it would seem violence also follows a hierarchy: progressively 

more violence and areas become progressively more rural. Thus, not surprisingly, the 
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theoretical constructs become increasingly complex as the violence increases along with 

the rurality. 

Figure 7.1: Example of Central Place theory with continuum of violent 
LQCs, including theoretical fit based on cluster results 

 

While a number of non-traditional and traditional theoretical constructs were 

posited to explain violent LQCs, empirical testing suggested the non-traditional (the 

elaborative and integrative, respectively) would provide the best explanation for crime. 

However, additional theoretical evaluation raised questions about both the range and the 

scope of the theories. While range – what the theory is purported to explain – was 

qualified as “the most common forms of violence,” questions about the scope related to 

the definition of rural and specifically, how much or what type of rural is given 

consideration. Using hierarchical cluster analysis, six different sub-types of rural areas 

were identified. When each of these clusters were looked at in terms of the fit with the 

specified theoretical constructs, two of the clusters appeared to be better understood as 
 

162 



 

central places and thus might more appropriately be deemed small urban areas despite the 

a priori qualification as rural. Of the remaining four, two fit well with the integrative 

theory (the dispersed places) a third seemed to be best explained with an amalgamation of 

traditional and non-traditional constructs (the Truck-stops & Dives cluster) whereas the 

remaining cluster, the ‘Rural ‘hood,’ appeared best understood with the elaborative 

theory. Thus, it would seem that, to borrow from Donnermeyer (2007), “one 

gemeinschaft does not fit all” (p. 14). In the last Chapter, these findings will be discussed 

within the larger practice of criminological theorizing and then re-positioned within the 

existing knowledge about rural crime trends. Suggestions for the future direction of rural 

criminology will be addressed. 
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Chapter 8: A ‘better’ theory or simply more 
questions? 

In Chapter six, a number of evaluation criteria for theoretical growth were used to 

assess the proposed theoretical constructs and the evaluation was not limited to purely 

empirical analysis. Based on the understanding that while there is much variation 

between rural and urban places, likely there is variation across rural places, (see, for 

example, Donnermeyer, 2007; Jobes et al. 2004; Weisheit et al. 2006); this assumption 

proved to be accurate within the current work. As Donnermeyer (2007) notes, “[i]n the 

past, research on rural crime has been scattered and segmented, both by location and 

discipline” (p. 10) and has accordingly been characterized by conflicting results and 

findings. It was originally suggested that such segmentation could be the result of the 

application of  traditional criminological theories however it is equally plausible that 

variations in findings relate to the characterization of rural as homogenous across the 

varying rural landscapes.  

While it makes sense that urban based theories are useful in explaining quasi-

urban rural locals, and the characteristics of travel-rout jurisdictions are well explained by 

some of the traditional measures, the sub-types of rurality, as realized through cluster 

analysis, identified two additional groups needing explanation: 1) dispersed places or 

villages; and 2) rural hamlets. While empirical evidence appears well equipped to 

evaluate violence within villages, empiricism is far less useful for looking at smaller, 
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disproportionately violent hamlets. However, both types of rural jurisdictions would 

benefit from additional study through non-quantitative means. Specifically, it would 

appear that theory purported to explain violence in villages or hamlets would be well 

supplemented with a better understanding of the social networks within such places; an 

explanation for hamlets also requires additional ethnographic evidence because of the 

distinct characteristics of such places which distinguish them from other rural locales. 

Accordingly, following a discussion of the scope and range of the newly developed 

theory and after consideration of the role of social networks within a rural milieu, future 

research directions should account for this type of missing evidence to make a claim of 

understanding violence within rural small-towns. The findings within the current work 

are also repositioned in terms of advancing knowledge in relation to the contribution to 

rural criminology. 

An explicitly rural theory – empiricism, scope, and range 

A non-traditional, explicitly rural theory was constructed through the integration 

of two variants: risk / health measures and cultural / contextual measures. But is the non-

traditional construct necessarily better? “That theory is ‘better’ which has the higher 

degree of corroboration and falsifiability” (Wagner, 1984: p. 119). More specifically: 

The bases on which one theory may be preferred over another include, but 
may not be limited to: 1) greater precision of assertions (and survival of 
more precise tests of those assertions), 2) explanation of more facts, 3) 
more detailed explanation, 4) survival of tests the other theory has failed, 
5) suggestion and survival of tests not considered or suggested by the 
other theory, and 6) unification of previously unrelated problems. 
(Wagner, 1984: p. 119). 
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As identified through cluster analysis, rural is arguably a larger categorization and 

contains as much within category differences as differences between urban and rural, 

perhaps more. Specifically, rural does not seem to represent a continuum based on a 

gradual decrease of urbanization as has been posited in the past (see, fosubculturer 

example, Fisher, 1980), but rather distinct clusters representing rural sub-types. It was 

suggested that the distinctness of the categories could be understood through the use of 

central place theory that identifies sub-types of communities based on the economic 

activities contained within such geographical areas. While the identification of theoretical 

postulates was a function of rural and urban differences, the resulting sub-categorization 

demonstrated that urban-rural differences also varied across rural categorization. While 

violence actually did represent a continuum across rural areas, the activities within such 

areas were distinct that allowed for a more precise specification of a ‘rural theory’ as 

explaining over-representation of violence within small-towns or villages through the use 

of measures of health / risk measures and contextual measures. Specifically, higher 

violent LQCs are explained by jurisdictions with higher rates of teenage motherhood, a 

greater proportion of the population engaged in ‘blue collar’ work, and more police per 

capita. 

By virtue of having generating more precise assertions, the ‘village theory’ was 

able to survive more precise tests of those assertions given the scope was narrowed to 

those areas not accounted for by the traditional urban based explanations. Further, 

provided that a violent LQC expands upon a traditional crime rate, it would seem that the 

theory is better equipped for the explanation of more facts and in so doing provides a 

more detailed explanation. Stated differently, while the range of the developed theory is 
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arguably limited to the most common types of violence, the LQC means that the 

explanation is expanded to include areas of crime specificity or concentration in which 

violence makes up an inordinate amount of all crime in the jurisdiction. 

From an empirical perspective, the ‘village theory’ proved a better explanation for 

this particular type of rural area suggesting a claim could be made for survival of tests the 

other theory has failed. Furthermore, given that the theory is found to be located within a 

village rather than within a ‘rural’ environment, and includes constructs thought to be 

specific to a rural venue, it would seem that the theory allows for the unification of 

previously unrelated problems: rural crime and high concentrations of violence. Given 

the fit of the new theory within the assessment criteria (Wagner, 1984) it would appear 

that the new theory could be considered ‘better’ than traditional urban centric models of 

understanding. However, as is the case with much research, the development and 

evaluation of a rural theory raised as many questions as answers. Specifically, questions 

relate to the role of social connectivity and the existence of archetypes of violent areas in 

which there was demonstrably over twice as much violence when compared to other 

crimes. While some have argued for a rural culture of violence (for example, DeKeseredy 

and Joseph, 2006) it is not certain whether this claim can be supported. What is evident is 

that social connections might be functioning differently within rural areas and, clearly, 

any romanticized vision of idyllic rural hamlets is misplaced. 
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Social connectivity within a village or hamlet 

It has been commented that theoretical growth “may be little more than a shake of 

the kaleidoscope of theory construction, resulting in a mere rearrangement of old 

assumptions” (Einstadter & Henry, 2006, p. 301). Arguably, social context is not new to 

criminological theorizing and has in fact been the basis of most social ecological 

constructs.42  The effect of social ties upon crime cannot be understated. Warner and 

Rountree (1997) pay homage to Durkheim, noting that “entrenchment of high crime rates 

in certain neighborhoods today continues to reflect social facts that cannot be explained 

by "kinds of people" theories, but must be explained by a collective force – the 

characteristics of the community itself” (p. 520). What is new is the way connections 

between people appear to ‘work’ within a rural environment as the assumption of 

population homogeneity breeding collective efficacy or informal control might be 

misplaced. One of the persistent assumptions associated with rural is not only that such 

areas are non-criminal but instead related to the function of the connections within a rural 

environment. As Robinson (2004) explains: 

In smaller, mechanical societies, societal institutions are more effective at 
controlling members’ behaviors. Children growing up in a small, closely 
knit community will learn that aggressiveness is only tolerated in certain 
circumstances by being corrected by their parents, town leaders, and so 

42 See chapters 1 and 2. 
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forth. Virtually everyone will assist in correcting wayward children… In 
larger and more complex societies, such practices will be less effective, in 
part because members of the community will be less likely to know about 
misbehaviors, and also because there may be less agreement about 
whether children are misbehaving. Thus, crime will increase and formal 
means of social control will be used to deal with behaviors perceived and / 
or declared to be wrong by societal leaders. (Robinson, 2004, p. 225).    

That is, the promise of social organization, or more correctly disorganization, 

thought to be a contributor to urban crime, is ‘rampant’ within an urban ecology. The 

logic thus follows that provided rural is the opposite of urban, and given the urban 

ecology is disorganized, rural must be organized.  Given the prevalence of violence 

within rural environments, this means one of two things: 1) either social disorganization 

does not cause crime; or 2) social organization causes crime in rural areas. 

Social disorganization is thought to contribute to crime by virtue of precluding the 

ability “of a community structure to realize the common values of its residents and 

maintain effective social controls” (Sampson & Wilson, 1995, p. 45). It is assumed, a 

priori, that most people share a “common goal of living in an area relatively free from the 

threat of crime” (Bursik & Grasmick, 1993, p. 15) and subsequent reformulations of 

social disorganization have placed emphasis on “the importance of kin and neighborly 

ties for the social control of crime and disorder” (Pattillo, 1989, p. 749). From this 

perspective, ties are precluded due to high levels of residential instability because of 

economic deficits and, as such, residents do not have opportunity to form the social 

support networks necessary for informal control (Ibid.).  

However, based largely upon findings that poor urban neighborhoods are also 

stable yet evidence high volumes of crime, alternative suggestions of the role of social 
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disorganization have been postulated that include a systemic inability to access formal 

controls (for example, Bursik & Grasmick, 1993), criminal subcultures (Cloward & 

Ohlin, 1960), and criminal capital (for example, McCarthy & Hagan, 1995). In each of 

these instances, there is a density of ties between residents, yet such ties do not impede 

criminal offending but instead appear to encourage crime. But while rural residents seem 

to fall into one of the types of areas that are not explained with appeal to social 

disorganization, it is not certain that any of these three options are currently useful but 

rather require re-contextualization to a rural environment.  

Warner and Rountree (1997) claim that much of the elaboration of social 

disorganization relies on a systemic model of social control that “emphasizes the effect of 

community structural characteristics on neighborhood friendship and associational ties, 

and their subsequent effect on informal social control and neighborhood crime levels” (p. 

520-521) in areas that might be deemed bereft of social capital (Bursik & Grasmick, 

1993). According to Bursik and Grasmick (1993), social control is arguably developed 

and better understood with recognition of three levels of control that operate within an 

area: private, parochial, and public control. At the most intimate level, private control 

refers to control exercised within informal groups, such as the family, that exist in the 

area (Bursik & Grasmick, 1993). At the private level control is exercised through the 

threat of a withdrawal of support and /or resources provided within the intimate group. At 

the parochial level, control “represents the effects of the broader local interpersonal 

networks and the interlocking local institutions, such as stores, schools, churches, and 

voluntary organizations” (Bursik & Grasmick, 1993, p. 17) and within this context 

private and parochial control may be understood as the difference between relationships 
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between friends versus those “between neighbors who do not have the same sentimental 

attachment” (Ibid.). Finally, the public level of control is thought to represent the ability 

“of the community to secure public goods and services that are allocated by agencies 

located outside the neighborhood” (Bursik & Grasmick, 1993, p. 17).  

As noted, the effect of teenage motherhood on violent offending concentrations 

was thought to be connected to the dense social structure found within a rural ecology. If 

these mothers are reliant upon extended family then it would seem that violence should 

be reduced based on the threat of withdrawal of services. If the informal support offered 

by friends and family members accounts for the rural-urban disparity in teen motherhood, 

it would seem that rural areas are sufficiently equipped with private control and, as such, 

it is not this type of control deficit that explains rural violence. Further, given the 

interconnections between victims and offenders (Francisco & Chénier, 2004) and the 

absolute numbers of residents and businesses located within a rural area, it is unclear how 

there could not be connectivity and exchange between individuals through amenities. As 

reported by Rothwell and Turcotte (2006), individuals of are more likely to volunteer if 

they live in a rural area (when compared to urban), 80 percent of rural residents are “at 

least one organization such as a political party, sports organization or cultural group” (p. 

1), and public meeting attendance is reportedly higher in rural than in urban areas.  By 

this reasoning there would not seem to be a lack of parochial level control within rural 

areas. 

The final level of control, public, which is thought to measure the efficacy of 

residents accessing services located outside of a jurisdiction, might be more useful for 
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looking at informal control within a rural village. Specifically, presuming a rural 

jurisdiction is remote or isolated, there might in fact be a structural inability for residents 

to obtain goods. It is in fact the remoteness of many rural areas through to explain 

differences between rural and urban wellness, and health (see, Mitura & Bollman, 2003) 

and others have looked at a lack of services within rural areas as a factors contributing to 

the perpetuation of violence against women (see, DeKeseredy & Joseph, 2006). 

However, given there appears to be an increased police presence within the overly violent 

villages, and police would presumably be the type of service deemed important for 

responding pro-socially to violence, it is unclear whether it could be claimed that village 

residences lack the ability to harness resources. That is, the resources for addressing 

crime that are provided by outside agencies, seem to be in place within a village 

suggesting that village residents are not particularly lacking in public control. However, it 

remains unclear about the access to resources within the far more remote hamlet type 

rural jurisdictions. 

While a lack of systemic control seems an implausible understanding of the 

relationship between violence and rural social structures, this might be because social 

disorganization does not cause crime in rural areas.  Stated differently, it could be that 

these types of areas are simply differentially socially organized (Sutherland, 1947) in that 

different common values govern a smaller rural area than within a social area. Although 

commenting in relation to an urban ecology, Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls (1997) 

discuss the appropriateness of recognizing and areas shared values noting: 

social and organizational characteristics of neighborhoods explain 
variations in crime rates that are not solely attributable to the aggregated 
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demographic characteristics of individuals… the differential ability of 
neighborhoods to realize the common values of residents and maintain 
effective social controls is a major source of neighborhood variation in 
violence. (Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls, 1997). 

If ‘common values’ vary across neighborhoods, it could be that common values 

vary between urban and rural environments, and given that rural areas vary in and of 

themselves, it is likely that common values within a village might be different from 

common values within a hamlet or an urban-rural central place. By this reasoning, it 

would appear that sub-culture theories (Cloward & Ohlin, 1960) might help with 

explaining the effect of social structure within rural milieus.  

A subculture explanation is grounded in the idea that it is possible for an area to 

be organized but produce higher than expected rates of crime (Pattillo, 1998). While 

originally suggested to explain bonds within urban environments in which connections 

between residents produced criminal subcultures, subculture theories might be useful for 

a rural context in that such understandings allow for different common values or norms 

within a particular population group. A subculture perspective allows for crime within 

stable areas because such areas have the potential to create criminal subcultures in which 

“neighborhood milieu [is] characterized by close bonds between different age-levels of 

offenders, and between criminal and conventional elements” (Cloward & Ohlin, 1960, p. 

171). Pattillo (1998) offers that in such areas “neighborhood stability can foster the 

formation of an alternative opportunity structure based on organized crime, which 

benefits criminal and law-abiding residents” (p. 749). While subcultures are thought to 

explain criminal ties between cultural groups such as Irish, Italian, Hispanic, or Jewish 

organized crime (see, for example, Ianni, 1974) that interlace with law-abiding kin, 
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friends and neighbors relationships to whom resources are distributed (for example, 

Jankowski, 1991) within urban areas, there are implications for rural environments as 

well.  

A commonality between cultural organized crime groups and residents of a rural 

village might be found with an awareness of population homogeneity. For example, as 

was noted, one of the village clusters is arguably quite distinct in terms of the 

predominantly Caucasian population across the jurisdictions within the group. This is not 

unique to British Columbia because many American rural areas “are also characterized 

by homogeneity, as illustrated by the relatively low level of racial diversity (Weisheit, et 

al., 2006: p. 49). Given the ethnic / racial networking across specific ethnic / racial 

categories as is evidenced within other cultural groups (Ianni, 1974) an argument could 

be made that the dominant Caucasian population evidences such a pattern. However, 

while other racial groups might be grouping, and thereby forming a subculture, in 

response to a perceived powerlessness in relation to other majority groups (Patillio, 

1989), it is not certain whom a rural subculture would be organized against.  

There is some evidence to think that a rural subculture might form in response to 

a dominant urban culture. That is, there is reason to believe in cultural tensions between 

urban and rural area based on economic dependence. Advanced as an Innisian theory, the 

staples thesis would partition a core urban area in relation to a rural periphery in terms of 

economic stability (Hutton, 1997). Indeed, it is noted “core-periphery structure is 

faithfully replicated in the case of British Columbia, within which the trajectory of 

economic development …includes both the massive expansion of resource extraction 
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(supported by large-scale public as well as corporate investments) and the associated 

growth of Vancouver as provincial primate city” (p. 70). The net result of such a model is 

a power imbalance between core and periphery resource oriented areas thereby 

suggesting the possibility of the advent of a rural subculture in response to perceived 

powerlessness. As Innis (1933) comments, the result for rural Canada: 

was that the Canadian economic structure had the peculiar characteristics 
of areas dependent on staples — especially weakness in other lines of 
development, dependence on highly industrialized areas for markets and 
for supplies of manufactured goods, and the dangers of fluctuations in the 
staple commodity. (Innis 1933, 6). 

 

In addition to reliance on core demand for goods, the otherwise economically 

homogenous hinterlands would be reliant on policy written within urban areas, along 

with the effect of such policies in terms of threatening economic resources in rural areas. 

Hayter & Barnes (2001) explain the effect of core decision-making about periphery 

environments stating that “Canadian governments have introduced a plethora of policies 

to reduce pollution, maintain aesthetic values, and conserve surviving natural systems” 

(p. 40). It could be that “high-profile environmental opposition to resource projects 

throughout Canada” (Ibid.) provides a threat to rural areas dependent on such resources.  

For example, regulation of the forestry industry has resulted in a number of changes for 

rural British Columbia, however “initiatives have been insufficient to placate a global 

environmentalism that continues to organize logging blockades, court actions, and 

consumer boycotts” (Hayter & Barnes, 2001: p. 40). Thus, perceiving a common enemy 

it is possible that rural social structures have developed to protect themselves from what 

could be viewed as a dominant and powerful urban class. As noted by Hutton (1997), 
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“the core enjoys a privileged position within staple economic regimes” (p. 70) and it 

might be the recognition of this privilege functions to cause a sub-group of rural residents 

intent on protecting themselves from the larger urban areas. 

While only speculative, it could be that this type of reliance or power differential 

helps explain some of the rural-urban differences found by researchers in other countries. 

For example, Weisheit et al. (2006) report patterns of mistrust towards government and a 

reluctance to share internal problems with outsiders among American rural populations. It 

was noted43 that a lack of crime reporting was due to rural residents perceiving formal 

authorities as outsiders (Laub, 1981) although other hypotheses have been advanced in 

relation to rural traditions of cooperation and self-sufficiency (see, for example, Salamon, 

1997). However, in either case, it is necessary to understand the motivation for the 

formation of a subculture, in which case the Innisian argument might provide the most 

support in that it “implies a highly asymmetrical and dichotomous spatial framework, 

characterized by a dominant, industrialized, and metropolitan ‘core’ and a vast 

underdeveloped ‘periphery’ almost wholly dependent on the production and export of 

staple commodities” (Hutton, 1997: p. 69-70). 

43 See, Chapter 7. 
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But while the idea of a subculture and comparisons to criminal organizations for 

purposes of understanding rural social structures appears to have some support, it is 

necessary to qualify that the assumption cannot, and should not, be made that villages are 

inherently mini-criminal organizations. On the contrary, the claim is simply that the 

density of the rural social structure, if taken together with a subculture mentality based on 

powerlessness, provided there is a rural tradition of self-sufficiency and cooperation 

(Salamon, 1997), might work to reinforce exchange patterns between residents without 

regard for whether such interactions are conventionally law abiding. Stated differently, 

‘ruralness’ would not necessarily match ‘urban-ness’ in terms of social structure and, 

accordingly, provided the activity is useful, even criminal behavior would be tolerated. 

By this reasoning, similarly to what was found by Patillio (1998) who investigated 

moderately well-off black communities in Chicago, there would be a tolerance for both 

law abiding and criminal-behavior based on a community subculture, provided that the 

behavior was helpful to the community. That is, the denser structure seems to provide 

opportunity for capital, but within the denser structure the lines between social capital 

and criminal capital would become blurred. 

While much of the literature about criminal capital focuses on financial crime, 

others have extended the discussion of capital to include violence (for example, 

McCarthy & Hagan, 2005). In this sense, violence is again functional in that it serves a 

purpose. However, within the social structure of a rural environment it could be that 

violence is not the sole purview of an offender but also in response to offenders who, by 

extension, would increase the proportion of violence provided it was in response to 

previous violence. As McCarthy & Hagan (2005) comment, although “modern states 
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typically eschew violence, many victims, vigilantes, and others assault offenders… [this] 

violence is typically more certain, swift, and severe than other sanctions, and fear of 

injury likely deters many potential offenders” (p. 1065). Thus, coupled with a rejection of 

outside intrusion there is a possibility that violence in response to violence as a function 

of a social backcloth might account for an over-representation of violence within a rural 

community. Indeed, if violence were a response to other types of offences, such as 

property offences as a form of punishment, that assault, for example, would arguably 

become over represented based only on mathematical realities.  

Taken together, although it would seem that rural villages would be equipped 

with private, parochial, and public levels of systemic control the advent of a rural 

subculture in response to a perceived inequity between rural and urban goals could help 

define a type of ‘ruralness’ in which norms vary from those of a dominant urban ecology. 

If such values included a mistrust of outsiders and the resultant drive to handle problems 

within the community, it could be that part of this necessitated managing criminal 

behavior without the aid of outside sources. By this reasoning, it is not that rural 

communities are void of informal controls, but instead that there are plenty of such 

controls that simply happen to not reflect those of mainstream society. However, what 

remains unclear is the role of social networks within the more violent hamlets found 

within the rural sub-sample and understanding of which requires appeal to the 

characteristics of these places themselves. 
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The hamlet as an archetype 

Arguably the two police jurisdictions within the hamlet cluster represent an 

archetype in that both are distinguishable for the other rural, violent villages in terms of 

the high-concentration of violence. However, this cluster differed on a number of other 

social measures as well. As noted, Donnermeyer (2007) cautions against over focusing on 

such places as it might be that this group is “not representative of most other rural places” 

(p. 7). Accordingly, an understanding of the social connections within such a place is not 

intended to be generalizable but rather elicit areas for further inquiry because, 

presumably, such a jurisdiction is as worthy of consideration as any other of the 

jurisdictions within the province of British Columbia. While one of the jurisdictions, 

Granisle, was used to demonstrate the relations between central places, villages, travel-

stops, and hamlets, the second (Tsay Keh Dene) will be used for further insight into the 

social structure and the implications for violence within the smallest most violent group 

of rural areas.  

Of the two hamlets identified through the cluster analysis, and of all the police 

jurisdictions that pepper the British Columbian landscape, Tsay Keh Dene represents the 

most isolated. This jurisdiction is home to three groups of people including the 

“Kwadacha First Nation, who live at the confluence of the Finlay and Fox rivers; the 

Tsay Keh Dene, who live at the north end of Williston Lake; and the Takla Lake First 

Nation, who live in several small communities on and near Takla Lake” (Littlefield, 

Dorricott & Cullon. 2007, p. ii). As Littlefield et al. (2007) further note “[t]hese three 

communities are closely related to each other through kinship and intermarriage” (Ibid.). 
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Within this jurisdiction the largest community, Kwadacha, (Fort Ware) BC, “is generally 

considered to be the most remote and isolated community in British Columbia” (Dollis, 

2003: par. 39). Located approximately 570 km northwest of Prince George, access is 

predominantly through small plane, although in 1992 a forestry road was extended from 

McKenzie to the community (Ibid.).44 Travel time from Kwadacha to Prince George “can 

vary anywhere from 9 hours to 12 hours, depending on the road and weather conditions” 

(Ibid). 

As was noted, a high rate of interconnectivity between individuals within a 

community can have consequences in relation to crime in general and violence in 

particular (Weisheit, et al., 2006). It could be that criminal behaviors are tolerated 

provided there is a utility to such actions (Patillio, 1998), or that crime is tolerated given 

the distinct probability that victim and offender are known to each other (Weisheit, et al., 

2006). Accordingly, such behavior would be addressed within the community as opposed 

to reliance on outside authorities. But while smaller villages were thought to resist 

outside influence because of a rural subculture based on a perceived power economic 

power imbalance between the urban heartland and the rural hinterland, it could be that 

44 A restricted forestry and mining road is radio controlled and has a number of different safety 
requirements given it is predominantly used for transportation of raw materials and does not 
meet public safety standards. 
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smaller hamlets have the same imbalance but an additional cultural conflict that might 

exacerbate such an imbalance.  

While traditionally reliant upon the land for sustenance, Littlefield et al. (2007) 

comment that “Tse Keh Nay have experienced increasing restrictions on the traditional 

use of their territory since the land was first opened to non-Tse Keh Nay in the late 18th 

Century” (p. iii) including fur trapping, gold mining, and missionary contact, that would 

suggest the resource rich areas have provided an alluring target for the rural villages 

reliant upon such industries. By this logic, while rural village communities juxtapose 

themselves in contrast to the urban core, rural hamlets might in fact be subcultures of a 

dominant rural village. Despite the availability of some employment, such employment 

was realized “at great loss to the land from the deforestation of timber stands, the 

disruption of migration patterns of wildlife, the depletion of fish stocks on the rivers and 

streams and the destruction of sensitive habitats” (Ibid. p. 43).   

With an estimated population of 270 people on the reserve and approximately 180 

people off the reserve (Martineau, 2013), Kwadacha was originally named Fort Ware but 

now has neither the original name nor the original location. Although usually considered 

an urban construct, population mobility has implications for crime in terms of precluding 

the development of ties to a community or as an indication of social disorganization. As 

was noted by Shaw & McKay (1942) ““the influence of residential mobility on violent 

crime rates varies with the poverty level of an area” (p. 42). Furthermore, “[c]ommunities 

that are characterized by rapid population turnover and high levels of poverty have 

significantly higher violent crime rates than mobile areas that are more affluent, or poor 
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areas that are characterized by more stable populations” (Shaw & McKay, 1942: p. 43). 

That is, the entire Tsay Keh Dene jurisdiction was relocated with the flooding of 

Williston Lake and accordingly would demonstrate 100 percent mobility. 

In 1957, Premier W.A.C. Bennett announced that “the greatest hydro-electric 

power project in the world… would produce four million horsepower and create a 

reservoir 250 miles long that could change the climate of the north” (Pollon & Matheson, 

1989: p. 192). The result of the creation of the W.A.C. Bennet dam was “the flooding of 

the Parsnip and the Finlay River in 1970 and '71 to create Williston Lake …[which] now 

covers much of the land upon which the Sekani people traditionally lived, worshipped, 

hunted, trapped and gathered” (Dollis, 2003, par. 40). While much of the concern about 

flooding not only a 168 acre reserve but 640 square miles of productive Tse Keh Nay 

traditional territory (Littlefield et al., 2007) relates to the economic loss suffered by the 

hamlet in preference of areas that could be considered rural villages, it would seem that 

there is an additional social cost and impact on social networks and structure of 

communities. For example, it has been suggested that traditional ties were eroded given 

the British Columbia’s largest lake separated the Kwadacha and Ingenika bands 

(Martineal, 2013). In addition, the flooding of the valley resulted in homes being burned 

along with all of the possessions (Pollon & Matheson 1989, p. 338), the flooding of 

graveyards (Ibid. p. 343-344), and did not result in the reformation of new villages 

(Littlefield, et al., 2007). Despite the promise of new lands, the reserves have never been 

created. As Littlefield et al. (2007) comment, the “Tse Keh Nay people who once lived at 

Fort Grahame are [still] considered squatters on their own lands by the federal 

 
182 



 

government” (p. 45) and, accordingly, could be considered both impoverished and 

powerless when compared to rural village counterparts.  

Taken together, it would seem that some of the characteristics within a hamlet 

could coalesce to produce violence provided there is a relationship between population 

mobility, poverty, a breakdown of social connections and crime. While there is evidence 

to suggest that a hamlet subculture, when compared to a rural village subculture, could be 

formed out of the attractiveness of resource rich lands, there is additional reason to think 

that a hamlet subculture is possible given the relationship between hamlets and urban 

centers. That is, the imposition of outside values such as religion or education would not 

only have an effect of eroding the bonds between family and community members but 

might also provide opportunity for the creation and reinforcement of further subcultures 

given the imposition of the wills of the powerful upon those of the disenfranchised.  

Ironically, the isolated nature of the jurisdiction that would appear problematic in 

terms of violence also provided protection in terms of residential school attendance.  

Although “Catholic missionaries established churches and missions in the interior regions 

of British Columbia in the 1860s … personal visits to Sekani territory were infrequent” 

(Ibid. p. 15). By 1921 the Lejac Residential School was established at Fraser Lake that 

replaced a similar school established in Fort St. James in 1917; however, the Department 

of Indian affairs did not enforce attendance until later in the 1940s and 1950s (Ibid., p. 

16). Not surprisingly, given the historical accounts of residential schools, many of the 

Tsay Keh Dene families resisted attendance although the loss of sustenance from 

traditional ways of life made resistance increasingly as “trapping became less 
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economically viable and when families were forced to seek seasonal employment to 

supplement their incomes, their children were seized” (Ibid).45 Prevented from practicing 

a traditional language and physically isolated from other family and community members 

it could be that such experiences eliminated social networks that might have otherwise 

acted to prevent violence. Alternatively, it could be that residential school experiences 

acted to reinforce a sense of powerlessness among youth who were removed from 

families due to poverty. This type of learning could have then been imported back into 

the original community and social structure upon the residential school’s closure in 1979. 

According to Ianni (1974), “[p]overty and powerlessness are the root of both community 

acceptance of organized crime and acceptance into its networks” (p. 38) and might 

reinforce a subculture of mistrust in outside authorities that could result in the 

perpetuation of violence as a punishment within a community.   

A number of features of rural village communities seem to be present in the more 

isolated and more violent hamlets. However, for hamlets, it would appear that a number 

of the characteristics hypothesized to influence violence within villages are even more 

45 There is an extensive literature about the effects which is beyond the scope of the current work 
except for the effect such schools have had upon social networks within rural hamlets. 
However, as was noted at an earlier point, there is much reason that residential schools 
would not only corrode the family structures but have had even more greater consequence in 
relation to violence and crime which is not manifest social ecologically but at individual and 
small group levels of analysis. For example, sexual and physical violence at residential 
schools have been documented (Littlefield et al., 2007) and raise questions about the 
intergenerational transmission of such violence. 
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pronounced. For example, while it was suggested that a village might have some type of 

‘rurality’ and differential norms based on the contrast between rural and urban 

environments, it could be that a hamlet has an additional layer of mistrust given the 

perception of victimization and powerlessness related to both other rural and urban 

ecologies. Taken together, isolation means denser ties between individuals, given that the 

population was entirely displaced and historical roots of oppression, it is possible that this 

might result in what could simply be considered more concentrated village violence. 

Evidence derived from a more ethnographical perspective on one of the violent 

hamlets would suggest residents might fall within Wilson’s (1987) definition of the “truly 

disadvantaged.”  Violence, within such an environment would not be the result of any 

“abnormal biological or psychological characteristics” (Bernard, 1990, p. 74) but instead 

the culmination of several social processes in which the interaction between the processes 

results in aggression. By Bernard’s (1990) reasoning it is not sufficient to identify a 

subculture but rather to look at the social structures within the subculture to explain 

violence insofar as a “subculture of angry aggression arises under conditions of social 

isolation, when multiple feedback loops result in concentration effects” (p. 73). 

Specifically,  

three social factors (urban environment, low social position, and racial and 
ethnic discrimination) increase the likelihood of frequent or intense 
physiological arousal. This directly increases the likelihood of angry 
aggression. It also indirectly increases it through its effect on cognitions 
related to anger and aggression. A fourth social factor (social isolation) 
concentrates the effects of the first three through multiple feedback loops. 
(Bernard, 1990, p. 74).  
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While there do appear to be similarities between the structural measures identified 

by Bernard (1990) and rural hamlets, there appears to be a problem in that the 

environment for ‘angry aggression’ is specifically denoted as urban. However, among the 

many criteria that would seem to justify the focus on urban environments, it is not certain 

that these same features would not be relevant within a rural context. For example, within 

an urban environment population density and crowding (Ibid.) are thought to provide a 

backcloth for angry aggression within an urban area although there is arguably a 

relationship density and possibly even crowding given the interconnectivity between 

residents within a rural area.  Other reasoning for the propensity for an urban 

environment to create a situation in which angry aggression might manifest include 

“technological innovations imposed on non-technological populations, elaborations of 

institutional organizations and their regulations … the anonymity of central and local 

bureaucracies, the power structure of industrial relationships, and the demands of 

repetitive work performance in situations inducing excessive and unavoidable degrees of 

fatigue” (p. 79-80). It would seem that all of these conditions would be possible within a 

rural ecology. Further, it has been demonstrated that low social position and 

discrimination are also possible within a rural hamlet.  

In explaining angry aggression at an aggregate level, Bernard (1990) further 

suggests that a perceived dangerousness of the environment would increase arousal, that 

“would increase the likelihood of angry aggression even if modern urban people do not 

hold broad constitutive or aggressive regulative rules of anger” (p. 80). However, what if 

these conditions are manifest within a rural environment in which modern rural people do 

hold “broad constitutive or aggressive regulative rules of anger” (Ibid.), that might in fact 
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be the case. Broad constitutive rules, the penchant to assign blameworthiness to outside 

sources, are apparent within a rural environment particularly with awareness of the 

outside control exerted over a village or hamlet that is enforced beyond the edges of the 

community.   

While subcultures were thought to play a part in understanding the social 

networks within villages, there appears to be less of a pattern of disadvantage within such 

villages. While only speculative, it could be that a different structure of norms and values 

in combination with a resistance to outside influences might help elaborate on the lower 

violent LQCs found within what were deemed rural villages. However, while elements of 

social structure appear to be influential within rural hamlets, there do not seem to be 

sufficient differences between the social connectivity between villages and hamlets to 

account for the differences in violent concentrations. While a better understanding of the 

structure of a hamlet was attempted such an exercise is at best speculative, and at worst 

assumptive, without additional information.  This is not to say that the evaluation of 

hamlets is without merit just that the practice is somewhat inconclusive. However, in 

terms of explaining crime, and specifically violence, within rural areas so findings are 

apparent. 

Future Directions 

Additional qualitative and with a particular focus on the function of social 

networks – While it was suggested that some type of rural subculture might produce some 

type of rural-ness that resulted in a context for violence, this idea is only supposition 
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without additional information. That is, while it is fine to look at the absolute number of 

ties between individuals, the interactions between individuals based on those ties would 

help for a more comprehensive understanding of social structures within rural 

environments. Further, although a number of reasons were posited as to why violence 

would be so generously distributed in the most isolated rural jurisdictions were posed, no 

concise answer as to the over-representation of violent offending within a few arch-type 

hamlets was possible. Future efforts should be directed toward investigating these areas 

ethnographically given it is possible to speculate about the results of social realities but 

far better to speak to the people who are effected by those realities. 

Retesting in other areas – It would be useful to test the village constructs across 

Canada but not for reasons of proving the British Columbian developed theories 

explanatory but instead for disproving the developed theories. Given that there is an 

evident east / west phenomenon, it might be that a lack of the developed measures in 

more eastern provinces could help to explain this pattern.   

Tracking change over time – As is the case with any research endeavor, the 

questions posed and interpretations derived are largely linked to a particular social 

context in which the research has been crafted. By this reasoning, what is found now 

might not, in fact, be relevant later. Alternatively, given the selection of the crime counts 

was based on the availability of data, it might be that the current work is not reflective of 

patterns over time. 
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What is now known that wasn’t before 

It was commented that little is known about rural crime, and of that which is 

known, only a handful of studies explicitly seek to look at rural crime patterns. Many of 

these studies have demonstrated that there is in fact such a thing as rural crime and crime 

is not the strict preview of urban environments. However, aside from southern lynching, 

cattle theft, or domestic assault, the relationship between violence and property offending 

as belonging to a rural or urban environment, although well established by Quetelet and 

Guerry, had not been undertaking within a modern context. In Chapter three, a location 

quotient was used to further explore property and violent offending and advanced the 

understanding that property offending tended toward urban locals, whereas violence was 

particularly over-represented within rural areas. That violence should not only be 

common within a rural environment but also disproportionately so was a clear finding 

within the 140 British Columbian police districts that had not been observed previously. 

The majority of those studies that focus specifically on rural contexts take a 

traditionally urban theoretical approach in that they seem to explain crime based on urban 

criteria, such as social disorganization, within a rural milieu. A similar approach was 

taken within Chapter four. However, the use of traditional theory was not to explain rural 

patterns in crime but instead look for opportunities to supplement urban constructs with 

explicitly rural conceptualizations. That is, the use of urban theory illustrated problems 

with extrapolating urban ideas into a rural context. Stated simply, this is not what those 

theories were built for. While a number of factors relating to alcohol distribution or 

perinatal effects were thought to be useful for understanding rural violence this turned out 
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to not be the case. Indeed, despite the long held belief that alcohol would be related to 

violence, in rural British Columbia this pattern was not evident and, in fact, it was related 

to other measures thought to indicate some type of cultural or contextual environment in 

which violence would be perpetuated as was found in the fifth chapter. When these useful 

conceptualizations were considered beyond mere empiricism more comprehensive 

theoretical evaluative model it became evident that the range of the construct would 

require qualification as explaining the ‘most common forms of violence.’  Further, 

consideration was given as to whether a parsimonious, integrative, or elaborative 

theoretical model would be most fitting within Chapter six.  

In addition to range, the scope of the theoretical construct provided an opportunity 

to appreciate if 1) there were types of rural places; and 2) if so, to which type of place 

would the construct apply. Based on the characteristics of the sub-types of rural as 

identified in Chapter Seven, it was determined that the integrative theoretical model 

would be useful for examining a specific type of rural place: villages. Further, a cluster 

that was interpreted to categorize ‘central places’ emerged which might explain some of 

the mixed results among the rural research when traditional theoretical constructs are 

used. That is, the central places would be explained by urban theories as they seem to 

represent a form of mini-urban rural jurisdictions. Similarly, the cluster that identified 

travel-routs would create some confusion if rural is taken as a larger aggregate since these 

types of places would likely be well explained with some of the traditional urban 

concepts. 
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As a whole, the current work sheds some light into the concept of rural crime. 

Although some answers have been posited, further research questions have been 

generated. As such, suggestions for future research directions should begin where the 

current work leaves off to further develop and understand rural crime. 
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Appendix A.  
 
Sampling and data construction  
In Canada, the Constitution Act of 1867 sets out the delegation of policing authority to 
provinces which, in British Columbia is entrenched by the BC Police Act. According to 
the Ministry of Public Safety and the Solicitor General (2012), “[u]nder the BC Police 
Act, municipalities over 5,000 population are responsible for providing police services 
within their municipal boundaries” (p. 2) however, more than half of the province does 
not qualify by this criteria. As a result, policing in British Columbia is the responsibility 
of several different types of service providers. Specifically, policing is provided by 90 
RCMP provincial forces; 61 RCMP municipal forces; 11 independent municipal police 
departments; one First Nations administered force and the RCMP federal force 
responsible for the 185 policing jurisdictions in the province.  
Of the total of 185 policing jurisdictions in British Columbia, 140 contained sufficient 
information46  without redundancy to be retained for use in the dataset.47  The sample 
used for the current work was gathered from a number of different sources but began 
with the collection of raw crime counts which included total crime, violent crime, and 
property crime for each of the police jurisdictions.48 Crime data were recorded by the 

46 For example, statistics for Surrey Provincial are included in Surrey Municipal. In another 
incident The crime data for West Kelowna Mun prior to 2009 is included in Kelowna Prov. As 
a result, Surrey Municipal was kept however, Kelowna Provincial was deemed more 
appropriate. 

47 As policing jurisdictions are reported by both municipal and provincial force and subject to 
change pending population changes, there was concern that crime counts for areas that were 
close to the cut point would be included in both a municipal and provincial jurisdiction. For 
example, Based on the revised 2006 Canada Census data published by BC Statistics on 
January 15, 2009, the City of Duncan exceeded 5,000 population. As a result, the City of 
Duncan signed a Municipal Police Unit Agreement effective April 1, 2009. Prior to that date, 
the City of Duncan was included in Duncan Prov. As 2009 was a transition year, only a partial 
year of data is available for Duncan Mun and some of the year’s data may be included in 
Duncan Prov. As a result, the N was reduced to account for changes in a number of 
jurisdictions. 

48 Number of offences represents only those crimes reported to, or discovered by the police 
which, upon preliminary investigation, have been deemed to have occurred or been 
attempted; this data does not represent or imply a count of the number of charges laid, 
prosecutions conducted, informations sworn or convictions obtained. 
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police on the Uniform Crime Reporting Survey 2 (UCR2). Total crime includes property, 
violent, and ‘other’ crimes. Property Crimes include the offences of breaking and 
entering, theft, motor vehicle theft, possession of stolen property, fraud, mischief, and 
arson. Violent Crimes include the offences of homicide, attempted murder, sexual and 
non-sexual assault, sexual offences against children, abduction, forcible confinement or 
kidnapping, robbery, criminal harassment, extortion, uttering threats, and threatening or 
harassing phone calls. Other Crimes include Criminal Code offences not classified as 
either violent or property crimes, (for example, prostitution, gaming and betting, 
offensive weapons, offences related to currency, offences against the administration of 
justice, or offences against public order).49  
In addition to crime counts, population totals were collected for each of the policing 
jurisdictions included within the sample. The population counts reportedly include 
aboriginal reserve populations and have been derived from the BC Statistics, Ministry of 
Citizens’ Services, Province of British Columbia (Ibid.). Reflecting the permanent 
residential or “late night” population of a municipality, population figures “do not include 
part-time populations, i.e., commuters, students, tourists, and other part-time residents. 
Furthermore, populations do not take into account “resident non-residents”, i.e. 
cottage/chalet owners or students residing at universities or colleges whose permanent 
residence is within another jurisdiction” (Ibid. 25). The inclusion of population figures 
allowed for the calculation of crime rates per 1,000 people, location quotients to compare 
property and violent offending patterns (Chapter 3) and the ability to match the data to 
other geographical areas for the development of traditional theoretical explanations of 
crime along with non-traditional measures.   
BC Statistics reports a number of different demographic measures using a number of 
boundaries types. For many of the police jurisdictions, it was possible to match the 
boundaries identically to municipality boundaries based on both population count and 
physical boundaries. 
This was the case for the Census metropolitan areas (CMAs) / Census agglomerations 
(CAs). However, this was not necessarily the case for the more northern / rural 
jurisdictions. In many instances the population for the jurisdiction was much larger than 
the population for the CMA for that particular municipality. As a result it was necessary 
to go to the police jurisdiction map and then list the smaller places included within each 

49 As is the case for all official data sources, the UCR2 data acknowledgeable suffers from 
several deficits. For example, if a single criminal incident contains a number of violations of 
the law, then only the most serious violation is recorded for UCR2 purposes. 
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of the jurisdictions (table 1). Each of the areas included within a jurisdiction were 
subsequently translated into the appropriate census subdivision for that place.50  In 
addition to smaller areas it was also possible to gather the data for reserve populations. 
This allowed for the creation of a composite file which included measured for the entire 
population deemed to reside within a police jurisdiction with the addition to 292 places to 
the original 140 police jurisdictions.  
From the master ‘jurisdiction files’ data were collected to reflect a number of traditional 
criminological theories including information about population age, sex, race, household 
demographics, education income, occupation, residency, population, change, density and 
residential stability (Chapter 4). In most cases, the data were then converted to a percent 
of the police jurisdiction. For example, the percent of the population reporting aboriginal 
status was a measure of the total number of people who reported that category divided by 
the total number of people in the jurisdiction. Because it was important to expand upon 
the traditional measures the data was further supplemented through the use of data from 
the Vital Statistics Agency, and the Ministry of Health, the British Columbia Liquor 
Distribution Branch (BC-LDB) and Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General 
Police Services Division report on police services. 
Ministry of Health and Vital Statistics report counts of health related incidence based on 
a geographical boundary known as a local health area. Local health area data presented a 
problem as the boundaries are, in many cases, larger than the policing jurisdiction 
boundaries. That is, it was necessary to reconcile the 90 local health areas that cover the 
province with the 140 police jurisdictions within the data. However, the population count 
for the LHA and the included areas is known. Statistics Canada lists all of the district 
municipalities and cities within an LHA and the associated population count for each and 
thus made it possible to attribute a proportion of the LHA population to each of the 
jurisdictions. For example, LHA #24 ‘Kamloops,’ contains several police jurisdictions. 
About 16.90 percent of the LAH is within the Barrier police jurisdiction; Chase contains 
about 2.30 percent of the total LHA; Logan Lake police jurisdiction has 2.40 percent, 
whereas Kamloops has 78.10 leaving only about 0.3 percent of the total LHA 
unaccounted for (table 1).  By creating a new variable that recorded this apportioning it 
was possible to take the LHA rates of medical related incidents, convert them into whole 

50 In some cases multiple places are listed under a single census subdivision. For example, 
Corbin (019) East Kootenay B is within the police jurisdiction of (306) Elk Valley where as 
Jaffray (019) East Kootenay B is within police jurisdiction (302) Cranbrook. In such an 
incidence the proportion of the census subdivision that could be attributed to each of the 
areas was done so based on the population count for Corbin and Jaffray. 
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counts based on the LHA population count, and subsequently apportion a share of the 
counts to each of the jurisdictions. For example, in the case of teen pregnancy, if LHA – 
Kamloops had 100 teen pregnancies, 78.10 would belong to Kamloops police 
jurisdiction, another 16.9 would be placed into Barrier and so forth. The 78.10 
pregnancies in Kamloops could then been converted into a rate per 1,000 women between 
the ages of 13 and 19 within the Kamloops police district. 
The British Columbia Liquor Distribution Branch (BC-LDB) reports annual liquor sales 
by store and region. Included within the annual report are the total dollar amount, total 
volume in liters, and the proportion of each attributable to sales in one of 4 categories: 
spirits, wine, beer, coolers or ciders for 207 BC liquor stores across the province. 
Although the report does report the region in which a store is located, the BC-LDB 
website is also equipped with a store locator that provides the address for each of the 
service locations. As such, it was possible to match each of the stores to the police 
jurisdiction in which it was located (table 1). It was then possible to identify the total 
liters sold per 1,000 people in the jurisdiction and also create a measure for the 
distribution of a particular type of liquor. It is necessary to note that the measure for 
alcohol use across the province is conservative given it does not account for the 
proportion of liquor sold through private businesses.51 
 

51 Across British Columbia, 179,433,117 liters of total alcohol are distributed through BC Liquor 
Stores annually while an additional 35,312,736 liters are sold from the Wholesale Customer 
Centre in Vancouver, BC. The Wholesale numbers cannot be attributed to any specific 
geographical region. In addition, the BC Liquor Distribution Branch's Rural Agency Store 
(RAS) Program which are generally established in rural communities where it is not feasible 
for a government liquor store operation, are not included in the totals. 
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Table 1: Total Sample and matched Data Source areas, census subdivision, local health 

            
Police Jurisdiction CMA/CSDs for 

Jurisdiction 
Local Health Area for 

Jurisdiction 
LDB Stores in 

Jurisdiction 
# Name  # Name # Name % JP** Store Name 
216 100 Mile House 005 100 Mile 

 
25 100 Mile 

 
13.40 100 Mile House 

 Lac la Hache 015 Cariboo G     
 108 Mile Ranch 016 Cariboo H     
 Lone Bute 017 Cariboo L     
 Roe Lake       
 Mahood Falls       
        
408 Abbotsford* 052 Abbotsford 34 Abbotsford 99.50 Abbotsford 
       Abbotsford 

         
703 Agassiz 032 Kent 76 Agassiz-

 
41.40 Agassiz 

 Harrison Hot 
 

027 Harrison Hot 
 

    
 Harrison Mills 048 Fraser Valley C     
        
901 Alert Bay 008 Alert Bay 85 Vancouver 

  
4.70 Alert Bay 

 Kingcome Inlet 037 Mount 
  

    
 Kingcome 813 Quaee 7     
 Minstrel Island       
 Sullivan Bay       
 Sointula       
        
201 Alexis Creek 041 Cariboo K 27 Cariboo-

 
3.70  

 Nemaiah Valley 039 Cariboo J     
 Big Creek       
 Hanceville       
 Redstone       
 Tatla Lake       
        
202 Anahim Lake 804 Squinas 2 49 Bella Coola 

 
24.30  

 Klena Kleene  Anahim’s Flat1     
 Towdystan       
 Ulkatcho       
        
107 Armstrong 028 Armstrong 21 Armstrong-

 
46.00 Armstrong 

        
203 Ashcroft 019 Ashcroft 30 South Cariboo 23.80 Cache Creek 
 Boston Flats 024 Cache Creek    Ashcroft 
 Cache Creek       
        
601 Atlin 802 Unnamed 10 87 Stikine 50.00  
 Tulsequah 022 Stikine Region     
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Police Jurisdiction CMA/CSDs for 
Jurisdiction 

Local Health Area for 
Jurisdiction 

LDB Stores in 
Jurisdiction 

# Name  # Name # Name % JP** Store Name 
204 Barrier 888 Barriere 24 Kamloops 16.90 Barriere 
 Darfield 072 Thompson-

Nicola O 
(Lower North 
Thompson) 

    

 McLure 044 Thompson-
Nicola P 
(Rivers and the 
Peaks) 

    

        
620 Bella Bella 006 Central Coast 

 
83 Central Coast 100.00  

 Klemtu 801 Bella Bella 1     
 Dawsons 

 
802 Kitasoo 1     

 Goose Bay       
 Namu       
 Ocean Falls       
 Waglisla       
        
602 Bella Coola 012 Central Coast 

 
49 Bella Coola 

 
75.70 Bella Coola 

 Hagensborg  Bella Coola 1     
        
705 Boston Bar 014 Fraser Valley 

 
32 Hope 26.60  

        
315 Boundary 054 Kootenay 

  
12 Grand Forks 100.00 Grand Forks 

 Grand Forks 032 Grand Forks - 
 

   Greenwood 
 Midway 043 Columbia-

  
    

 Beverdell 050 Kootenay 
  

 

    
 Westbridge       
 Rock Creek       
 Kettle Valley       
 Christina Lake       
 Greenwood       
        
742 Bowen Island 062 Bowen Island 45 West 

  

6.80  
        
704 Burnaby 025 Burnaby 41 Burnaby 100.00 Brentwood 
       Highgate 
       North Burnaby 
       Northgate 
       South Burnaby 
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Police Jurisdiction CMA/CSDs for 
Jurisdiction 

Local Health Area for 
Jurisdiction 

LDB Stores in 
Jurisdiction 

# Name  # Name # Name % JP** Store Name 
501 Burns Lake 022 Burns Lake 55 Burns Lake 27.30 Burns Lake 
 Grassy Plains 019 Bulkley-

  
    

 Decker Lake 028      
 Donald Landing       

        
902 Campbell River  034 Campbell River 72 Campbell 

 
70.70 Campbell River 

       Willow Point 
        
301 Castlegar 058 Central 

  
9 Castlegar 58.40 Castlegar 

 Glade Wilson       
 Renata       
        
403 Central 

 
015 Central Saanich 63 Saanich 25.60  

        
206 Chase 054 Chase 24 Kamloops 2.30 Chase 
 Albas 044 Columbia-

  
    

 St. Ives 060 Thompson-
  

    
 Adams Lake       
 Pritchard       
        
502 Chetwynd 010 Chetwynd 59 Peace River 

 
10.20 Chetwynd 

 Pine Valley 023 Peace River E     
 Lone Prairie       
 Moberly Lake       
 East Pine       
        
706 Chilliwack 020 Chilliwack 33 Chilliwack 100.00 Chilliwack 
 Sardis 036 Fraser Valley E    Sardis 
 Cultus Lake       
        
207 Clearwater 998 Clearwater 26 North 

 
93.50 Clearwater 

 Stillwater 070 Thompson-
  

 
 

    
 Vavenby 068 Thompson-

  
  

 

    
 Avola 886 Nekalliston 2     
 Blue River       
 Little Fort       
        
208 Clinton 032 Thompson-

  
30 South Cariboo 8.30 Clinton 

 70 Mile House 041 Cariboo K     
 Big Bar Creek       
 Gang Ranch       
 Kelley Lake       
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Police Jurisdiction CMA/CSDs for 
Jurisdiction 

Local Health Area for 
Jurisdiction 

LDB Stores in 
Jurisdiction 

# Name  # Name # Name % JP** Store Name 
107 Coldstream 010 Coldstream 22 Vernon 15.60  
311 Columbia 

 
  4 Windermere 100.00 Invermere 

 Invermere 039 Invermere    Radium 
 Radium 048 East Kootenay 

 
    

 Windermere 046 East Kootenay 
 

    
 Fairmont Hot 

 
043 Canal Flats     

 Canal Flats       
 Toby Creek       
 Panorama       
 Wilmer       
 Edgewater       
 Brisco       
        
822 Colwood 041 Colwood 62 Sooke 25.10  
        
905 Comox 005 Comox 71 Courtenay 20.40 Comox 
        
709 Coquitlam 034 Coquitlam 43 Coquitlam 58.10 Westwood Centre 
        
905 Courtenay 010 Courtenay 71 Courtenay 36.90 Courtenay 
        
302 Cranbrook 022 Cranbrook 2 Cranbrook 100.00 Cranbrook 
 Moyie 035 East Kootenay 

 
    

 Jaffray 019 East Kootenay 
 

    
 Wardner       
 Bull River       
 Fort Steel       
 Baker       
 Wycliffe       
        
305 Creston 004 Creston 5 Creston 40.70 Creston Valley 
 Kitchener 013 Central 

  
    

 Yahk 010 Central 
  

    
 Kingsggate       
 Erickson       
 Rykerts       
 Wynndel       
 Riondel       
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Police Jurisdiction CMA/CSDs for 
Jurisdiction 

Local Health Area for 
Jurisdiction 

LDB Stores in 
Jurisdiction 

# Name  # Name # Name % JP** Store Name 
503 Dawson Creek 014 Dawson Creek 59 Peace River 

 
42.40 Dawson Creek 

 Pouce Coupe 005 Pouce Coupe     
 Tomslake 021 Peace River D     
 Kelley Lake       
 Arras       
 Doe River       
 Rolla       
        
615 Dease Lake 028 Bulkley-

  
87 Stikine 50.00  

 Stikine 041 Kitimat-Stikine 
 

    
 Glenora 022 Stikine Region     
 Telegraph Creek 814 Liard River 3     
 Boulder City       
 Lower Post       
        
407 Delta* 011 Delta 37 Delta 100.00 Ladner 
       Scottsdale 
       Tsawwassen 
        
803 Duncan 012 Duncan 65 Cowichan 9.30 Duncan 
        
306 Elk Valley   1 Fernie 100.00 Sparwood 
 Sparwood 006 Sparwood    Elkford 
 Fernie 012 Fernie    Fernie 
 Elkford 003 Elkford     
 Hosmer 017 East Kootenay 

 
    

 Corbin 019 East Kootenay 
 

    
 Flathead 801 Tobacco Plains 

 
    

 Grasmere       
 Roosville       
 Newgate       
 Elko       
        
107 Enderby 033 Enderby 78 Enderby 38.60 Enderby 
 Grindrod 041 North 

  
    

        
103 Falkland 039 Columbia-

  
20 Salmon Arm 28.90  

 Spallumcheen 024 Spallumcheen     
 Monte Lake 060 Thompson-

Nicola L 
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Police Jurisdiction CMA/CSDs for 
Jurisdiction 

Local Health Area for 
Jurisdiction 

LDB Stores in 
Jurisdiction 

# Name  # Name # Name % JP** Store Name 
505 Fort Nelson 005 Fort Nelson 81 Fort Nelson 72.10 Fort Nelson 
 Liard River 806 Fort Nelson 2     
 Muncho Lake 013 Northern 

  
    

 Toad River 040 Peace River B     
 Trutch 810 Prophet River 4     
 Prophet River 011 Northern 

  
    

 Fontas       
 Snake River       
 Summit Lake       
        
506 Fort St. James 013 Fort St. James 56 Nechako 9.20 Fort St. James 
 Dog Creek 019 Bulkley-

  
    

 Pinchi 015 Bulkley-
  

    
 Tachie 810 Tache 1     
 Grand Rapids 816 Kuz Che 5     
        
507 Fort St. John 034 Fort St. John 60 Peace River 

 
54.50 Fort St. John 

 Pink Mountain 040 Peace River B     
 Wonowon 804 Doig River 206     
 Upper Halfway 030 Taylor     
 Buick       
 Rose Prairie       
 Pineview       
 Doig River       
 Goodlow       
 Clayhurst       
 Taylor       
        
509 Fraser Lake 009 Fraser Lake 56 Nechako 7.60 Fraser Lake 
 Endako 017 Bulkley-

  
    

 Fort Fraser       
        
805 Gabriola Island 014 Nanaimo B 68 Nanaimo 29.60 Gabriola Island 
        
309 Golden 007 Golden 18 Golden 55.20 Golden 
 Donald 011 Columbia-

  
    

 East Gate 055 Okanagan-
  

    
 Field 011 Columbia-

  
    

 Parson 048 East Kootenay 
 

    
 Castledale       
 Nicholson       
 Rogers Pass       
 Spillimacheen       
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Police Jurisdiction CMA/CSDs for 
Jurisdiction 

Local Health Area for 
Jurisdiction 

LDB Stores in 
Jurisdiction 

# Name  # Name # Name % JP** Store Name 
619 Granisle 032 Granisle 55 Burns Lake 4.70  
 Topley Landing 053 Bulkley-

  
    

        
714 Hope 009 Hope 32 Hope 77.50 Hope 
 Yale 016 Fraser Valley B     
        
605 Houston 034 Houston 54 Smithers 20.00 Houston 
 Topley 053 Bulkley-

  
    

        
510 Hudson’s Hope 025 Hudson’s Hope 60 Peace River 

 
3.20 Hudson Hope 

        
210 Kamloops 042 Kamloops 24 Kamloops 78.40 Westsyde 
 Savona 039 Thompson-

  
  
 

   North 
       Columbia Place 
        
312 Kaslo 023 Kaslo 6 Kootenay Lake 29.80 Kaslo 
 Argenta 039 Central 

  
    

 Howser 023 Columbia-
  

    
 Ainsworth 

 
      

 Gerrard       
        
104 Kelowna 010 Kelowna 23 Central 

 
65.80 Mission Park 

 West Bank 020 Central 
  

   Westbank 
 Peachland      Orchard Park 
        
703 Kent 032 Kent 76 Agassiz-

 
58.90  

        
106 Keremeos 053 Okanagan-

  
16 Keremeos 100.00 Oliver 

 Oliver 014 Oliver    Keremeos 
 Cawston 026 Okanagan-

  
    

 Bridesville 054 Kootenay 
  

    
        
313 Kimberley 028 Kimberley 3 Kimberley 78.00 Kimberley 
 Ta Ta Creek 037 East Kootenay 

 
    

 Wasa       
 Skookumchuck       
 Premier Lake       
        
606 Kitimat 803 Kitamaat 2 80 Kitimat 89.20 Kitimat 
 Nechako 005 Kitimat     
 Kitimat Village 020 Kitimat-Stikine 

   
    

 Kildala Arm       
 Kemano       
 Kemano Beach       
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Police Jurisdiction CMA/CSDs for 
Jurisdiction 

Local Health Area for 
Jurisdiction 

LDB Stores in 
Jurisdiction 

# Name  # Name # Name % JP** Store Name 
807 Ladysmith  021 Ladysmith 67 Ladysmith 43.60 Ladysmith 
 Chemanius 049 Strathcona A    Chemainus 
        
104 Lake Country 016 Lake Country 23 Central 

 
5.90  

        
808 Lake Cowichan 016 Lake Cowichan 66 Lake 

 
48.50 Lake Cowichan 

 Gordon River 033 Cowichan 
  

   Mill Bay 
 Youbou 035 Cowichan 

  
    

        
822 Langford 044 Langford 62 Sooke 38.40 Victoria 

         
726 Langley 001 Langley 35 Langley 20.00 Aldergrove 
       Fort Langley 
       Walnut Grove 
        
726 Langley 

 
001 Langley 35 Langley 79.50 Langley 

        
211 Lillooet 026 Lillooet 29 Lillooet 54.70 Lillooet 
 Ogden 032 Squamish-

  
    

 Pavilion 034 Squamish-
  

    
 Shalalth 831 Slosh 1     
        
212 Logan Lake 035 Logan Lake 24 Kamloops 2.10 Logan Lake 
 Lac Le Jeune 039 Thompson-

  
  
 

    
        
107 Lumby 005 Lumby 22 Vernon 2.70 Lumby 
 Mable Lake 022 North 

  
    

        
213 Lytton 015 Lytton 30 South Cariboo 3.40  
 Kanaka Bar 827 Kanaka Bar 2     
 Agate 859 Shackan 11     
 Spences Bridge 037 Thompson-

   
  

    
        
511 MacKenzie 033 Mackenzie 57 Prince George 4.90 MacKenzie 
 McLeod Lake 050 Fraser-Fort 

  
    

        
712 Maple Ridge 075 Maple Ridge 42 Maple Ridge 81.30 Maple Ridge 
        
608 Masset 023 Masset 50 Queen 

 
19.50 Massett 

 Port Clements 030 Port Clements     
 Juskatla       
        
512 McBride 012 McBride 57 Prince George 1.10 McBride 
 Dunster 019 Fraser-Fort 

  
    

 Dome Creek 048 Fraser-Fort 
  

    
 Penny       
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Police Jurisdiction CMA/CSDs for 
Jurisdiction 

Local Health Area for 
Jurisdiction 

LDB Stores in 
Jurisdiction 

# Name  # Name # Name % JP** Store Name 
214 Merritt 006 Merritt 31 Merritt 63.90 Merritt 
 Aspen Grove 012 Thompson-

  
    

 Quilchena 008 Thompson-
Nicola M 

    

        
718 Mission 056 Mission 75 Mission 88.10 Mission 
 Deroche 062 Fraser Valley 

 
    

        
316 Nakusp 050 Nakusp 10 Arrow Lakes 32.90 Nakusp 
 Edgewood 060 Central 

  
    

 Burton 023 Columbia-
  

    
 Shoreholme       
 Beaton       
        
809 Nanaimo  007 Nanaimo 68 Nanaimo 85.60 Nanaimo 

        Nanaimo Port 
        Nanaimo 
         

809 Nanaimo Prov 030 Nanaimo E 68 Nanaimo 14.40  
 Cedar 010 Nanaimo A     
 Lantzville 008 Lantzville     
        
317 Nelson* 015 Nelson 7 Nelson 39.50 Nelson 
 Queens Bay 041 Central 

  
    

 Procter 052 Central 
  

    
 Perrys       
 Winlaw       
        
621 New Aiyansh - 

  
834 New Aiyansh 92 Nisga'a 100.00  

 Nass Camp 035 Nisga'a     
 Laxgalts’ap 809 Lax Kw'alaams 

 
    

        
318 New Denver 032 New Denver 7 Nelson 1.30 New Denver 
 Slocan Lake 052 Central 

  
    

 Silverton 027 Silverton     
        
604 New Hazelton 024 New Hazelton 53 Upper Skeena 11.70 Hazelton 
 Hazelton 022 Hazelton     
 Kispiox 813 Kispiox 1     
 Gitanyow 815 Gitanyow 1     
        
409 New 

 
029 New 

 
40 New 

 
100.00 New Westminster 

       Royal Square 
        
803 North 

 
008 North 

 
65 Cowichan 44.50  
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Police Jurisdiction CMA/CSDs for 
Jurisdiction 

Local Health Area for 
Jurisdiction 

LDB Stores in 
Jurisdiction 

# Name  # Name # Name % JP** Store Name 
813 North Saanich 005 North Saanich 63 Saanich 17.60 Saanich 
        
748 N. Vancouver 

 
046 North 

 
44 North 

 
63.60 Capilano Mall 

       Dollarton 
       Esplanade 
        
748 N. Vancouver 

 
051 North 

 
44 North 

 
34.80 Lynn Valley 

       Westview 
        
406 Oak Bay* 030 Oak Bay 61 Greater 

 
8.50 James Bay 

        
811 Outer Golf 

 
029 Capital G 64 Gulf Islands 35.01 Ganges 

 Mayne Island       
 Pender Island       
 Satuma Island       
        
908 Parksville 018 Parksville 69 Qualicum 25.70 Parksville 
       Parksville North 
        
737 Pemberton 012 Pemberton 48 Sea to Sky 7.10 Pemberton 
 Mount Currie 804 Mount Currie 

 
    

 Birken 017 Squamish-
  

    
        
111 Penticton 041 Penticton 15 Penticton 80.00 Penticton Plaza 
 Naramata 049 Okanagan-

  
    

 Kaleden 047 Okanagan-
  

    
        
712 Pitt Meadows 070 Pitt Meadows 42 Maple Ridge 18.40 Pitt Meadows 
        
909 Port Alberni 008 Port Alberni 70 Alberni 57.20 Port Alberni 
 Bamfield 047 Alberni-

  
    

 Nahmint 035 Alberni-
  

    
 Sproat Lake       
        
911 Port Alice 017 Port Alice 85 Vancouver 

  
6.90 Port Alice 

 Quatsino 031 Mount 
  

    
        
709 Port Coquitlam 039 Port Coquitlam 43 Coquitlam 26.70 Nicola Station 
       Westwood Centre 
        
912 Port Hardy 023 Port Hardy 85 Vancouver 

  
32.10 Port Hardy 

 Coal Harbour 031 Mount 
  

    
 Holberg 027 Mount 
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Police Jurisdiction CMA/CSDs for 
Jurisdiction 

Local Health Area for 
Jurisdiction 

LDB Stores in 
Jurisdiction 

# Name  # Name # Name % JP** Store Name 
913 Port McNeill 012 Port McNeill 85 Vancouver 

  
22.00 Port McNeill 

 Zeballos 029 Zeballos     
 Woss 033 Mount 

  
    

 Nimpkish       
 Telegraph Cove       
        
709 Port Moody* 043 Port Moody 43 Coquitlam 13.90 Port Moody 
        
914 Powell River 008 Powell River 47 Powell River 67.30 Powell River 
 Saltery Bay 016 Powell River C     
 Lang Bay 018 Powell River A     
 Lund 054 Strathcona C     
 Refuge Cove       
 Read Island       
        
513 Prince George 023 Prince George 57 Prince George 76.60 College Heights 
 Summit Lake 050 Fraser-Fort 

  
   Hart Highway 

 Reid Lake 038 Fraser-Fort 
  

   Pine Centre 
 Willow River 042 Fraser-Fort 

  
    

 Beaverly 046 Fraser-Fort 
  

    
 Baldy Hughes 048 Fraser-Fort 

  
    

 Hixon       
 Longworth       
        
610 Prince Rupert 012 Prince Rupert 52 Prince Rupert 89.80 Prince Rupert 
 Butedale 020 Kitimat-Stikine 

   
    

 Hartley Bay 806 Kulkayu 
   

    
 Kitkatla 807 Dolphin Island 

 
    

 Port Essington 021 Skeena-Queen 
  

    
 Metlakatla 810 S1/2 

  
    

 Georgetown 
 

809 Lax Kw'alaams 
 

    
 Port Edward 807 Port Edward     
 Alice Arm 039 Kitimat-Stikine 

 
    

        
113 Princeton 024 Princeton 17 Princeton 54.80 Princeton 
 Coalmont 055 Okanagan-

  
    

 Bankeir 053 Okanagan-
  

    
 Hedley       
 Manning Park       
        
908 Qualicum 

 
023 Qualicum 

 
69 Qualicum 19.90 Qualicum 

 French Creek 034 Nanaimo G     
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Police Jurisdiction CMA/CSDs for 
Jurisdiction 

Local Health Area for 
Jurisdiction 

LDB Stores in 
Jurisdiction 

# Name  # Name # Name % JP** Store Name 
612 Queen 

 
026 Queen 

 
50 Queen 

 
19.70 Queen Charlotte 

 Sandspit 032 Skeena-Queen 
  

    
 Skidegate 

 
804 Skidegate 1     

        
514 Quesnel 013 Quesnel 28 Quesnel 41.40 Quesnel 
 Nazko 027 Cariboo I     
        
114 Revelstoke 019 Revelstoke 19 Revelstoke 92.20 Revelstoke 
 Mica Creek 023 Columbia-

  
    

        
722 Richmond 015 Richmond 38 Richmond 100.00 Brighouse 
       Ironwood 
       SeaFair 
        
403 Saanich* 021 Saanich 61 Greater 

 
41.70 Gorge & Tillicum 

        
321 Salmo 047 Central 

  
7 Nelson 4.30 Salmo 

 Nelway       
        
115 Salmon Arm 032 Salmon Arm 20 Salmon Arm 49.80 Salmon Arm 
 Canoe 803 North Bay 5     
 Tappen       
        
917 Sayward 046 Strathcona A 72 Campbell 

 
.80 Cumberland 

 Port Neville 054 Strathcona C     
 Thurlow       
        
723 Sechelt 011 Sechelt 46 Sunshine Coast 30.50 Pender Island 
 Selma Park      Sechelt 
        
812 Shawnigan 

 
046 Cowichan 

  
65 Cowichan 30.60  

        
117 Sicamous 054 Sicamous 20 Salmon Arm 8.30 Sicamous 
        
813 Sidney 010 Sidney 63 Saanich 18.40 Sidney Beacon 

         
613 Smithers 043 Smithers 54 Smithers 33.00 Smithers 
 Telkwa 038 Telkwa     
 Glentanna 051 Bulkley-

  
    

 Moricetown 810 Coryatsaqua 
  

    
 Smithers 

 
053 Bulkley-

  
    

 Fort Babine 828 Babine  6     
        
815 Sooke 052 Sooke 62 Sooke 16.60 Sooke 
 River Jordan 054 Capital H (Part 

 
 

    
 Port Renfrew 056 Capital H (Part 
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Police Jurisdiction CMA/CSDs for 
Jurisdiction 

Local Health Area for 
Jurisdiction 

LDB Stores in 
Jurisdiction 

# Name  # Name # Name % JP** Store Name 
724 Squamish 006 Squamish 

 
48 Sea to Sky 48.30 Squamish 

 Britannia Beach 021 Squamish-
  

    
 Brakendale 017 Squamish-

  
    

 Garibaldi       
 Tlell       
        
614 Stewart 032 Stewart 51 Snow Country 100.00 Stewart 
 Cranberry 

 
039 Kitimat-Stikine 

 
    

        
111 Summerland 035 Summerland 

 
77 Summerland 96.10 Summerland 

        
723 Sunshine Coast   46 Sunshine Coast 69.60 Madeira Park 
 Gibsons 005 Gibsons    Gibsons 
 Gambier Harbor 018 Sunshine Coast 

 
    

 Port Mellon 028 Sunshine Coast 
 

    
 Egmont       
 Madeira Park       
        
739 Surrey 004 Surrey 201 Surrey 100.00 Cloverdale 
       Fleetwood 
       Guildford 
       Kings Cross 
       Nordel Crossing 
       Ocean Park 
       Peninsula Village 
       Whalley 
        
616 Terrace 011 Terrace 

 
88 Terrace 57.40 Terrace 

 Rosswood 013 Kitimat-Stikine 
   

    
 Lakelse Lake       
        
919 Tofino 025 Tofino 

 
70 Alberni 5.40 Tofino 

 Clayoquot 049 Alberni-
  

    
 Ahousat 824 Refuge Cove 6     
 Hot Springs 

 
806 Hesquiat 1     

 Hesquiat       
        
323 Trail 014 Trail 

 
11 Trail 38.90 Trail 

 Fruitvale 005 Fruitvale 
 

   Fruitvale 
 Rossland 023 Rossland    Rossland 
 Montrose 009 Montrose     
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Police Jurisdiction CMA/CSDs for 
Jurisdiction 

Local Health Area for 
Jurisdiction 

LDB Stores in 
Jurisdiction 

# Name  # Name # Name % JP** Store Name 
525 Tsay Keh Dene 040 Peace River B 

 
57 Prince George 2.80  

 Ware 807 Fort Ware 1     
 Ingenika Mine       
        
524 Tumbler Ridge 003 Tumbler Ridge 

 
59 Peace River 

 
9.50 Tumbler Ridge 

        
920 Ucluelet 019 Ucluelet 

 
70 Alberni 4.80 Ucluelet 

 Port Albion       
        
727 University 022 Greater 

  
44 North 

 
100.00 UBC 

         
218 Valemount 019 Fraser-Fort 

  
57 Prince George 1.10 Valemount 

 Albreda       
 Cedarside       
 Tet Jaune Cache       
        
401 Vancouver* 022 Vancouver 

 
161 City Centre 100.00 28th & Main                       

    162 Downtown 
 

 39th & Cambie                 
    163 North East  8th & Cambie                     
    164 Westside  Alberni & Bute                   
    165 Midtown  Arbutus                                   
    166 South  Broadway & 

                   Broadway & 
                    Bute Street                              

       Cardero                                  
       Champlain Mall                      
       Collingwood         
       Commercial 

                          Dunbar                                   
       Harbour Centre                     
       Jericho Village                            

        Kerrisdale                               
       Kingsgate Mall                          

        Marpole                                   
       Robson Street                        
       Yaletown 
        
517 Vanderhoof 007 Vanderhoof 56 Nechako 27.60 Vanderhoof 
        
107 Vernon 014 Vernon 

 
22 Vernon 59.10 Vernon 

        
402 Victoria* 034 Victoria 61 Greater 

 
37.10 Government 

  Esquimalt 040 Esquimalt 
 

   Esquimalt 
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Police Jurisdiction CMA/CSDs for 
Jurisdiction 

Local Health Area for 
Jurisdiction 

LDB Stores in 
Jurisdiction 

# Name  # Name # Name % JP** Store Name 
822 View Royal 047 View Royal 61 Greater 

 
4.20 Trafalgar Square 

        
518 Wells 025 Wells 28 Quesnel 1.00  
        
410 West 

 
055 West 

 
45 West 

  

85.30 Ambleside 
       Park Royal 
       Caulfield 
        
738 Whistler 020 Whistler 48 Sea to Sky 29.90 Whistler 
       Creekside 
       Market 
        
739 White Rock 007 White Rock 202 South 

 
 

24.37 White Rock 
        
219 Williams Lake 009 Williams Lake 27 Cariboo-

 
42.10 Williams Lake 

 Horsefly 014 Cariboo F     
 Likely 010 Cariboo D     
 Pine Valley 041 Cariboo K     
 Riske Creek 801 Alkali Lake 1     
 Alkali Lake       
        
* Note: Areas with independent municipal police services have been marked with an astrix. 
** Note: This percentage is the percentage of the LHA population contained within a particular police jurisdiction. 
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Appendix B.  
 
LQC for entire British Columbian police jurisdiction Sample   
Table B.1: Property offending LQC and representation, by rank and population 

 Rank Jurisdiction 2006 Pop. Density Pop. Type* LQC 
    very over-represented areas (LQ >1.30)    
1 Oak Bay 17908 1724.70 small center 1.392 
    moderately over-represented areas (>1.10 to LQ1.30)    
2 Coldstream 9674 140.80 rural 1.263 
3 Qualicum Beach 8516 472.40 small center 1.241 
4 Saanich 111575 1046.70 large center 1.228 
5 Central Saanich 16005 380.10 rural 1.197 
6 University 11479 13.50 rural 1.178 
7 Abbotsford 129423 324.40 rural 1.172 
8 Port Moody 28747 1073.70 small center 1.168 
9 West Vancouver 45484 483.50 medium center 1.152 
19 Vernon 36922 381.60 rural 1.135 
11 Langley Township 97319 305.40 rural 1.130 
12 Colwood 15260 826.80 small center 1.122 
13 Vancouver 601159 5039.00 large center 1.112 
14 Victoria 98384 3965.50 medium center 1.112 
15 Richmond 182652 1354.90 large center 1.109 
16 North Saanich 10923 291.40 rural 1.108 
17 Stewart 496 .90 rural 1.107 
    average represented areas (>0.90 to LQ1.10)    
18 Burnaby 210507 2275.60 large center 1.098 
19 View Royal 9126 605.40 small center 1.091 
20 Chilliwack 79021 66.80 rural 1.086 
21 Whistler 9795 57.20 rural 1.085 
22 Langford 23513 567.80 small center 1.082 
23 Salmon Arm 16305 103.10 rural 1.080 
24 North Vancouver 

 
85472 513.90 medium center 1.079 

25 Sidney 11510 2243.80 small center 1.078 
26 Delta 100171 526.50 large center 1.076 
27 Nelson 9326 789.60 small center 1.075 
28 Shawnigan Lake 7562 24.70 rural 1.073 
29 Parksville 11090 752.70 small center 1.051 
30 Port Coquitlam 54543 1826.40 medium center 1.049 
31 Agassiz 4738 28.50 rural 1.048 
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Rank Jurisdiction 2006 Pop. Density Pop. Type* LQC 
      average represented areas (>0.90 to LQ1.10)    
32 Ladysmith Municipality 7538 618.70 small center 1.044 
33 Coquitlam 119606 941.50 large center 1.040 
34 Surrey 412992 1245.30 large center 1.039 
35 Kelowna 110351 504.10 large center 1.039 
36 Pitt Meadows 16297 183.00 rural 1.015 
37 Summerland 10911 146.60 rural 1.006 
38 Hope 6243 149.30 rural 1.005 
39 Sooke 10077 194.00 rural 1.004 
40 Armstrong 4241 809.20 small center 1.004 
41 North Cowichan 28408 142.30 rural .998 
42 Boundary 6270 1.34 rural .997 
43 Lumby 1634 310.30 rural .995 
44 Creston 4826 568.80 small center .993 
45 North Vancouver Provincial 46910 3812.20 medium center .985 
46 Maple Ridge 71706 259.40 rural .985 
47 McBride 660 148.90 rural .982 
48 Golden 3811 345.70 rural .981 
49 Sicamous 2676 182.20 rural .978 
50 Comox 12401 800.50 small center .973 
51 Penticton 32544 759.50 medium center .972 
52 Port Alice 878 107.40 rural .963 
53 Lake Country 9790 78.60 rural .956 
54 White Rock 18916 3633.10 small center .953 
55 Langley 24899 2309.10 small center .953 
56 Falkland 3899 5.60 rural .947 
57 Sunshine Coast 19305 7.30 rural .943 
58 Duncan 4986 2430.40 small center .942 
59 Kamloops 83129 270.40 rural .938 
60 Sechelt 8501 212.90 rural .938 
61 Gabriola Island 4104 70.30 rural .938 
62 Kaslo 1072 382.70 rural .937 
63 Barrier 2978 .50 rural .931 
64 Port Alberni 17614 881.00 small center .920 
65 Kimberley 6184 105.30 rural .920 
66 Outer Golf Islands 5101 27.20 rural .919 
67 Cranbrook 25115 5.30 rural .917 
68 Nanaimo Provincial 13622 68.10 rural .916 
69 Elk Valley 10298 34.87 rural .916 
70 Powell River 13027 435.30 small center .916 
71 Slocan Lake 314 419.30 rural .915 
72 Wells 236 1.50 rural .915 
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Rank Jurisdiction 2006 Pop. Density Pop. Type* LQC 
      moderately under-represented (>0.70 to LQ0.90)    
73 Courtenay 22481 822.30 small center .913 
74 New Westminster 60533 3799.70 medium center .910 
75 Nanaimo Municipality 81036 881.20 medium center .906 
76 Mission 35741 152.80 rural .901 
77 Bowen Island 3468 67.30 rural .901 
78 Nakusp 1524 190.50 rural .896 
79 Enderby 2828 669.30 small center .895 
80 Clearwater 3897 .50 rural .893 
81 Boston Bar 478 .20 rural .889 
82 Logan Lake 2783 6.60 rural .888 
83 Trail 7248 208.10 rural .886 
84 Princeton 2677 261.30 rural .886 
85 100 Mile House 1885 36.70 rural .885 
86 Keremeos 4498 1.70 rural .879 
87 Squamish 15813 140.90 rural .878 
88 Chase 2409 641.90 small center .872 
89 Prince George 72889 224.60 rural .869 
90 Kitimat 9328 37.00 rural .867 
91 Williams Lake 11082 324.40 rural .864 
92 Merritt 7338 280.50 rural .857 
93 Revelstoke 7288 226.60 rural .855 
94 Clinton 1404 .20 rural .851 
95 Pemberton 2192 492.10 small center .844 
96 Dawson Creek 11093 492.50 small center .835 
97 Fort St. John 17933 765.40 small center .832 
98 Sayward 341 72.70 rural .831 
99 Salmo 1007 423.60 small center .829 
100 Valemount 1877 .10 rural .826 
101 Castlegar 7359 366.60 rural .820 
102 Columbia Valley 5300 1.13 rural .811 
103 Campbell River Municipality 35511 9.60 rural .782 
104 Smithers 5292 332.60 rural .767 
105 Lake Cowichan 2948 357.40 rural .755 
106 Quesnel 9475 263.90 rural .748 
107 Tumbler Ridge 2491 1.60 rural .733 
108 Terrace 11475 272.70 rural .728 
109 Ashcroft 1664 32.30 rural .713 
111 Port McNeill 2623 338.90 rural .705 
112 Queen Charlotte 948 25.40 rural .703 
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Rank Jurisdiction 2006 Pop. Density Pop. Type* LQC 
    very under-represented (0 to LQ0.70)    
113 Vanderhoof 4064 74.10 rural .688 
114 Fort St. James 1355 61.30 rural .669 
115 Hudson’s Hope 1394 1.20 rural .663 
116 Ucluelet 1487 227.20 rural .659 
117 Fort Nelson 4514 340.40 rural .653 
118 Tofino 1655 157.10 rural .643 
119 Bella Coola 1209 3.79 rural .637 
120 Prince Rupert 13072 233.40 rural .632 
121 MacKenzie 4745 28.50 rural .627 
122 Chetwynd 2633 40.90 rural .620 
123 Fraser Lake 1113 285.40 rural .617 
124 Lillooet 2324 83.50 rural .615 
125 Alexis Creek 552 .00 rural .610 
126 Houston 3163 43.40 rural .591 
127 Masset 940 48.30 rural .588 
128 Lytton 235 35.00 rural .563 
129 Port Hardy 3822 93.70 rural .536 
130 Atlin 227 48.10 rural .526 
131 Bella Bella 1204 .06 rural .522 
132 Alert Bay 556 312.90 rural .487 
133 Dease Lake 574 .00 rural .427 
134 New Hazelton 627 24.50 rural .419 
135 New Aiyansh - Nisga'a  806 305.70 rural .396 
136 Tsay Keh Dene 239 37.70 rural .370 
137 Burns Lake 2107 293.80 rural .364 
138 Anahim Lake 705 16.34 rural .362 
139 Granisle 581 9.10 rural .334 
140 Kent 4738 28.50 rural  
* Rural = density less than 400 people/ km2 and a population less than 1000 persons;  
All others, density > 400/ km2, Small center =1,000 to 29,999; Medium center = 30,000 to 99,999 
people; Large center = 100,000 or more. 
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Table B.2: Violent offending LQC and representation, by rank and population 
 Rank Jurisdiction 2006 Pop. Density Pop. Type* LQC 

    very over-represented areas (LQ >1.30).    
1 Tsay Keh Dene 239 37.70 rural 2.554 
2 Granisle 581 9.10 rural 2.319 
3 Fraser Lake 1113 285.40 rural 2.035 
4 New Aiyansh - Nisga'a village 806 305.70 rural 1.996 
5 New Hazelton 627 24.50 rural 1.922 
6 MacKenzie 4745 28.50 rural 1.919 
7 Lytton 235 35.00 rural 1.831 
8 Alert Bay 556 312.90 rural 1.817 
9 Alexis Creek 552 .00 rural 1.795 
19 Dease Lake 574 .00 rural 1.675 
11 Anahim Lake 705 16.34 rural 1.631 
12 Fort St. James 1355 61.30 rural 1.615 
13 Sayward 341 72.70 rural 1.529 
14 Burns Lake 2107 293.80 rural 1.527 
15 Hudson’s Hope 1394 1.20 rural 1.521 
16 Barrier 2978 .50 rural 1.510 
17 Masset 940 48.30 rural 1.488 
18 Ucluelet 1487 227.20 rural 1.479 
19 Bella Bella 1204 .06 rural 1.456 
20 Queen Charlotte 948 25.40 rural 1.455 
21 Kitimat 9328 37.00 rural 1.449 
22 Port Hardy 3822 93.70 rural 1.417 
23 Atlin 227 48.10 rural 1.415 
24 Prince Rupert 13072 233.40 rural 1.409 
25 Chetwynd 2633 40.90 rural 1.402 
26 Outer Golf Islands 5101 27.20 rural 1.379 
27 Fort Nelson 4514 340.40 rural 1.374 
28 Lumby 1634 310.30 rural 1.370 
29 Bella Coola 1209 3.79 rural 1.370 
30 Terrace 11475 272.70 rural 1.349 
31 Princeton 2677 261.30 rural 1.349 
32 Tofino 2783 6.60 rural 1.337 
33 Logan Lake 1655 157.10 rural 1.337 
34 Port Alice 878 107.40 rural 1.319 
35 Lillooet 2324 83.50 rural 1.316 
36 Houston 3163 43.40 rural 1.313 
37 Quesnel 9475 263.90 rural 1.308 
38 Boston Bar 478 .20 rural 1.307 
39 Valemount 1877 .10 rural 1.300 
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Rank Jurisdiction 2006 Pop. Density Pop. Type* LQC 
    moderately over-represented areas (>1.10 to LQ1.30)    
40 100 Mile House 1885 36.70 rural 1.295 
41 Ashcroft 1664 32.30 rural 1.285 
42 Kaslo 1072 382.70 rural 1.285 
43 Clinton 1404 .20 rural 1.282 
44 Lake Cowichan 2948 357.40 rural 1.279 
45 Keremeos 4498 1.70 rural 1.271 
46 Columbia Valley 5300 1.13 rural 1.269 
47 Falkland 3899 5.60 rural 1.257 
48 Revelstoke 7288 226.60 rural 1.255 
49 Enderby 2828 669.30 small center 1.250 
50 Bowen Island 3468 67.30 rural 1.243 
51 Vanderhoof 4064 74.10 rural 1.235 
52 Gabriola Island 4104 70.30 rural 1.183 
53 Ladysmith Mun 7538 618.70 small center 1.179 
54 Williams Lake 11082 324.40 rural 1.163 
55 Tumbler Ridge 2491 1.60 rural 1.163 
56 Elk Valley 10298 34.87 rural 1.157 
57 Duncan 4986 2430.40 small center 1.156 
58 Salmo 1007 423.60 small center 1.149 
59 Port McNeill 2623 338.90 rural 1.144 
60 Powell River 13027 435.30 small center 1.127 
61 Smithers 5292 332.60 rural 1.121 
62 Kimberley 6184 105.30 rural 1.117 
63 Fort St. John 17933 765.40 small center 1.107 
64 Kamloops 83129 270.40 rural 1.103 
65 Cranbrook 25115 5.30 rural 1.101 
    average represented areas (>0.90 to LQ1.10)    
66 Clearwater 3897 .50 rural 1.097 
67 Nanaimo Prov 13622 68.10 rural 1.095 
68 Shawnigan Lake 7562 24.70 rural 1.087 
69 Armstrong 4241 809.20 small center 1.087 
70 New Westminster 60533 3799.70 medium center 1.084 
71 Prince George 72889 224.60 rural 1.077 
72 Port Alberni 17614 881.00 small center 1.073 
73 Golden 3811 345.70 rural 1.073 
74 Campbell River Mun 35511 9.60 rural 1.068 
75 Surrey 412992 1245.30 large center 1.064 
76 Pemberton 2192 492.10 small center 1.063 
77 North Cowichan 28408 142.30 rural 1.061 
78 Sicamous 2676 182.20 rural 1.059 
79 Salmon Arm 16305 103.10 rural 1.059 
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Rank Jurisdiction 2006 Pop. Density Pop. Type* LQC 
      average represented areas (>0.90 to LQ1.10)    
80 Merritt 7338 280.50 rural 1.054 
81 Chase 2409 641.90 small center 1.039 
82 Creston 4826 568.80 small center 1.027 
83 Sunshine Coast 19305 7.30 rural 1.016 
84 Lake Country 9790 78.60 rural 1.015 
85 Castlegar 7359 366.60 rural 1.003 
86 Vancouver 601159 5039.00 large center 1.003 
87 Courtenay 22481 822.30 small center .988 
88 North Vancouver Prov 46910 3812.20 medium center .966 
89 Nanaimo Mun 81036 881.20 medium center .961 
90 Delta 100171 526.50 large center .955 
91 Wells 236 1.50 rural .954 
92 Squamish 15813 140.90 rural .953 
93 Trail 7248 208.10 rural .951 
94 Nakusp 1524 190.50 rural .951 
95 Comox 12401 800.50 small center .951 
96 Summerland 10911 146.60 rural .940 
97 Stewart 496 .90 rural .929 
98 Penticton 32544 759.50 medium center .925 
99 Mission 35741 152.80 rural .916 
100 Langford 23513 567.80 small center .907 
101 Kelowna 110351 504.10 large center .907 
102 Agassiz 4738 28.50 rural .904 
103 Sooke 10077 194.00 rural .902 
    moderately under-represented (>0.70 to LQ0.90)    
104 Boundary 6270 1.34 rural .894 
105 White Rock 18916 3633.10 small center .892 
106 Abbotsford 129423 324.40 rural .890 
107 Hope 6243 149.30 rural .880 
108 Vernon 36922 381.60 rural .879 
109 West Vancouver 45484 483.50 medium center .873 
111 McBride 660 148.90 rural .867 
112 Sechelt 8501 212.90 rural .864 
113 Dawson Creek 11093 492.50 small center .856 
114 Coquitlam 119606 941.50 large center .844 
115 Saanich 111575 1046.70 large center .832 
116 Slocan Lake 314 419.30 rural .826 
117 Sidney 11510 2243.80 small center .822 
118 Nelson 9326 789.60 small center .821 
119 North Vancouver Mun 85472 513.90 medium center .818 
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Rank Jurisdiction 2006 Pop. Density Pop. Type* LQC 
      moderately under-represented (>0.70 to LQ0.90)    
120 North Saanich 10923 291.40 rural .816 
121 Victoria 98384 3965.50 medium center .813 
122 Central Saanich 16005 380.10 rural .809 
123 View Royal 9126 605.40 small center .809 
124 Langley 24899 2309.10 small center .803 
125 Burnaby 210507 2275.60 large center .800 
126 Maple Ridge 71706 259.40 rural .800 
127 Port Coquitlam 54543 1826.40 medium center .787 
128 Chilliwack 79021 66.80 rural .778 
129 Coldstream 9674 140.80 rural .769 
130 Parksville 11090 752.70 small center .769 
131 Pitt Meadows 16297 183.00 rural .762 
132 Richmond 182652 1354.90 large center .761 
133 Port Moody 28747 1073.70 small center .722 
134 Colwood 15260 826.80 small center .702 
135 Langley Township 97319 305.40 rural .701 
    very under-represented (0 to LQ0.70)    
136 Whistler 9795 57.20 rural .628 
137 University 11479 13.50 rural .523 
138 Qualicum Beach 8516 472.40 small center .484 
139 Oak Bay 17908 1724.70 small center .303 
140 Kent 4738 28.50 rural  
* Rural = density less than 400 people/ km2 and a population less than 1000 persons;  
All others, density > 400/ km2, Small center =1,000 to 29,999; Medium center = 30,000 to 99,999 
people; Large center = 100,000 or more. 
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