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1111 IntroductionIntroductionIntroductionIntroduction    

 

To acquaint the reader with the background of the dissertation we provide an introduction in which 

the key concepts and issues are outlined. 

1.11.11.11.1     Problem orientationProblem orientationProblem orientationProblem orientation    

Situational crime theories have been around since the works of Beccaria and Bentham. Recent 

reincarnations can be found in The Rational Choice Perspective and The Routine Activities Approach. 

These situational theories are correct in their arguments that rational choice can account for an 

important role in the decision process that leads to a deviant outcome.  They do not specify how this 

process works, which is a major shortcoming. The Situational Action Theory provided a 

groundbreaking contribution to our knowledge of this perception-choice process in which the causal 

mechanism is explained that is responsible for the outcome of a deviant action alternative. 

(Wikström, 2004; Wikström, 2006) Empirical tests of the perception-choice process are not abundant. 

It requires quasi-experimental research to properly investigate the workings of the mechanism. With 

the Peterborough Adolescent and Young Adult Development Study (PADS+) important evidence has 

been gathered that finds major support for the perception-choice process. (Wikström, Oberwittler, 

Treiber, & Hardie, 2012) This dissertation will continue the efforts of the PADS+ research in the form 

of a partial replication study. Within our research we use a proprietary factorial survey application 

that has been developed exclusively for this dissertation. To our knowledge no such method was 

used before.  

1.21.21.21.2 A replication studyA replication studyA replication studyA replication study    

When this dissertation was still in its concept stages, it was already certain that software 

development would play a significant role in the process of realizing the research goals. Both the 

affinity with software development and interest in innovation made sure that this was not going to 

be another literature study. After several meetings with Prof. Dr. Pauwels it was clear that the 

factorial survey provided both an interesting and challenging subject within criminology research. 

PADS+ was an excellent example, as an ambitious publication regarding criminological etiology it 

used the factorial survey method for one part of its analysis. It was decided that this dissertation 

would replicate the factorial survey from PADS+, albeit in an online environment. The original 

research took place as a pen and paper factorial survey. (Wikström et al., 2012) The replication 

performed in this dissertation used internet factorial survey methodology. Too often, replication 

studies are avoided because one might feel as if walking on familiar terrain is regarded upon as less 
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ambitious, or worse, that the results from the replication research are less significant than if it were 

to explore novel grounds. Such reasoning is completely obsolete and it must be stressed that sound 

replication studies are very important in confirming empirical findings. (Yong, 2012) As an extra, the 

novel use of internet factorial survey methodology would provide an additional benefit to the 

principle of method triangulation. 

1.31.31.31.3     An internet factorial surveyAn internet factorial surveyAn internet factorial surveyAn internet factorial survey    

 The immediate challenge was quite obvious, as there was no existing software platform that allowed 

for an internet factorial survey. Numerous online services such as qualtrics, google forms and many 

others provide advanced functionality. Yet, the use of vignettes is something very rare, especially in 

internet survey methodology. After some research, some studies were found that used the same 

methodology before, though the usage cost of the platform was unreasonably high and questions 

regarding the validity of vignette randomization exist. (Weinberg, Freese, & McElhattan, 2014) 

Especially in criminological research the usage of vignette studies is extremely rare.  The challenge 

thus arose to program a new survey application from the ground up with a zero budget except 

afterschool hours as a resource, to test this application in a short time, to launch it publically, to 

gather enough participants for a large enough sample to work with and to write a dissertation that 

reported the results. As you will learn through the following chapters, the challenge proved to be 

quite successful.  

1.41.41.41.4 The perceptionThe perceptionThe perceptionThe perception----choice process as an ideal subjectchoice process as an ideal subjectchoice process as an ideal subjectchoice process as an ideal subject    

A major disadvantage in classic surveys is found when attitudes or behavioural intentions are being 

measured alongside other constructs. It is possible to measure scales such as self-control, morality 

and exposure and compute crime propensity for participants. The problem that arises is the time lag 

or gap between the measured constructs. When the survey is being submitted by the participant, 

you have measured the constructs at that time. When assessing something such as situational-level 

interaction however, we may not assume that current crime propensity is a stable variable. It would 

be possible to ask participants to self-report their previous offending in the past year and link the 

results with their crime propensity. While this is certainly interesting research and yields usable 

results, things look differently when we actually need to investigate the mechanism that takes place 

when crime is chosen as an action alternative. In SAT, this mechanism is referred to as the 

perception-choice process. For assessing the propensity exposure interaction in this process we 

cannot rely on measuring crime propensity and self-reported previous offending, as we essentially 

need to measure these two concepts simultaneously. The perception-choice process dictates that 

crime can only be chosen as a valid action alternative if certain assumptions are met. The core 
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assumption is that both personal traits such as morality and self-control and also situational 

elements do not operate in a vacuum. Crime as an action is the result of a direct interaction between 

personal and situational elements. In other words, if we are to perform research regarding the 

perception-choice process and its mechanism, we are obliged to measure both concepts at the same 

time. A classic online survey cannot get around this problem, but a factorial survey can. The usage of 

scenario vignettes allows to measure attitudes or behavioural intentions at the same time when 

measuring variables regarding personal traits. The perception-choice process is thus an ideal 

mechanism to test through an online factorial survey, as we possess the capabilities to present 

participants with vignettes.  

 

1.51.51.51.5 Randomized and interactiveRandomized and interactiveRandomized and interactiveRandomized and interactive    vignettesvignettesvignettesvignettes    

The used methodology in this survey is an example of how modern technology offers new 

opportunities to test theories. A main limitation of a classic internet survey is the fact that everything 

is pre-programmed and there is essentially no way of adapting certain elements to fit user specific 

details. This is where the factorial survey shows a significant difference. Scenario texts are presented 

to participants, we call them vignettes, and these scenarios are not the same for every participant. 

Through randomization some participants will get to read different details in the situations portrayed 

to them. The advantage is that we can test several permutations of the same scenario by randomly 

showing them to participants. More importantly, because of the completely random design of the 

vignette attribution, a possible self-selection bias can already be circumvented. A participant has no 

control or whatsoever over the situational permutation he or she will be presented with. The survey 

application that was used in this dissertation even goes beyond this functionality. Early into the 

progress of the survey the participants were asked for their gender. Their response was stored into 

the survey database. In the second part of the survey, the vignette was displayed to the participant. 

Depending on the earlier submitted gender of the participant, the scenario would be adapted to 

either fit a female or a male name scenario. This is another advantage, as this definitely increases the 

sense of realism portrayed by the vignettes. The internet version of a factorial survey thus shows a 

lot of potential to adapt itself to detailed circumstances. We hope that it will become clear through 

the progression of the dissertation that the internet factorial survey both proves itself as an 

internally valid method and also as a very interesting research subject by itself. The factorial survey is 

one of the lesser known methods in sociology, yet it is a methodology that deserves more attention 

and is worth further exploring as a more mainstream incorporation into survey methodology. 
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1.61.61.61.6 HypothesesHypothesesHypothesesHypotheses    

Before we continue deeper into the theoretical context this research is contained within, we present 

the reader with the main questions that we investigate in this thesis research. Concepts used in these 

research questions will be explained further on in the chapter on Situational Action Theory. Data 

analysis from Wikström’s et al. Breaking Rules (2012) provided main findings and hypothesis that 

allowed us formulate our research questions for the replication study.  

 

1. How does the level of provocation in a situation influence the violent response? 

a. Do people perceive violence as an alternative action when confronted with a provocation? 

 

2. How does the level of monitoring in a situation influence the violent response? (Wikström et 

al., 2012) 

a. Does the presence of monitoring reduce the chance of a violent response? 

b. Does high monitoring level have less effect on people with high crime propensity? 

 

3. Can a high crime propensity be used to predict a violent response?(Wikström et al., 2012) 

a. Do people with higher crime propensity give higher violent response in a low provocation, 

low monitoring situation? 

b. Do people with higher crime propensity give higher violent response in a high 

provocation, low monitoring situation? 

c. Do people with higher crime propensity give higher violent response in a low provocation, 

high monitoring situation? 

d. Do people with higher crime propensity give higher violent response in a high 

provocation, high monitoring situation? 

 

2222 TTTTheoretical backgroundheoretical backgroundheoretical backgroundheoretical background    

 

In order to gain a clear understanding of the rational choice perspective and its evolution throughout 

several decades, it is crucial to outline the historical relevance. This is by no means to be referred to 
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as a complete overview of the rational choice perspective. It is a mere concise glance at the historical 

background, to allow for a full and true appreciation of the contemporary state of the theory.  

 

2.12.12.12.1     HHHHistory of rational choiceistory of rational choiceistory of rational choiceistory of rational choice    

 

2.1.12.1.12.1.12.1.1 Roots of rational choice:Roots of rational choice:Roots of rational choice:Roots of rational choice:    Beccaria and BenthamBeccaria and BenthamBeccaria and BenthamBeccaria and Bentham    

As a reaction to the power excesses and lack of penal impartiality in the Ancien Regime, the 

enlightenment movement initiated a criminal law reform in the 17
th

 century. Punishment became a 

means to counteract the benefits one would experience by committing a crime instead of serving as 

God’s justice. Although many of the philosophers associated with the enlightenment had attributed 

attention to the criminal law reform, no contributions were specifically aimed at this topic. Cesare 

Beccaria provided the first overview of this kind in his work Dei Delitti e Delle Pene in which he also 

strongly opposed death penalty. (Beccaria, 1780) In his famous works, he was convinced that 

punishment should be regarded upon as a means to achieve a deterrent effect. De facto he 

considered punishment thus as an instrument that should not be utilized as a mere retributivist way 

to inflict a penalty after a crime took place, but as an instrument that should serve the purpose of 

prevention primarily. 

Jeremy Bentham provided reasoning for the needs of a more rational criminal law, described in his 

words as a pannomion. In his utilitarian view he argued that the effect of punishment for crimes is 

mainly influenced by the severity, certainty and proximity. (Bentham, 1789) These principles were so 

widely accepted that they are still incorporated in most justice systems that were inspired by the 

classical school of criminal law. 

 

2.1.22.1.22.1.22.1.2 Gary Becker and the economic approach Gary Becker and the economic approach Gary Becker and the economic approach Gary Becker and the economic approach     

Gary Becker was an economist who proposed that a criminal’s decision to commit a crime is 

dependent on the possible benefits one would gain out of the crime, which was weighted against the 

possible punishments or disadvantages. (Becker, 1968) Becker had certainly been influenced by 

Bentham as there was a clear note of utilitarianism in his reasoning. People would always strive to 

maximize their possible gains. This meant that an increase in punishment severity would imply a 

general reduction in crime. More recent research heavily opposes this statement. (Paternoster, 1987) 

Overall, Gary Becker received both support and opposition against his theory. Although Gary Becker 

has certainly provided a strong impulse to a renewed attention for rational choice, his views were 
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not adopted entirely through the onset of development of the perspective. In Routine Activity and 

Rational Choice by Clarke and Felson they explain why. Becker’s approach is in fact a means to use a 

utilitarian perspective. They formulated eight critics concerning the economic model Becker used. 

We list only those that concern the rational choice perspective, as they will be relevant in the 

following theoretical development. (Clarke & Felson, 1993) 

2.1.2.12.1.2.12.1.2.12.1.2.1 Critical reviewCritical reviewCritical reviewCritical review    by Clarke and Felsonby Clarke and Felsonby Clarke and Felsonby Clarke and Felson    

 

(1) They argued that rewards were assumed to be material in appearance, which is problematic 

since many rewards are not readily translated to cash equivalents.  

(2) Another mistake was to consider crime as one coherent set of behavior without 

acknowledging the great variety that exists within them. This worked great for using crime in 

an economic opportunity model, but did less so in social reality.  

(3) The model didn’t recognize the fact that offenders easily outrun punishment and in effect, 

punishment is rather an exception than a rule after committing crime.  

(4) Some people appeared to commit more crimes than others, e.g. employer theft happened 

solely due to their daytime occupation. This would contradict Becker’s claim that crime is a 

unique occupational choice. 

(5) The occupational choice model is obsolete for juvenile delinquency, as youth are not active in 

labor force anyway. 

(6) It would not be possible to apply the economic-mathematical formulas to data, as the 

required data sets would not be realistically obtainable without remaining vague on what 

they actually represented. 

Although Becker should be accredited with the impulse he brought back into renewing attention for 

the economic approach, it is clear that his theory had very little empirical support overall. The listed 

critics above also indicate a more fundamental problem of the economic approach. Due to the 

intrinsic vague nature of the concepts used in the approach it provided very little means of 

falsification. This is regarded as crucial in modern scientific realism. 

 

2.1.32.1.32.1.32.1.3 Environmental criminology Environmental criminology Environmental criminology Environmental criminology     

 

Environmental criminology comes with three principles: criminal behavior is strongly influenced by 

the close environment, crimes are mostly concentrated in time and location and that we must use 
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and understand this knowledge to prevent the occurrence of crime. Jane Jacobs provided a strong 

critic on urban policy in her book The Death and Life of Great American Cities. (Jacobs, 1961) This 

provided an impulse to the environmental criminology. Authors Jeffery and Newman made use of 

the situational element in crime settings to propose that crime prevention can be aided strongly by 

modifying possible weaknesses. (Jeffery, 1977) Newman defined the concept of target-hardening as 

a situational means to prevent crime. (Newman, 1972) Characterizing the environmental criminology 

is the strong focus on crime as a pure situational problem. (Paul J Brantingham & Brantingham, 1981) 

No further efforts are invested in gaining broader insight in the causal process. Much of the social 

reality in which the crime takes place is thereby discarded or not investigated. Perhaps the most 

known concepts that evolved within environmental criminology were the pragmatic considerations 

that sprouted from it. These concepts still exist today and mostly found their way into the crime 

prevention through environmental design paradigm, a concept that is nowadays still used by police 

or local officials to base their urban crime prevention strategies upon. It is then often referred to as 

problem oriented policing strategy. (Goldstein, 1979) As mentioned, it is a purely situational 

paradigm which has no attention for social reality, a severe limitation of the perspective. 

 

2.1.42.1.42.1.42.1.4 The routine activity approach by Cohen and FelsonThe routine activity approach by Cohen and FelsonThe routine activity approach by Cohen and FelsonThe routine activity approach by Cohen and Felson    (Cohen & Felson, 1979)(Cohen & Felson, 1979)(Cohen & Felson, 1979)(Cohen & Felson, 1979)        

The Routine Activity Approach is a theory by Cohen and Felson that consists out of two main parts. 

An aggregated theory was first developed by them, which served to clarify why differences occur in 

space and time of the committed violations. They avoided using the word crime and replaced it with 

violations, in their view this would counteract some of the ambiguity that would be associated with 

crime. (Clarke & Felson, 1993) The second part of the routine activity approach concerned target-

selection. In order for a crime to take place, three elements were required. These consisted of “a 

likely offender, a suitable target and the absence of a capable guardian.”(Clarke & Felson, 1993) 

Routine activities approach and the rational choice theory are closely related to strategies of 

problem-oriented policing. (Eck & Spelman, 1987) 

Routine activity literally refers to the daily activities performed by people. The approach looks 

specifically at the routine activities that are performed by members of a household and individuals. 

Crucial in this theory is the so called “Household ratio”. This term refers to the amount of people 

who spend most of their daytime working on their job location. The absence of their presence within 

their living neighborhood shapes an opportunity for crime. According to Cohen and Felson, an 

important part of the explanation why crime rates rose so significantly in the post-World-War II era is 

to be found here. Potential offenders perceive certain crime opportunities as more likely to turn out 
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well. The lowered informal control that has developed through more people finding work outside of 

their homes is to be held accountable for this. Another important element to look after is the balance 

between single person households and family households. The theory supposes that someone who 

occupies a single person household would spend more time outdoors. This would in term provide an 

additional lowering in informal control, potentially a factor for explaining a crime increase. 

The target selection part of RAA tries to account for why some entities are more prone to being 

selected as a crime target. Offenders would spot specific areas where there is a lack of three 

elements. (Felson, 1994) The first is considered as a Handler, which are people defined by Felson as 

close friends or parents of a child. Secondly there are guardians; these are people with a protective 

function towards an object such as neighbors or police officers. As a final element, the manager is 

described. The manager can be seen as the place owner or as someone with similar rights who has a 

great impact of the behavior of the people at that location. Offenders specifically look for areas that 

are lacking in these three categories. Additionally, four more characteristics of a potential target are 

important, described as value, inertia, visibility and access.   

2.1.4.12.1.4.12.1.4.12.1.4.1 Critical reviewCritical reviewCritical reviewCritical review    

One of the most common critics is that the requirement of a motivated offender is not entirely 

correct. Motivation can, but is not necessary to initiate an offender. Opportunistic circumstances by 

themselves are often enough to push the offender to action. Guardianship is not clearly defined and 

in the work of Reynald, she poses that there are in fact more stages to this concept that defined by 

Felson. (Reynald, 2009) Finally, we can mention the poor empirical support for the routine activity 

theory. 

 

2.1.52.1.52.1.52.1.5         The Reasoning CriminalThe Reasoning CriminalThe Reasoning CriminalThe Reasoning Criminal    (Cornish & Clarke, 1986)(Cornish & Clarke, 1986)(Cornish & Clarke, 1986)(Cornish & Clarke, 1986)    

We could not provide a theoretical overview of the rational choice perspective without turning back 

to the original contribution of Derek B. Cornish and Ronald V. Clarke. (Cornish & Clarke, 1986) The 

authors describe the necessity to shift focus to the criminal event itself. They argue that this does not 

intend to downplay the possible importance of offender specific dispositions. It is however an 

attempt to create a framework that acknowledges the wide range of existing theories and points to 

the possible importance of rational choice. The authors argue that even in offender pathology based 

crime theories there is evidence that rational behavior remains an important element. The rational 

choice theory is presented as a framework that does not intend to serve as an exclusive approach but 

wants to play a role in emphasizing rational choice elements throughout the broad range of existing 

criminological theory.   
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2.1.5.12.1.5.12.1.5.12.1.5.1         Critical reviewCritical reviewCritical reviewCritical review    

If rational choice were to play the role it is given in the perspective, then at least it is required that 

the potential offender must be aware of the possible sanction he could receive for the infraction. The 

effect that results from this perceived deterrence is however not as straightforward as portrayed in 

the theory. (Paternoster, 2010) Some people are likely to find more effect of a specific deterrent than 

others, which greatly impedes the possible policy implications of the rational choice perspective. 

 

2.22.22.22.2     Analytical sociologyAnalytical sociologyAnalytical sociologyAnalytical sociology    

2.2.12.2.12.2.12.2.1 IntroductionIntroductionIntroductionIntroduction    

One could not provide a complete theoretical background of Situational Action Theory without 

discussing the influence of analytical sociology. Without explaining the influence and meaning of 

analytical sociology, it would appear as if SAT was solely influenced by rational choice perspective, 

which would certainly not leave the reader a correct impression of the theory. 

2.2.22.2.22.2.22.2.2 The core assumptionThe core assumptionThe core assumptionThe core assumption    of analytical sociologyof analytical sociologyof analytical sociologyof analytical sociology    

At the very foundation lies the intention for sociology to advance further in its explanatory power. It 

is a reaction to the criticism that sociology was unable to properly test the theoretical propositions 

that sprouted from it. Arguments were given about sociology, stating that it did not succeed at 

empirically investigating its theoretical assumptions, or at least not in depth. The approach that is 

preferred within analytical sociology is the use of mechanism-based explanations. This refers to the 

mechanism that takes place when people interact with each other.(Hedström, 2005) He states that in 

order to achieve this explanatory power, we must dissect the processes that take place when these 

social interactions happen. In the dissection of a social phenomenon, its essentials are exposed, 

which allows for the analysis of the inner workings. In term, this allows to come to a higher level of 

abstraction which advances sociology in its understanding of complex, interactive processes. 

 

2.32.32.32.3     Situational Action TheorySituational Action TheorySituational Action TheorySituational Action Theory        

 

In an effort to overcome the fragmented character of existing criminological theory, Situational 

Action theory was developed. (Wikström, 2004) Its author argues that the wide disparity that is 

currently present in the field of criminological research is an important limitation in integrating 

existing concepts to allow for a better understanding of crime causation. For too long, person and 
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environment have remained individual research objects that did not receive sufficient attention 

regarding the integration of both approaches. Existing theories have recognized both elements as 

crucial in the decision process that leads to deviant alternatives. (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Cornish & 

Clarke, 1986)  These theories acknowledge the importance of situational and personal characteristics, 

but fail to look in depth at the process that takes place when both elements are present. As 

formulated by Wikström himself: 

“ There is clearly a strong case for integrating key insights from person-oriented and 

environment-oriented approaches and, arguably, this is best achieved by means of an 

adequate action theory that can account for how (through what process) the interplay 

between person (propensity) and environment (exposure) affects actions (eg acts of crime), 

and thereby help identify which are the causally relevant personal and environmental factors 

among all the hundreds of empirically demonstrated crime correlates.” (Wikström et al., 2012) 

 

 

2.3.12.3.12.3.12.3.1     Crime definition by SATCrime definition by SATCrime definition by SATCrime definition by SAT    

 

The history of criminology as a science has proven that theories often come up with a different view 

on the aspect of what to consider as a criminal act. Paul Tappan proposed a normative definition that 

crime must be considered as violations of criminal law. (Tappan, 1947) On the other end of the scale, 

Emile Durkheim considered crime only to exist as the result of a social reaction on the act. (Durkheim, 

1892) These two examples are being mentioned to illustrate the issue of defining the concept of 

crime. Even in contemporary criminological research, theoretical frameworks still show problematic 

signs of definition vagueness.   

In any case, we must first be clear about what we aim to explain before moving forward. In Richard 

Quinney’s famous The Social Reality of Crime he proposed that we are to hold ourselves to some 

general perspective, and that this applies for each study of a social phenomenon. (Quinney, 1970) In 

SAT, the problem of definition disparity is recognized as a key issue withholding the advancement of 

our knowledge and understanding on crime causation. (Wikström, 2006) To circumvent this problem, 

SAT proposes the concept of breaking rules of moral conduct as definition. (Wikström et al., 2012) In 

fact, SAT aims to explain the causal process that is the key to understanding why people knowingly 

break these established moral rules that are defined in law. Why do people take action to break rules 

when they know they are in fact doing so? When focus is indeed shifted towards this perspective, it 



17 

 

allows for the development of a theory that explains breaching rules in its general form and avoids 

the doubts that were mentioned concerning general crime theories. (Herrnstein & Wilson, 1985) 

Another benefit of this definition is the avoidance of an endless discussion regarding the judicial 

correctness. People break rules and they know they do; but why? 

2.3.22.3.22.3.22.3.2     SATSATSATSAT    key conceptskey conceptskey conceptskey concepts    explainedexplainedexplainedexplained    

To provide necessary theoretical background to this dissertation research it is of vital importance to 

specify the parts of SAT that will be the center of focus in the empirical test to be conducted. In our 

case, this boils down to the situational-level interaction in the perception-choice process. (Wikström 

et al., 2012) 

2.3.32.3.32.3.32.3.3 Propensity: morality and selfPropensity: morality and selfPropensity: morality and selfPropensity: morality and self----controlcontrolcontrolcontrol        

Two important elements must be defined when looking at the causes of acts of crime. 

Propensity refers to the probability that a person will perceive a specific criminal act as a plausible 

response to a specific motivation. Morality plays an important part here: it essentially sets out 

whether someone is prepared to break certain moral rules or not. Hence, if a person’s morality 

adheres to law conformity there is no chance that that person will perceive crime as an alternative. 

Wikström describes this as the moral-filter which literally serves to filter out action alternatives that 

would consist of any moral rule-breaking. In the other case, when the moral filter of an actor allows 

criminal or moral rule-breaking alternatives to be considered as action alternatives, further steps 

occur. Self-control comes into play as a mitigating element. The concept of self-control in SAT can be 

seen similar as it was defined in the General Theory of Crime. (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990)  

Propensity x Exposure = Action 

 

2.3.42.3.42.3.42.3.4 TheTheTheThe    perceptionperceptionperceptionperception----choice processchoice processchoice processchoice process    

 

This part of SAT receives extraordinary attention. It describes the process that will be tested by the 

scenario vignettes in this thesis research. The perception-choice process is in fact what links 

propensity and exposure together, and is crucial in determining whether a criminal alternative is a 

plausible outcome. An overview is given of all the crucial steps that provide the outcome of the 

choice process.  

 The theory identifies two stages in this process. Perception must first be interpreted as the 

availability of different action alternatives, leaving a person to make a choice between these 

different observed alternatives. The choice process is also the moment when the effects of 
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propensity and exposure have their definitive impact. The person either picks a deviant or a non-

deviant alternative. This process can best be described by a clear graphic: 

 

Figure 2.3.4: Key steps in the perception-choice process, as in (Wikström et al., 2012)  

   

Perception is responsible for connecting the person with his or her environment. It cannot be seen as 

an absolute thing: people differ in their perception of the same situation. This can be due to previous 

experiences with similar situations. Wikström describes this as a filter effect; due to personal 

preferences some people will attach more attention to particular elements of the same setting. 

Perception is the first step, which is responsible for lining out the possible action alternatives. It is 

also the most crucial step according to Wikström. He argues that this is a fallacy of previous action 

theories, which attributed most importance to the choice only. (Wikström et al., 2012) Most people 

might not even come up with a deviant alternative when going through the perception stage. 

Consequently, the deviant alternative does not exist for those people when the process is advanced 

to the second stage: making the choice between earlier perceived alternatives. This implies that for 

those who do not perceive crime as an alternative, the choice stage will be of little importance in 

relation to crime theory. Choice will in this case only exist as a choice between rule conformant 

alternatives.  

Once the range of possible action alternatives has been perceived by a person, room appears to 

choose between them. It is vital to make a distinction between intention and action at this point. 

Intention to pick a certain alternative does not equal the action. Situational circumstances have an 

important role in determining whether an intention results in a successful action that delivers the 

intended result. A burglar intending to break into a house might interrupt his attempt when the door 

still doesn’t give way after three minutes of lock picking. A neighbor might go out for an evening walk 
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and scare off the burglar before he even commences the break-in attempt. According to SAT there 

are two kinds of choice processes that can be distinguished. The habitual approach describes an 

actor that only sees one viable action alternative and developed some automatism in choosing that 

kind of alternative. The other approach concerns a more deliberate approach, which consists of 

several alternatives and of which at least one is a deviant scenario. (Wikström et al., 2012) The choice 

between these several possible alternatives is limited by the earlier process of perception. The 

rational choice will be made between the perceived possible alternatives, which may vary per person. 

The distinction between a habitual and a deliberate decision is important for the choice process 

because the first does not imply rationality, while the second one does. 

Situational Factors 

Three important elements play a role in the perception-choice process: 

(1) Motivation plays a necessary role in the initiation of the action process. It provides the actor 

with the initial reason to act. These motivators consists of (P.-O. H. Wikström, 2006, 2010): 

a. Temptations 

b. Provocations 

(2) The moral filter provides action alternatives. This is where all the possible alternatives are 

spawned.  

(3) Controls provide an influence in the deliberation process. This comes only into play when at 

least one criminal action alternative exists between other non-criminal alternatives. 

 

2.3.52.3.52.3.52.3.5 NNNNote aboutote aboutote aboutote about    the PADS+ researchthe PADS+ researchthe PADS+ researchthe PADS+ research    

The PADS+ research is a project that started in 2002. It is a cohort longitudinal study that follows 700 

people from Peterborough from their early adolescence to the onset of their adulthood. Unique in 

the study is the use of the Space-time Budget, which provides a unique methodology to measure 

spent time by the participants. It is to be seen as the grand test of the Situational Action theory and 

life work of Prof. Dr. Per-Olof Wikström. The results were published in Breaking Rules (2012). 

 

3333 MethodologyMethodologyMethodologyMethodology    

It was opted early on in the design of this research that primary data was to be collected. The option 

of conducting a traditional factorial survey in paper form was quickly discarded. It would be too 
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difficult to reach the required amount of respondents through this approach as high schools are 

overwhelmed with requests to reserve lecture time for conducting surveys. The internet survey 

provided a plausible alternative. There was no existing software that allowed for the randomizing of 

vignettes in an online survey. To overcome this, a proprietary application was developed and tested 

in the course of two months to provide a platform for conducting the survey.  

 

 As mentioned before, the importance of replication studies is one often underestimated.  (Yong, 

2012) Research prestige is sometimes looked at only in the form of completely new methodology or 

pioneer directions in theory that haven’t been looked at before. Our attention goes to the 

importance of the ability to duplicate research results. It is only through repeated empirical tests of 

the same theory that we can tell if that theory stands up to falsification, which is crucially important 

in scientific realism. (Popper, 2013) This thesis research is to be seen as a very small replication study 

of the PADS+ and SPAN research. Massive core elements of the PADS+ research such as the detailed 

space-time budget have not been replicated at all, which pledges me to use the term replication with 

great humility and respect to the original publication authors. (Wikström et al., 2012) It is our 

intention to replicate the scenario vignette part of the research, combined with a set of questions to 

measure propensity, to test the situational-level interaction described in perception-choice process. 

Through the method of research triangulation by means of an internet factorial survey opposed to 

the classic paper form, new empirical data is to be collected.  

3.13.13.13.1 Factorial survey Factorial survey Factorial survey Factorial survey     

While classic survey methods have a long standing tradition in social sciences (Coleman, 1958; 

Groves et al., 2013; Moser & Kalton, 1971) it is less so the case for the factorial survey. The first 

occurrence of this type of survey is to be found with the research of Rossi. (Peter Henry Rossi & Nock, 

1982; Peter H Rossi, Sampson, Bose, Jasso, & Passel, 1974) Rossi intended the factorial survey to be 

used as a means to capture and measure human judgment. The uniqueness of the approach comes 

with the use of the scenario vignettes. These can be seen as fictive or non-fictive paragraphs that 

contained a certain scenario. The scenario would be altered, dependent on whether a respondent 

was part of a control group or one of the manipulated groups. Certain elements of the scenario 

would then be presented differently, such as the ethnicity of a fictive person for example. (Emerson, 

Chai, & Yancey, 2001) The scenario elements that vary through the different vignettes represent 

different variables, which are coded by the researcher. (Wallander, 2009) 

This opened new possibilities for quasi-experimental research in social sciences. It also avoided the 

serious ethical concern that had risen with earlier experimental designs in social sciences. (Auspurg, 
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Hinz, Sauer, & Liebig, 2014; Zimbardo, 1973) Rossi had hoped that the method would make it into 

standard handbooks on conducting sociological surveys, a goal which has sadly enough not yet been 

realized. Despite the possible advantages of the factorial survey, it has remained a relatively 

unknown method within criminological research. Even within broader sociological research it is a 

method that is often not even considered as a possible alternative to more traditional approaches. 

(Wallander, 2009) Looking at the Belgian context in which the online factorial survey was conducted, 

we find virtually no preceding research that made use of the methodology. A rare exception was 

found in the work of Van Hoye and Lievens, who investigated company personnel selection 

discrimination influenced by sexual orientation of the candidate by the use of scenario vignettes. 

(Van Hoye & Lievens, 2003) The lack of previous research using scenario vignettes emphasizes the 

originality of the online factorial survey conducted in this thesis. 

3.1.13.1.13.1.13.1.1 Advantages of theAdvantages of theAdvantages of theAdvantages of the    Factorial Survey approachFactorial Survey approachFactorial Survey approachFactorial Survey approach    

As this research is aimed at replicating the scenario vignette approach used in the PADS+ research 

the factorial survey method was evident.  

How would one test the correctness of the perception-choice process without exposing the subject 

to a harmful real-life experiment? That is the question that is key in choosing for a factorial survey 

approach. Neuroscience does not (yet) allow for analyzing how complex thought processes function 

in the brain. Simply asking subjects to iterate the thought processes they are experiencing at a 

certain moment often leads to artificially constructed answers and will probably result in listing 

action alternatives that would otherwise never be considered as they would normally occur in a force 

of habit-like fashion. (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; Wikström et al., 2012) To overcome these issues, 

participants are presented with scenario vignettes that describe a real-world situation. The vignettes 

offer a unique way around the limitation that traditional surveys come with: measuring judgment in 

an accurate way. (Peter H Rossi & Anderson, 1982) The approach is particularly interesting when it 

comes to capturing the determinants that are the cause for one’s judgment. Because of the random 

manipulations that are prompted to persons in a random fashion, one is also less likely to suffer from 

social desirability bias in his or her answers. (Alexander & Becker, 1978) People are normally 

unaware of the subtle variations they are presented with in the vignettes. They have no way of 

knowing they are part of a controlled or manipulated group. 

3.1.23.1.23.1.23.1.2 Scenario vignette validityScenario vignette validityScenario vignette validityScenario vignette validity    and structureand structureand structureand structure    

Our main concern when reviewing the scenario vignette technique is that we might not be measuring 

what we intend to measure. We use the technique to capture the intentions a person has formed 

once he or she has been presented with the scenario. They remain, however, still only intentions and 
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do not equate to an actual action. The research from Eagly and Chaiken provides us with empirical 

evidence that there is a correlation between intention and action. (Alice H Eagly & Chaiken, 1998) We 

assume that attitudes are a predisposition that came to grow out of interaction with the 

environment. (Campbell, 1963) These moments of interaction, in which valuable new knowledge was 

learned, then served as heuristic support to develop a repeated consistent response in accordance to 

the experienced event. (A. H. Eagly & Chaiken, 2007) They define this as behavioural residue.  

“This theoretical separation between the inner tendency that constitutes attitude and evaluative 

responses is important because it fosters understanding of the relation between (a) evaluative 

tendencies, which are mental residues of past experience with the attitude object, and (b) current 

evaluative responding, which reflects a whole range of influences in addition to those that 

emanate from the inner tendency. This distinction between attitude and its expression is 

fundamental to theory development concerning attitude change, attitude–behavior relations, and 

other attitudinal phenomena.”  (A. H. Eagly & Chaiken, 2007) 

 

Overall, vignette factorial surveys are regarded upon as a very reliable way to perform quasi-

experimental research. (Auspurg & Hinz, 2014; Auspurg, Hinz, & Liebig, 2009; Weinberg et al., 2014) 

One thing that is of continuous concern is the degree of realism that is portrayed by the vignettes. A 

large number of variable elements within the scenarios might lead to thousands of possible 

generated vignettes. Between those, the possibility certainly exists that some of the combinations 

would feel rather artificial to the respondent. In the article of Wallander, this is the main point of 

criticism that is listed. (Wallander, 2009) It originated from a comment on Rossi’s earlier research 

using the method by author Michael Faia. (Faia, 1980) This has led Rossi to stress the importance 

that every researcher should attach to the real-world possibilities of a specific scenario. (Peter H 

Rossi, 1979) Although this critic should be taken into serious consideration when setting up a 

factorial survey with potentially thousands of possible vignettes, it is of much less concern in our 

specific research. As we are replicating the PADS+ vignettes, we only have four possible permutations. 

The advantage of having such a small scenario universe is that we do not require a vast amount of 

responses to have enough data on each scenario permutation to perform statistical analysis. 

(Wikström et al., 2012) The bonus is also that we are less likely to experience bias from the order 

effect that can take place when vignettes become too complex. (Auspurg & Jäckle, 2012)These four 

scenarios is what we refer to as our vignette universe, containing every possible combination of 

variables. We have translated the vignettes to dutch in the actual survey to suit the context of 

Flemish schools, we present the original content in the two tables below. (Wikström et al., 2012)  
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Take note that in the actual online factorial survey the vignettes were adapted to fit the gender of 

the participant. Gender was asked early in the survey submission process, and was later used to alter 

the names of the people in the vignettes. Steve would be replaced by Lisa, for example, when the 

submitted gender would be female.  

INTRODUCTION It is break between two lessons. David is standing in the school 

corridor together with a group of other pupils 

 

DIMENSION LEVEL WORDING 

Provocation False accusation Steve comes up to David and falsely accuses 

him of having stolen some money 

 False accusation and push Steve comes up to David and falsely accuses 

him of having stolen some money and pushes 

him to the ground so that he hurts his back.  

Monitoring Teachers There are several teachers around who can 

see what is going on. 

 No teachers There are no teachers or other adults around 

who can see what is going on. 

OUTCOME Violence What would you do if you were David? Would 

you hit Steve? 

JUDGEMENT  Yes, I would hit Steve. 

No, I would just tell Steve he is an idiot. 

No, I would tell a teacher about it. 

No, I would do nothing. 

Scenario Universe  Monitoring 

   

  Teachers No teachers 

Provocation False accusation A B 

 False accusation and push C D 

 

Table 3.1.2a: Structure and content of the classroom violence vignette. From (Wikström et al., 2012) 

 

 

INTRODUCTION Louise is waiting at a bus stop. She is listening to her iPod  
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DIMENSION LEVEL WORDING 

Provocation Pushed and ignored Suddenly a girl who walks by pushes her. 

When Louise asks her why she pushed her 

the girl just ignores her. 

 Pushed twice and iPod 

broken 

Suddenly a girl who walks by pushes her so 

she drops her iPod to the ground and it 

breaks. When Louise asks her why she pushed 

her the girl pushes her once again.  

Monitoring Police officers There are two police officers walking on the 

other side of the street. 

 None There are no other people at the bus stop. 

OUTCOME Violence If you were Louise, how likely do you think it 

is that you would hit or push the girl that 

pushed you? 

JUDGEMENT  Very likely 

Likely 

Very unlikely 

Unlikely 

Scenario Universe  Monitoring 

   

  Police officers No one 

Provocation Pushed and ignored A B 

 Pushed twice and iPod 

broken 

C D 

 

Table 3.1.2b: Structure and content of the bus stop violence vignette. From (P.-O. H. Wikström et al., 

2012) 

 

3.1.33.1.33.1.33.1.3 Fully Fully Fully Fully randomized designrandomized designrandomized designrandomized design    

A truly unique element that is used in the designed factorial survey is the complete randomization of 

the vignettes. The random assignment is absolutely crucial to guarantee the entire validity of the 

research. The Mersenne Twister (mt_rand in Php code) pseudorandom number generator was used 

to perform thousands of vignette selections and results were stored for analysis through SPSS which 



25 

 

can be seen in figure 1. A random distribution was achieved in all of the tests, which confirms the 

high reliability of the used approach of randomization. Cryptographic research also confirms that this 

algorithm passes stringent requirements for random number applications. (Matsumoto & Nishimura, 

1998) As in the original research, the subject is not asked to answer a large number of different 

vignettes, which might lead to biased answers. (Wikström et al., 2012) Only the randomly assigned 

vignettes –in our case we opted for two per subject- were displayed.  

 

A similar research design was found in a 2004 study regarding attitudes on medical errors. 

(Schwappach & Koeck, 2004) Subjects were asked to read scenario vignettes with a plethora of 

varying factors and subject response was recorded. No information was disclosed on how the 

randomization of the vignettes was ensured. This leads us to doubt the validity of the used methods 

in that specific research, as it is widely known that at that time, standard randomization methods in 

online applications tended to come with fallacies. One major flaw that might have been overlooked is 

the predictability of the generated number, which implies a non-random number to a certain extent. 

(Howard, LeBlanc, & Viega, 2005) Although this has very important repercussions in cryptography 

and password security, it is important to note that there is no research that investigates the effects 

of an unsecure number generator in applications for social sciences. It seems more likely that the 

effects will be mitigated by the large sample in such an application. We can only encourage similar 

research to be very clear about the used method of randomization, so that future research might 

expose problems or confirm the validity of the method in casu.  

 

3.23.23.23.2 InInInInternet Surveyternet Surveyternet Surveyternet Survey    

 

The choice of using the internet as medium to conduct the survey was partially inspired by the 

personal affinity with developing internet applications. This offered an immediate advantage over 

click-and-setup internet surveys in the sense that great customization and attention was dedicated to 

specific details. Without the custom application it would have been hard to achieve the randomized 

vignette factorial design. Direct access to the database where the results are stored also offers great 

benefit to the survey design. Tests to confirm the correct working of certain randomization 

techniques explained earlier were possible because of this. The internet survey provides us a 

powerful way to achieve to goals set in this research and by avoiding certain fallacies; a valid data set 

can be gathered. (Marsden & Wright, 2010) 
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3.2.13.2.13.2.13.2.1 Technical Technical Technical Technical details on the developedetails on the developedetails on the developedetails on the developed surveyd surveyd surveyd survey    

In the next paragraphs we will concisely discuss the design and development of the software 

platform. This part does not have the intention to overwhelm readers with programming-technical 

specific terms that have no meaning in a criminological context. It would be however unacceptable 

to stick to vague terminology that does not accurately capture the full scale of the programming task 

that was undertaken. It is also a good practice to provide readers with as much methodology 

background as would be needed to properly duplicate this research. Therefore we have split up this 

part in both a design requirements subtitle and a development approach part. Readers who show no 

interest in the actual technical workings of the internet factorial survey should be satisfied with the 

design requirements without further reading. 

3.2.1.13.2.1.13.2.1.13.2.1.1 Design requirementsDesign requirementsDesign requirementsDesign requirements    

Since a novel software application had to be programmed from the ground up, a set of requirements 

would shape important guidelines for the development of the application. The main requirement 

was the ability to create a valid, user-friendly way of presenting survey questions along with two 

scenario vignettes. The participants needed to receive clear instructions about the task that was 

asked to perform. Next, a fool-proof method of randomization was needed in order to display the 

vignette permutations to participants in a random distribution. To store all the submitted entries, a 

database system was required that could save individual records for each participant, with cells that 

allow for storage of each answered question separately. Preferably the storage method would allow 

for easy exporting of the entire data set to an IBM SPSS compatible file without too much time 

investment.  A security system was needed to filter out invalid input that could be of potential 

harmful intent to the software application, known as data sanitation in technical terms. The software 

needed to present the survey questions in their logical and respective order. Participants should not 

have the ability to skip certain survey pages and then return to them only at a later time. The 

application also needed to provide feedback regularly: in the case of incomplete entry the 

application would urge the participant to complete the left open questions. Finally, the participants 

needed to be able to register their email addresses when they had completed the survey so they 

could partake in the incentive giveaway. The application should only allow email registration if the 

participant had actually fully completed the survey, an incentive would not be of any benefit if it 

would have been possible to only partially complete the task and then still make a claim to the prize.  

3.2.1.23.2.1.23.2.1.23.2.1.2 Launch timeframeLaunch timeframeLaunch timeframeLaunch timeframe    

An additional and very important design requirement or constraint, dependent on how optimistic 

one wishes to look at the issue, consisted of the timeframe that was available to create the survey 

platform. It must be well clear to everyone that designing and programming new software is not a 
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straightforward process that consists of a fixed pre-determined trajectory that can be followed and 

automatically resulting in a functional application. Any new software requires careful designing, 

developing and testing, at least, if one intends on operating on a robust and reliable application and 

not just functional in a prima facie manner. These phases are not strictly separated by clear 

boundaries and continuous feedback runs back and forth between them. The available timeframe in 

the case of this dissertation was extremely tight. Design of the online platform started early 

November 2014. A first pre-alpha version was ready later in November so that early feedback from 

Prof. Dr. Pauwels could be used to further improve the functionality of the factorial survey. 

Development slowed down during December and January months due to the interference of 

examinations and due tasks. In February development was continued and resulted in a first beta 

version that contained all the necessary functionality but was still untested. During the first weeks of 

March 2015 the online factorial survey was launched in a closed environment that allowed access for 

pre-launch testing purposes. Help was enlisted from friends to test the application and some 

volunteers were found to test through an online software development forum. The testing phase 

brought up very useful feedback on the application and led to several modifications and updates of 

the platform. After testing in the first two weeks of March 2015, the application was launched 

publicly on the 18
th

 of March. All in all, given the very tight timeframe, a sound software application 

was the result of a very intensive development phase. The time that was required to program the 

survey software outweighs any other part of this dissertation. It was a resourceful task that paid off 

in the end, as it was successful in its goal of operation as a fully internet factorial survey.  

3.2.1.33.2.1.33.2.1.33.2.1.3     Development approachDevelopment approachDevelopment approachDevelopment approach    

This is the most technical paragraph on the survey development, as I will shortly cover the used 

methods and techniques that were applied to achieve the design requirements. This is of little 

relevance for the criminological context, but for completeness sake should not be left out entirely. 

To make the development process faster and more straightforward, a so-called Model View 

Controller (MVC) framework was utilized to structure the internal program code. For the database, 

the preferred choice was MySQL, as it more than suited the requirements and it is also utilizes the 

query language the author is most familiar with. Finally, some Asynchronous JavaScript And XML 

(AJAX) was used to give the survey a more fluid and intuitive feel to it. This also has the added bonus 

of being able to show feedback messages to participants without having to reload their page first. 

Not mentioned in any existing literature when covering internet survey validity, but methods to avoid 

duplicate entries from participants who only take part again to increase chances to win the incentive 

have been custom programmed as well. This provides another advantage over existing internet 
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survey platforms, which often completely ignore this kind of fraud. This comes as no surprise, as they 

charge researchers using their platforms by the number of completed surveys. For our application, 

sessions were used to refuse participants who had very recently taken part in the survey trying to 

make a new entry. IP addresses were stored and limited to 25 entries: we had to allow multiple 

entries for school computer environments, in which obviously more than one completed survey 

might be submitted from the same IP. Lastly, duplicate emails rendered an entry invalid for incentive 

participation. I want to stress very strongly that none of these methods of identification were linked 

to entry records themselves. Great caution was put in place to guarantee full participant anonymity. 

IP addresses and emails were stored in separate database tables with no link whatsoever to the table 

that holds the survey records. Though the most modern best practices were implemented 

concerning internet data security, a good software developer should always realize that a worst case 

scenario can never be fully ruled out. Applying the worst case scenario to our factorial survey, similar 

to many other internet applications, would be described as a full database breach. Even in this worst 

case, anonymity is still guaranteed as no means are present to connect completed surveys with user 

identification.  

The unique advantage of performing the scenario study in an online setting is that the subjects are 

essentially part of an interactive environment. Computer code can be used to interpret subject 

response and modify certain survey elements in real-time. An important application of this can be 

found in the gender response: subjects were asked to provide their gender early on in the survey, 

which was later used to modify to scenario vignettes to match correct gender names such as “David” 

for males or “Lisa” for females. In the literature study that was conducted for this dissertation, no 

previous research was found that applied this innovative strategy. Interactive internet surveys are 

usually interpreted as surveys that dynamically elude certain questions when they are irrelevant due 

to personal characteristics. E.g. not displaying any work related questions when the subject has 

defined him or herself as a student. (Manfreda & Vehovar, 2008)  

3.33.33.33.3 Operational measuresOperational measuresOperational measuresOperational measures    

It was opted to leave out the scale constructs and attach an overview of them in the appendix 

instead. The scale constructs also show the sets of questions that were used to measure the 

operationalized variables. The questions used in the factorial survey originate directly from the 

PADS+ research, albeit they were of course translated to Dutch to suit the Flemish school context. It 

was opted to not present all questions from each scale in this part to save room and to keep a 

clutter-free readability. Instead, we urge the reader to find the scales, along with their respective 

Cronbach’s Alpha value and factor loadings in the appendix (See appendix 9.1). There you will find a 

complete overview of the original scale questions in English, along with the mentioned Alpha values 



29 

 

and factor loadings. In this chapter, we only concisely present the scales and their Alpha values, 

without the actual questions. 

 

 

4444 Sample Sample Sample Sample     

4.14.14.14.1     CCCCharacteristicsharacteristicsharacteristicsharacteristics    

 

Inclusion criteria for the population in this thesis research concerns Flemish school-attending youths, 

including ages 13-19. This refers both to secondary compulsory school students, as well as vocational 

university or college university students of bachelor years. The age of adolescence is an interesting 

population for us because of the momentary peak in deviant behavior. (Sampson & Laub, 2003) 

School-attending is to be interpreted as a reference to the official status of the person. Youths who 

should be attending school, but are playing truant for a deliberate amount of lecture time, are thus 

also considered as school-attending and subject to the inclusion criteria. Onset of adolescence is also 

the moment in the development of youth when previous strong bonds with parents tend to weaken. 

More time is spent out of parental control, especially in the afterschool hours. (Osgood, Anderson, & 

Shaffer, 2005) Our units of measurement and units of analysis coincide. We wish to analyze the data 

gathered by the factorial survey to provide statements on the same level, avoiding an ecological or 

atomistic fallacy. (Billiet & Waege, 2003) 

Several options were used to recruit the desired respondent group. Flemish secondary compulsory 

schools were indexed through using official government contact information.
1
 This info was often 

outdated or defunct and required extra efforts to retrieve correct data from. Duplicate email 

addresses were another problem with the official data. After filtering these errors, usable index lists 

were created and are reusable for future research. High schools were reluctant to spread messages 

or inform their students on the ability to participate in the research. Arguments often cited were the 

overwhelming amount of similar requests they receive on a regular basis and lack of resources to 

engage in the research. Clear instructions were given to school teams on the content of the research, 

including ready-to-post pdf documents that were directly addressed at compulsory secondary 

education students. This approach worked for some schools, who immediately distributed this 

                                                           
1
 http://data-onderwijs.vlaanderen.be/onderwijsaanbod/lijst.aspx?hs=311 
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information to their students. In total, 567 emails were sent out to school teams or administrative 

contacts. Only 7% of the mails were answered and only 3.88% agreed to spread the email to their 

students. Reasons for refusal were often that they were overwhelmed with similar requests and they 

had to be very selective in the research they would like to spread to their pupils. It appears some 

portion of schools did not fully understand the request that was posed to them. They cited reasons 

such as the inability to foresee school time to allow their pupils to complete the survey. Those 

schools did not comprehensively read the email that clearly stated the survey was to be completed 

by pupils in after-school hours at home or any available computer. Though refusal was the most 

common response, it appears some school teams also spread information without ever responding 

to our request. While this is of course good to hear, it makes it harder to analyze the impact of this 

type of recruitment since we do not possess a clear picture of which schools participated in 

spreading word about the research. 

 

 

    Secondary sSecondary sSecondary sSecondary school staffchool staffchool staffchool staff    members members members members 

contactedcontactedcontactedcontacted    

Agreed to spreading information Agreed to spreading information Agreed to spreading information Agreed to spreading information 

to pupilsto pupilsto pupilsto pupils    

April 2015April 2015April 2015April 2015    219 8 (3.65%) 

May 2015May 2015May 2015May 2015    348 14 (4.02%) 

OverallOverallOverallOverall    567 22 (3.88%) 

Table 4.1 Contacted secondary school staff and response. 

Vocational universities and university (colleges) 

In March 2015, staffs from all major academic and professional education institutes in Flanders were 

contacted by email. They were asked to spread information regarding the participation in the 

research to their students. Most first year students are still within the age category that is relevant to 

this research, which was a sufficient reason to also recruit through this way. The effect of this 

recruitment was definitely visible in the age distribution (see below), which shows a relatively high 

mean age compared to other adolescent criminology research.  

Flyers 

The third type of recruitment was done through the spreading of flyers. 400 flyers were printed and 

spread through primarily two ways: small bundles were left at entrance halls or congregation rooms 

of local schools and another amount was spread by giving them directly to pupils who left their 

school at the end of school hours. It is unclear what the impact of this recruitment was, as these 
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flyers were spread at the same time when compulsory secondary schools were contacted to ask 

them to spread digital information to their pupils. 

Social media 

The use of several social media provided an extra recruitment opportunity. The creation of a 

Facebook landing page allowed for easy forwarding to the actual survey website. It also has the 

added benefit that it returns extra search results when potential participants look up the survey 

name. A twitter account was created and used to spread recruitment messages to other twitter 

accounts of schools and institutions. A formal request was filed to list the research on the main 

website of the University of Ghent. This request was approved and the message was even listed in 

the main news portal of the University. Additionally, the official twitter account of the University 

spread the recruitment message to ask potential candidates to fill in the survey. To our surprise, the 

message was retweeted 17 times, resulting in a clear increase in survey database entries. 

 

4.1.14.1.14.1.14.1.1 Gender distributionGender distributionGender distributionGender distribution    

The resulting data set contained (N=1201) entries. Initial observations immediately taught us that 

there was an overrepresentation of females in the collected set. They represent 64,7% of the 

respondents vs. 35,3% male participants. This distribution is not worrisome since we expect to see 

similar effects of high propensity in both male and female participants. (Pauwels, 2015) This would 

only be an issue if we were interested in attempting to provide an estimate for the prevalence of 

committed crimes.  This research is aimed at empirically investigating part of the SAT and not 

interested in gathering usable data for self-reported offending.  

 

4.1.24.1.24.1.24.1.2 Age distributionAge distributionAge distributionAge distribution    

The age distribution yields a strong representation of higher ages than normally expected in 

adolescent criminology research, a result probably partially caused by the non-exclusive recruitment 

that was used to encourage respondents to take part. As described earlier in the sample 

methodology, large amounts of emails were also sent to students belonging to a bachelor education 

because this was a possible source of recruitment of 18 year olds. This also resulted in a fair number 

of age 19 and older who also perceived as if the research was aimed at them. The mean age is 17,01; 

the median is 17 and the mode for age is 18. This results in a negative asymmetrical age distribution. 

26.9% of the participants are fifteen or younger. 43.9% is in the age category sixteen to eighteen. 

28.6% submitted an age of nineteen or older. One of the implications of higher ages is the strong 
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general decrease in committed crimes, which is why usually younger age groups, usually thirteen to 

fifteen are sought for this kind of research. The higher than average age in this dissertation research 

does however not interfere without primary research goals. The sample (n=1191) contains enough 

participants of younger age to show a clear trend. In fact, many of the analyses that were performed 

on the data were executed twice. In May 2015 a first data set was extracted from the online 

database, resulting in a temporary sample of 905 participants. Research questions were already 

assessed by performing analyses with that smaller sample. In June 2015 the total amount of 

participants had grown to a number of 1201. This new data set was then also extracted from the 

online database and cleaned. Scale variables were computed again and the data set was made useful. 

This yielded a first set of results, which was later used to compare the second set of analyses with. As 

we will report throughout the next chapter, many of the results only changed in the decimal range 

compared to the first analysis in May. It is however a more preferable choice to use the larger data 

set, as this also confirms that the trends noted only grew stronger after recruiting several hundred 

more participants. 

4.1.34.1.34.1.34.1.3 Summary of the collected sampleSummary of the collected sampleSummary of the collected sampleSummary of the collected sample    

Developing the software platform for the factorial survey was a time intensive process, which led to 

the launch date of March 2015. During the time period from March to June, a sample was collected 

of 1201 participants who took part in the survey. This displays the advantage of the online survey 

method: in a relatively short period of several months, a large enough sample can be achieved to 

perform significant statistical analysis. The recruitment methods used in the data gathering phase 

also show high usefulness for future similar research. Even though only a minor part of contacted 

educational institutions ever agreed to actively spread the information to potential participants, a 

large enough sample was collected. This is most likely aided by the popularity of digital online school 

platforms. Information or announcements posted on such platforms have a wide reach: all pupils of 

the participating institution are being informed. The recruitment potential is very high in such a case. 

One might pose inquiries about the possible bias that occurs from self-selection effects by utilizing 

these methods, though we will counter those arguments in the next subchapter.   

 

 

 

4.1.44.1.44.1.44.1.4 Vignette randomizationVignette randomizationVignette randomizationVignette randomization    

Distribution of the picked vignette dimensions confirms that a random scenario dimension 

application was achieved by using the Mersenne Twister pseudorandom number generator. Take 
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note that we are describing a computer constructed statistic here: participants did not interfere in 

the random attribution of their respective scenario. Random numbers were generated server side 

and could not be altered by the client. This ensures that we mediate any self-selection effects that 

are a possible source for bias in any quantitative self-report research methodology. This represents 

one of the most significant advantages that a factorial survey has to offer over conventional survey 

methodology. 

Overall, the slight differences we notice through the number of attributed scenarios are well within 

the normal expectancies of any random generated number used in a sample size of (N=1201). Some 

missing values are reported, this is the result of participants who quit in the earliest stage of the 

online survey: they partially completed the first set of questions but left before the computer would 

pick a random scenario for them. This was rather exceptional, though, as it was opted to present the 

vignette very early in the survey progress. This accounts for only 2.3% of the participants. 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

 no provocation, monitoring 301 25,1% 25,7% 25,7% 

no provocation, no 

monitoring 

286 23,8% 24,4% 50,0% 

provocation, monitoring 295 24,6% 25,1% 75,2% 

provocation, no monitoring 291 24,2% 24,8% 100,0% 

Total 1173 97,7% 100,0%  

Missing  28 2,3%   

Total 1201 100,0%   

Table 4.2 Distribution of the vignette permutations for the first scenario: classroom violence 

 

 

 

 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

 no provocation, monitoring 292 24,3% 24,9% 24,9% 

no provocation, no 

monitoring 

317 26,4% 27,0% 51,9% 

provocation, monitoring 285 23,7% 24,3% 76,2% 



34 

 

provocation, no monitoring 279 23,2% 23,8% 100,0% 

Total 1173 97,7% 100,0%  

Missing  28 2,3%   

Total 1201 100,0%   

Table 4.3 Distribution of the vignette permutations for the second scenario: violence at the bus-stop 

 

 

4.1.54.1.54.1.54.1.5     Missing valuesMissing valuesMissing valuesMissing values    

The attentive reader might notice a peculiar phenomenon regarding the missing values. Data 

regarding some scales consists of 2.3% missing values. Descriptive statistics regarding other scales 

report a non-response of 12.6%. This disparity in valid data between some scales is a direct effect 

from the survey design. It was opted to present less intrusive questions early into the survey, while 

posing questions concerning more sensitive topics such as peer delinquency in the later part. 99.2% 

of the participants managed to complete the first part of the survey. Only 87.4% of the participants 

completed the last part of the survey, containing scales such as self-control and peer delinquency. 

The overall completion rate is relatively high when comparing to other internet surveys. This is 

probably a direct effect from the short duration (most would finish the survey in less than 15 minutes) 

and the significant incentive that was offered (a tablet). 

Survey questions Total 

completed 

Non-

response 

Non-response 

percent 

Valid percent 

 Age (page 1) 1191 10 0.8% 99.2% 

Vignette 1: Classroom 

violence (page 2) 

1173 28 2.3% 97.7% 

Vignette 2: Violence at the 

bus-stop (page 2) 

1173 28 2.3% 97.7% 

Substance use (page 3) 1050 151 12.6% 87.4% 

Overall 

completion 

    87.4% 

Table 4.4 Completion rates for survey questions on each of the three pages. 

The survey has been split into three separate web pages to keep some consistency in the layout of 

the presentation. As expected, as we look at the different completion rates for different scale 

constructs, we see that there is more non-response later on in the survey. We do not show 

completion rates for every measured scale in table 4.4 as this would be cumbersome; a selection of 

questions from the three different survey pages shows the evolution clearly. Readers who are 
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interested in seeing an overview of the validity of the used scales will find the Cronbach’s alpha and 

factor loading values in the appendix of this dissertation. 

4.1.64.1.64.1.64.1.6 ConclusionConclusionConclusionConclusion    

In a period from 23 March to 14 June 2015, a sample (n=1201) (including incomplete submissions) 

was achieved. Recruitment was done through low-budget means of mainly digital media. Although 

no real budget was available, within the relatively short period of three months a large enough 

sample had been gathered to perform significant statistical analysis on.  

 

5555     ResultsResultsResultsResults    

5.15.15.15.1 UnivUnivUnivUnivariate descriptive resultsariate descriptive resultsariate descriptive resultsariate descriptive results    

5.1.15.1.15.1.15.1.1 Violent scenario reaction distributionViolent scenario reaction distributionViolent scenario reaction distributionViolent scenario reaction distribution    

In this part we present the distribution and descriptive statistics of the participant reaction to the 

scenario. As throughout the entire results chapter, you will notice that most of the reporting has 

been divided in two separate parts. It was opted to present the results for each of the two scenarios 

one after another. This has the benefit of easy interpretation, since statistical results of both 

vignettes can be kept separated, yet the interpretation that comes with it can be done adjacent if the 

subject requires so.  

Concerning the results from the chosen action alternative we see a clear difference between the 

vignettes.  

For the first vignette 7.1% of the participants chose for the deviant action alternative and thus 

indicated they would hit Steven or Lisa when they were confronted with their respective vignette and 

its dimensions. 90.6% did not pick a violent response. 97.7% of the submitted surveys received a 

valid response to the first scenario. Keep in mind that participants were presented with four possible 

alternatives to choose from when they were asked to assess the vignette. These possible alternatives 

were presented in the methodology chapter. The answer categories were retrieved from the 

database and then recoded in SPSS. Three answer categories that did not contain any violent 

response were recoded into no violent response. Only one answer was considered a violent response, 

which was recoded into violent response. This makes statistical analysis much more relevant and also 
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easier to interpret. It is also an essential requirement to utilize binomial regression, which will be 

used later in this chapter to assess the hypotheses. 

 

Scenario: Classroom violence Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent 

 No violent response 1088 90.6% 92.8% 92.8% 

Violent response 85 7.1% 7.2% 100.0% 

Total 1173 97.7% 100.0%  

Missing 28 2.3%   

Total  1201 100.0%   

Table 5.1.1 Distribution of violent and non-violent responses for vignette 1. 

 

In the second vignette, a remarkable increase was noted in the proportion of participants that 

indicated they would respond by means of the violent action alternative presented in the answer 

categories.  

 

In the second vignette 13,2% indicated they would respond by means of the violent action 

alternative. 84,4% did not pick an alternative that contained a violent response. This is a serious 

increase when compared to the first scenario, though also not an entirely surprising one. When 

considering the content of the two scenarios, one could easily argue that the second one, violence at 

the bus-stop, contains a much more emotionally provocative setting. The destruction of a personal 

belonging with a potential high value loss could invoke a greater reaction from participants in general. 

This also shows that the inclusion of two vignettes comes with an intrinsic benefit: results from both 

allow comparison for more interesting analysis. 

 

Scenario: Violence at the bus-

stop 

Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent 

 No violent response 1014 84.4% 86.4% 86.4% 

Violent response 159 13.2% 13.6% 100.0% 

Total 1173 97.7% 100.0%  

Missing 28 2.3%   

Total  1201 100.0%   

Table 5.1.2 Distribution of violent and non-violent responses for vignette 2. 
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5.25.25.25.2 Bivariate analysisBivariate analysisBivariate analysisBivariate analysis    

For completeness of the descriptive analyses and to assess if theoretical assumptions are being met 

by the data, we present a correlation table in which the most important scale constructs measured in 

the survey are listed. 
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Pearson correlation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1. (Low) Morality 1               

2. Shame -.40** 1              

3. Guilt -.54** .55** 1             

4. (Low) Self Control .36** -.31** -.48** 1            

5. Temptation .37** -.38** -.51** .47** 1           

6. Unstructered 

routines 

.30** -.19** -.21** .22** .14** 1          

7. Peer delinquency .47** -.28** -.35** .30** .35** .28** 1         

8. Total frequency 

offending 

.29** -.35** -.33** .26** .43** .16** .27** 1        

9. Variable offending .34** -.40** -.42** .35** .51** .21** .31** .89** 1       

10. Neighbourhood 

disorganisation 

.22** -.21** -.22** .32** .30** .24** .28** .21** .29** 1      

11. Low cohesion .20** -.16** -.19** .17** .11** .09* .08** .09** .13** .21** 1     

12. Neighbourhood 

peer delinquency 

.25** -.27** -.28** .31** .31** .22** .37** .20** .25** .52** .17** 1    

13. Low monitoring .42** -.28** -.32** .17** .19** .21** .33** .21** .27** .16** .20** .13** 1   

14. Violent reaction 1 .13** -.17** -.24** .23** .18** .03 .16** .18** .19** .10** .07* .13** .10** 1  

15. Violent reaction 2 .15** -.14** -.25** .23** .18** .15** .15** .14** .16** .18** .04 .20** .11** .34** 1 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Table 5.3 Pearson correlations for measured scale constructs
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Strong correlations are found between morality, shame, guilt, self-control and temptation. Take note 

that shaming and guilt are measured on a scale that is inverted compared to the morality and self-

control scale. These variables have been recoded to match the direction in which the scale is 

constructed for further analysis, but original values were used to create the correlation table so the 

reader could easily see the negative link from the way the questions were asked. Note that morality 

and self-control have been coded to make their interpretation more straight forward. Someone who 

scores high on (Low) self-control actually means they have a very low self-control. This will make 

more sense later when we perform additional analyses, where it will become clear that we need to 

order all scale constructs in the same direction. This is because we want to create an overall crime 

propensity variable, which is one of the central concepts of SAT and crucial to our understanding of 

the perception-choice process. 

5.2.15.2.15.2.15.2.1 CrCrCrCrosstabs classroom violence scenarioosstabs classroom violence scenarioosstabs classroom violence scenarioosstabs classroom violence scenario    

We can get a great information value through the descriptive statistic of crosstabulating a binned 

propensity variable in the columns with the violent reaction to the scenario in the rows. This allows 

us to assess the percentage and absolute numbers of participants that choose a violent reaction for 

each propensity category individually. A binned variable, in our case propensity, refers to the 

procedure of visual binning in IBM SPSS (or any statistical processor). It is sometimes preferable to 

create a new categorical variable from metric information. The resulting new variable is then not 

continuous anymore, and is subdivided in some categories. In the case of propensity, the metric 

variable was binned by using the quartiles as a cut-off point, resulting in three categories for the new 

binned variable. The categories are ranked from low propensity to high propensity.  

 

 Low 

propensity 

Medium 

propensity 

High propensity Total 

No violent response 288 

97.6% 

464 

93.7% 

218 

87.2% 

970 

93.3% 

Violent response 7 

2.4% 

31 

6.3% 

32 

12.8% 

70 

6.7% 

Count 

(% of total) 

Pearson Chi-square 

295 

28.4% 

 

495 

47.6% 

250 

24.0% 

1040 

100.0% 

7.42* 

***=P<0.001 

Table 5.2.1 Vignette reaction by propensity categories for the second scenario. 

97.6% of participants in the low propensity group refrain from choosing the violent action alternative. 

Only a mere 7 in the low propensity group choose for a violent response. Of the medium propensity 

category, 93.7% do not choose a violent response, while 6.3% does so. A difference of 3.9 percentage 
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points. In the high propensity group, 87.2% do not choose a violent response, while 12.8% chooses a 

violent alternative. Spread over all propensity groups, 93.3% do not choose a violent response. 

A clear trend can be seen: the proportion of participants that choose a violent response over a non-

violent response increases for each category. 

  

 

5.2.25.2.25.2.25.2.2 Crosstabs violence at the busCrosstabs violence at the busCrosstabs violence at the busCrosstabs violence at the bus----stop scenariostop scenariostop scenariostop scenario    

 

 

 Low 

propensity 

Medium 

propensity 

High propensity Total 

No violent response 282 

95.6% 

437 

88.3% 

190 

76.0% 

909 

87.4% 

Violent response 13 

4.4% 

58 

11.7% 

60 

24.0% 

131 

12.6% 

Count 

(% of total) 

Pearson Chi-square 

295 

28.4% 

 

495 

47.6% 

250 

24.0% 

1040 

100.0% 

47.85*** 

***=P<0.001  

Table 5.2.2 Vignette reaction by propensity categories for the second scenario. 

 

Of the low propensity group, 95.6% does not choose a violent response, while 4.4% does. Medium 

propensity shows that 88.3% did not pick a violent response, while 11.7% did. The high propensity 

group shows by far the greatest proportion of participants who picked a violent alternative. 24.0% of 

the high propensity group opted for the violent alternative, which more than doubles the proportion 

of the medium propensity and is 5.45 times more than the proportion of the low propensity group. 

The results that are found for the second scenario make for an interesting finding. A much higher 

proportion of the high propensity category now picks a violent reaction as their response to the 

vignette. This is a remarkable result that is undoubtedly strongly influenced by the completely 

different scenario setting of the second vignette. If provocation is present, participants are faced 

with the loss of a valuable material item. High propensity category clearly shows a strong reaction to 

this scenario. At the same time, the proportion of participants from the low propensity category only 

marginally increase in their choice for a violent reaction in bus-stop scenario. As will be discussed 

later on, these effects are entirely in line with theoretical assumptions from SAT. 
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5.35.35.35.3     Explanatory analysesExplanatory analysesExplanatory analysesExplanatory analyses    

5.3.15.3.15.3.15.3.1 Method of analysisMethod of analysisMethod of analysisMethod of analysis    

Binary (binomial) logistic regression was used as statistical method to test the hypotheses. The 

choice for binomial regression can be justified only if some prerequisites are met. Firstly, our 

predictor variables consist of both continuous and categorical variables. Secondly, the outcome of 

our dependent variable, a violent response in the vignette, is coded as a dichotomous variable (0= 

non-violent, 1= violent). Additionally, the dependent variable also has mutual exclusivity for its 

categories, we are either faced with a violent response or a non-violent response. It is not in the 

reach of possibilities that both conditions are present. Since we are using multiple independent 

variables of both continuous and categorical range to predict the outcome of one dependent 

categorical variable, the use of binary logistic regression is justified as a method of analysis. All 

binomial regression was performed in IBM SPSS version 22. 

5.3.25.3.25.3.25.3.2 TestingTestingTestingTesting    the main effects of independent variablesthe main effects of independent variablesthe main effects of independent variablesthe main effects of independent variables    

Two models were used to test the effects of the independent variables. The first model uses crime 

propensity as an independent variable, controlled for age and gender as categorical variables. The 

second model includes situational elements. Scenario criminogeneity was tested by computing 

monitoring and provocation as dichotomous variables. For all categorical variables we have 

appointed the lowest category as our reference group. This is denoted as “—“ throughout the 

regression tables. Model one thus investigates the effect of propensity. Model two aims to check for 

the effects that come from situational elements and propensity together and any possible interaction. 

We use gender and age categories as  demographic control variables in both models. All scale 

constructs that are included as a continuous variable such as overall propensity were standardized. 

This is necessary to allow for a correct interpretation and comparison between the computed scales. 

In every analysis we present the reader with the values for B, standard error (SE) and the 

exponentiated B, which will be referred to as the odds ratio throughout the text. Nagelkerke pseudo 

R-square is included in every analysis. This is however not to be interpreted as having the same 

meaning as in an ordinary least squares regression, where R-square is used to explain the variance 

that is caused in the dependent variable. For binomial regression, we use pseudo R-square, which has 

to be interpreted with more caution but can still tell us something about the model goodness of fit. 

 The results will be presented for both scenarios in separate regression tables. We will run through 

the results for the classroom violence scenario first, after which we will redo the same analyses for 

the bus-stop violence scenario. This will allow us to consider the discussed hypotheses while also 
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investigating the possible effect that might result from a perceived difference between the severity 

of the two scenarios that were presented to the participants.    

We will discuss and interpret the regression after having presented the reader with the tables. 

During the presentation of the regression tables, only statistical parameters will be reported. The 

actual interpretation will happen after all the tables and figures have been properly presented. This 

allows for a single and solid argument regarding the effects that were found through the analysis for 

both separate scenarios. 

5.45.45.45.4     Results for the first scenario: Classroom violenceResults for the first scenario: Classroom violenceResults for the first scenario: Classroom violenceResults for the first scenario: Classroom violence    

5.4.15.4.15.4.15.4.1 Effect of propensity on scenario violenceEffect of propensity on scenario violenceEffect of propensity on scenario violenceEffect of propensity on scenario violence    

5.4.1.15.4.1.15.4.1.15.4.1.1 Effect of propensity on scenario violence, propensity as a Effect of propensity on scenario violence, propensity as a Effect of propensity on scenario violence, propensity as a Effect of propensity on scenario violence, propensity as a continuouscontinuouscontinuouscontinuous    variablevariablevariablevariable    

Scenario: classroom violence 

Dependent variable: 

Violent response 

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 1 

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 2 

Gender (Males) 

 

0.53(0.26)/1.70* 0.65(0.28)/1.91* 

Age 

-16 (ref.) 

16-18 

18+ 

 

-- 

-0.76(0.31)/0.47* 

-0.62(0.34)/0.54 

 

-- 

-1.01(0.33)/0.36** 

-0.76(0.37)/0.47* 

(Z)Overall propensity 0.83(0.12)/2.29*** 0.95(0.13)/2.58*** 

Monitoring  -0.21(0.28)/0.81 

Provocation  3.02(0.50)/20.44*** 

Nagelkerke R square 0.152 0.314 

*=p<0.05; **=p<0.010; ***=p<0.001 

Table 5.1. Regression table for propensity, classroom violence scenario. 

 

The first model reports a Nagelkerke pseudo R-square of 0.152. The second model performs better 

and Nagelkerke pseudo R-square has increased to 0.314, which would indicate a better model with a 

greater capacity of explaining dependent variable variances. Gender shows us that males have an 

odds ratio of 1.91, with females as the reference group. For the age categories, B has a negative 

value. This implies that higher age categories are less likely to respond with a violent outcome. We 

see that higher age categories are associated with less probability to choose a violent outcome, as 

the odds ratios tell us that ages 16 to 18 are 0.36 times less likely to choose a violent response, while 

ages 18 and older show an odds of 0.47 times less. This is in line with expectations, once past the 

ages of 13 to 15 a general decrease is usually noted for crime propensity. 
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When considering solely propensity, age categories and gender as independent variables, the 

binomial regression shows us that propensity has a strong effect on choosing a violent response. The 

odds ratio can be interpreted as follows: for the increase of the independent variable with one, the 

dependent variable will increase with 2.29. This means that any increase in crime propensity is much 

more likely to produce a violent outcome. The effect is noted slightly stronger for model two, where 

standardized overall propensity shows an odds ratio of 2.58. 

 

 

5.4.1.25.4.1.25.4.1.25.4.1.2 Effect of propensity on scenario violence, propensity as a categorical variableEffect of propensity on scenario violence, propensity as a categorical variableEffect of propensity on scenario violence, propensity as a categorical variableEffect of propensity on scenario violence, propensity as a categorical variable    

Scenario classroom violence 

Dependent variable: 

Violent response 

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 1 

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 2 

Gender (Males) 

 

0.65(0.26)/1.91* 0.75(0.27)/2.12** 

Age 

-16 (ref.) 

16-18 

18+ 

 

-- 

-0.65(0.30)/0.52* 

-0.57(0.33)/0.57 

 

-- 

-0.78(0.32)/0.46* 

-0.60(0.35)/0.55 

Overall propensity 

Low (ref) 

Medium 

High 

 

-- 

1.08(0.43)/2.95* 

1.82(0.44)/6.17*** 

 

-- 

1.109(0.44)/3.03* 

2.09(0.45)/8.09*** 

Monitoring  -0.16(0.27)/0.853 

Provocation  2.86(0.48)/17.52*** 

Nagelkerke R square 0.088 0.251 

*=p<0.05; **=p<0.010; ***=p<0.001 

Table 5.2 Regression table for propensity(categorical), classroom violence scenario. 

 

To test the non-lineair effect that is assumed by the theory we also execute each analysis with 

propensity as a categorical variable. This simply means we have grouped our participant data using 

the quartiles as a cut-off point.  The resulting categories are marked from low to high. When 

executing the binomial regression, the lowest category is always set as reference.  

In model 1, gender, age category 16 to 18 and medium overall propensity category show significance. 

The high propensity category shows the strongest odds ratio and significant effect, reporting an odds 

ratio of 6.17 with the lowest propensity set as reference. This is entirely within expectations, as we 

assume that the effects are much stronger for the highest propensity groups, showing a non-linear  
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increase in odds as we traverse through the higher categories of our binned overall propensity. 

Nagelkerke pseudo-R square is 0.088. For the second model we added monitoring and provocation 

to the list of independent variables, adding situational elements on top of the individual 

characteristics. As noted before, these dichotomous variables were computed by taking information 

from the computer picked vignette variable and grouping high monitoring vignettes as 1 in the newly 

computed monitoring variable and 0 when no monitoring was present. The same method was 

applied to compute the dichotomous provocation variable. In this model, the significance of gender 

increases to the p<0.010 level, showing an odds ratio of 2.12 for male participants. Age category 16 

to 18 remains significant, as does medium propensity with an odds ratio of 3.03. When situational 

elements were added, the high propensity group reports an odds increase to 8.09, showing an even 

stronger effect than in the first model were no situational variables were included. Of the newly 

introduced variables monitoring shows a negative effect on choosing the violent response, though 

the effect is not reported as significant. The strongest effect is noted for the vignettes where 

provocation was high. This effect was significant to the p<0.001 level and reports an odds ratio of 

17.52, indicating that the participants who were presented with provocation in their vignette were 

much more likely to choose a violent outcome. Nagelkerke pseudo R-square is higher for this model 

and reporting as 0.251, indicating that this model seems better capable of explaining variance in the 

dependent variable. 

  

5.4.25.4.25.4.25.4.2     Effects of overall morality on scenario violenceEffects of overall morality on scenario violenceEffects of overall morality on scenario violenceEffects of overall morality on scenario violence    

5.4.2.15.4.2.15.4.2.15.4.2.1 Effects of overall morality on scenario vEffects of overall morality on scenario vEffects of overall morality on scenario vEffects of overall morality on scenario violence, morality as coiolence, morality as coiolence, morality as coiolence, morality as continuousntinuousntinuousntinuous    variablevariablevariablevariable    

 

Scenario Classroom violence 

Dependent variable: 

Violent response 

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 1  

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 2  

Gender (Males) 

 

0.54(0.26)/1.72* 0.65(0.28)/1.92* 

Age 

-16 (ref.) 

16-18 

18+ 

 

-- 

-0.62(0.31)/0.539* 

-0.43(0.36)/0.652 

 

-- 

-0.87(0.34)/0.419* 

-0.57(0.38)/0.569 

Overall Morality 0.41(0.13)/1.51** 0.51(0.14)/1.66*** 

Self-control 0.62(0.14)/1.87*** 0.66(0.15)/1.929*** 

Monitoring  -0.17(0.28)/0.84 

Provocation  3.00(0.50)/20.258*** 
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Nagelkerke R square .162 0.321 

% correct predictions 

No violent response 

Violent response 

Overall 

 

99.9% 

4.3% 

93.5% 

 

99.6% 

14.3% 

93.8% 

-2 loglikelihood 445.20 374.06 

*=p<0.05; **=p<0.010; ***=p<0.001 

Table 5.3 Regression table with overall morality & self-control (metric variable), monitoring and 

provocation (controlling for age and gender) 

When monitoring and provocation are added as categorical variables, an extremely strong effect is 

noted for provocation as an independent categorical variable. This means that if provocation is 

present in the vignette and shown to the participant, we have much higher odds for the   

 

In our first model, gender, age category 16 to 18, overall morality and (low) self-control show 

significant effects on the dependent variable. Overall morality reports an odds ratio of 1.51 and self-

control shows 1.87, which is significant to the p<0.001 level. Nagelkerke pseudo R-square is 0.162. 

The first model correctly predicted 99.9% of the non-violent responses, while only 4.3% of violent 

outcomes. Overall it correctly predicted 93.5% of the outcomes of the dependent variables. 

In model 2 situational control variables monitoring and provocation were added. All other 

independent variables show increased effects. The odds ratio of overall morality rose significantly to 

1.66. Self-control remains significant with an odds ratio of 1.93. Monitoring has, as expected by 

theory, a negative effect on choosing a violent alternative, though the effect is not noted as 

significant. The presence of provocation in the vignette is most significant, reporting an odds ratio of 

20.26. Nagelkerke pseudo R-square rose to 0.321, indicating this model has a stronger ability to 

explain variance in violent response. It correctly predicted 99.6% of the non-violent responses and 

14.3% of the violent responses, which is an increase over the mere 4.3% of the first model. Overall it 

managed to predict 93.8% of the responses correctly when all variables were in the equation. 

 

5.4.2.25.4.2.25.4.2.25.4.2.2 Effects of overall morality on scenario Effects of overall morality on scenario Effects of overall morality on scenario Effects of overall morality on scenario violence, morality as categorical variableviolence, morality as categorical variableviolence, morality as categorical variableviolence, morality as categorical variable    

Scenario Classroom violence 

Dependent variable: 

Violent response 

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 1 (solely individual 

characteristics) 

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 2 (individual and situational 

characteristics) 
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Gender (Males) 

 

0.63(0.26)/1.88* 0.68(0.27)/1.98* 

Age 

-16 (ref.) 

16-18 

18+ 

 

-- 

-0.55(0.30)/0.58 

-0.41(0.34)/0.661 

 

-- 

-0.75(0.33)/0.48* 

-0.46(0.36)/0.634 

Overall Morality 

High (ref) 

Medium 

Low 

 

-- 

0.78(0.55)/2.22 

1.39(0.59)/4.01* 

 

-- 

1.03(0.57)/2.79 

1.75(0.62)/5.75** 

Self-control 

High (ref) 

Medium 

Low 

 

-- 

0.91(0.62)/2.47 

1.88(0.64)/6.55** 

 

-- 

0.88(0.62)/2.41 

1.89(0.65)/6.628** 

Monitoring  -0.07(0.27)/0.93  

Provocation  2.82(0.48)/16.83*** 

Nagelkerke R square 

% correct predictions 

No violent response 

Violent response 

Overall 

-2 loglikelihood 

0.113 

 

100.0% 

0.0% 

93.3% 

466.261 

0.267 

 

99.8% 

1.4% 

93.2% 

398.661 

*=p<0.05; **=p<0.010; ***=p<0.001 

Table 5.4 Regression table with overall morality & self-control (categorical variable), monitoring and 

provocation (controlling for age and gender). 

 

Model 1 reports significant effects for gender, low morality group and low self-control group. In this 

model, age 16 to 18 does not come up as significant. The categorical nature of overall morality and 

self-control in this analysis allows us to gauge the assumed non-linear effect that follows from SAT 

propositions. We note that indeed only the lowest categories of overall morality and self-control 

show significant effects. Low overall morality shows an odds ratio of 4.01 when referencing high 

morality as contrast indicator. Low self-control has an odds ratio of 6.55 compared to the referenced 

high self-control. The effect of low morality is significant to the p<0.05 level and low self-control to 

the p<0.010 level respectively. Nagelkerke pseudo R-square is 0.113. Model 1 succeeded in 

predicting 100.0% of the non-violent responses, while not correctly predicting any violent responses. 

This results in a 93.3% overall prediction accuracy. The second model contains monitoring and 

provocation as situational control variables. An increase of effect is noted for all previously included 

variables, except for the medium self-control group. In this model, age category 16 to 18 now shows 



47 

 

a statistical significance to the p<0.05 level. The low morality group odds ratio rose significantly from 

4.01 in the previous model to 5.75. Monitoring shows a non-significant negative effect on violent 

response. Vignettes with a high provocation level provide a very strong effect on the independent 

variable. The odds ratio of 16.83 is significant at the p<0.001 level. 

 
Figure 5.1 Morality and self-control interaction 3d bar chart 

 

 

 

 

5.4.35.4.35.4.35.4.3     Effects of scenario criminogeneityEffects of scenario criminogeneityEffects of scenario criminogeneityEffects of scenario criminogeneity    

5.4.3.15.4.3.15.4.3.15.4.3.1 Effects of scenario criminogeneity, criminogeneity as Effects of scenario criminogeneity, criminogeneity as Effects of scenario criminogeneity, criminogeneity as Effects of scenario criminogeneity, criminogeneity as continuouscontinuouscontinuouscontinuous    variablevariablevariablevariable    

 

Scenario: Classroom violence 

Dependent variable: B(SE)/Odds ratio B(SE)/Odds ratio 
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Violent response Model 1 Model 2 

Gender (Males) 

 

0.53(0.26)/1.70* 0.68(0.28)/1.97* 

Age 

-16 (ref.) 

16-18 

18+ 

 

-- 

-0.76(0.31)/0.47* 

-0.62(0.34)/0.54 

 

-- 

-0.95(0.33)/0.37** 

-0.70(0.36)/0.50 

(Z)Overall propensity 0.83(0.12)/2.29*** 0.94(0.13)/2.55*** 

Scenario criminogeneity 

 

 1.05(0.16)/2.86*** 

Nagelkerke R square 0.152 0.283 

% correct predictions 

No violent response 

Violent response 

overall 

-2 loglikelihood 

 

99.8% 

2.9% 

93.3% 

449.424 

 

99.7% 

11.4% 

93.8% 

391.693 

*=p<0.05; **=p<0.010; ***=p<0.001 

Table 5.5 Overall propensity (metric variable) and scenario criminogeneity (controlled for age and 

gender). 

In order to assess the effect of scenario criminogeneity on scenario violence we perform a binomial 

logistic regression with criminogeneity as a continuous variable. We use model 1 to compare the 

effects of solely individual elements to model 2, which always includes situational variables. The first 

model reports three variables as significant: the male gender group, age category 16 to 18 and 

standardized overall propensity on a continuous scale. Only overall propensity is significant to the 

p<0.001 level, having an odds ratio of 2.29. Nagelkerke pseudo R-square is 0.152. The model 

correctly predicts 99.8% of non-violent responses, while predicting 2.9% of violent responses. This is 

an overall accuracy of 93.3%. The second model receives scenario criminogeneity as extra 

independent variable. Effect increases are noted for all other variables. Scenario criminogeneity has 

an odds ratio of 2.86, which shows a high significance. Furthermore, the addition of this situational 

variable causes an increase of Nagelkerke pseudo R-square to 0.283, indicating that this model is 

better capable of explaining the variance of scenario violence. Model 2 correctly predicts 99.7% of 

non-violent response and 11.4% of violent response, an increase in model accuracy compared to the 

first model. 
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5.4.3.25.4.3.25.4.3.25.4.3.2 Effects of scenario criminogeneity, crimEffects of scenario criminogeneity, crimEffects of scenario criminogeneity, crimEffects of scenario criminogeneity, criminogeneity as categorical variableinogeneity as categorical variableinogeneity as categorical variableinogeneity as categorical variable    

 

Scenario Classroom Violence 

Dependent variable: Violent response B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 1 

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 2 

Gender (Males) 

 

0.53(0.26)/1.70* 0.64(0.28)/1.90* 

Age 

-16 (ref.) 

16-18 

18+ 

 

-- 

-0.76(0.31)/0.47* 

-0.62(0.34)/0.54 

 

-- 

-1.01(0.33)/0.36** 

-0.76(0.37)/0.47* 

(Z)Total propensity 0.83(0.12)/2.29*** 0.95(0.13)/2.59*** 

Scenario criminogeneity 

Monitoring, no provocation (ref) 

No Monitoring, no provocation 

Monitoring, provocation 

No monitoring, provocation 

 

 

 

 

-- 

0.56(0.96)/1.76 

3.24(0.79)/25.53*** 

3.41(0.79)/30.36*** 

Nagelkerke R square 0.152 0.314 

% correct predictions 

No violent response 

Violent response 

Overall  

-2 loglikelihood 

 

99.8% 

2.9% 

93.3% 

449.424 

 

99.6% 

14.3% 

93.8% 

377.282 

*=p<0.05; **=p<0.010; ***=p<0.001 

Table 5.6 Overall propensity (metric variable) and scenario criminogeneity (categorical), controlling 

for age and gender. 

In this regression (model 2) we have included scenario criminogeneity as a categorical variable. This 

allows for the assessment of effects for each vignette permutation. We will only report model 2 

statistics here as model 1 was already reported in the previous regression and thus serves the 

purpose as a comparison to the new model 2. We see an increase in effect for all variables, gender, 

age and propensity show increased odds when compared to the model without scenario 

criminogeneity. Both age categories also show a rise in significance level. Overall standardized 

propensity shows a rise in odds ratio from 2.29 to 2.59. Interesting and entirely in line with 

theoretical assumptions are the results for scenario criminogeneity categories. The no monitoring, no 

provocation does not show a significant effect when compared to the reference category monitoring, 

no provocation. Very strong effects are reported for both vignette permutations that include the 

provocation towards the participant. Monitoring, provocation shows an odds ratio of 25.53, while no 
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monitoring, provocation has an even stronger effect with an odds ratio of 30.36. Both effects are 

significant to the p<0.001 level. The inclusion of scenario criminogeneity as a categorical independent 

variable also yields a much higher Nagelkerke pseudo R-square, which is now 0.314. This tends to 

show that model 2 does better at explaining the variance in our dependent variable. The model 

succeeds at predicting 99.6% of non-violent response and 14.3% of the violent response, which is an 

increase over the 2.9% of the first model. Overall the model predicted the responses with a 93.8% 

accuracy. Remember that the monitoring permutation refers to the presence of teachers in this 

scenario and provocation includes the physical push and injury to the back that we described earlier 

when the vignette universe was described. 

 
Figure 5.2 Scenario criminogeneity and violent reaction graph, grouped by propensity categories. 
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Figure 5.3 Scenario criminogeneity and overall propensity bar chart for the classroom violence 

scenario. 

 

 

 

 

5.55.55.55.5 Results for the second scenario: Results for the second scenario: Results for the second scenario: Results for the second scenario: Violence at theViolence at theViolence at theViolence at the    busbusbusbus----stopstopstopstop    

After having finished the statistical reporting for the first scenario, we now move on to the second 

vignette that was presented to the participants. To avoid confusion, it was opted to present the 

results for the binomial logistic regression separately for each scenario. After the reporting of the 

second scenario we will discuss the implications of the results for our research questions and 

attempt to answer them in a complete and satisfactory manner. The effects of the main and 

interaction effects are thoroughly reported and discussed after all the analyses have been performed 

for the bus-stop violence scenario. During the overview of the regression analyses and presentation 

of relevant graphs and bar charts we will only discuss statistical parameters and significance. Linking 
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these results back to the theory will happen after all results have been presented. We perform the 

same set of logistic regression analyses for the second scenario.  

 

 

5.5.15.5.15.5.15.5.1 Effect of propensity on scenario violenceEffect of propensity on scenario violenceEffect of propensity on scenario violenceEffect of propensity on scenario violence    

5.5.1.15.5.1.15.5.1.15.5.1.1 Effect of propensity on Effect of propensity on Effect of propensity on Effect of propensity on scenario violence, propensity as a scenario violence, propensity as a scenario violence, propensity as a scenario violence, propensity as a continuouscontinuouscontinuouscontinuous    variablevariablevariablevariable    

Scenario: Violence at the bus-stop 

Dependent variable: 

Violent response 

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 1 

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 2 

Gender (Males) 

 

0.55(0.20)/1.74** 0.66(0.21)/1.93** 

Age 

-16 (ref.) 

16-18 

18+ 

 

-- 

-0.65(0.24)/0.52** 

-0.28(0.25)/0.75 

 

-- 

-0.69(0.25)/0.50** 

-0.24(0.27)/0.79 

(Z)Overall propensity 0.69(0.10)/2.00*** 0.74(0.10)/2.10*** 

Monitoring  -0.80(0.21)/0.45*** 

Provocation  1.52(0.23)/4.56*** 

Nagelkerke R square 0.130 0.238 

*=p<0.05; **=p<0.010; ***=p<0.001 

Table 5.7  Regression table for propensity (metric variable) 

Model 1 contains three independent variables that were used to predict the outcome of violent 

scenario response. The male category for gender, age 16 to 18 and standardized overall propensity 

all have significant effects on the independent variable. Nagelkerke pseudo R-square reports 0.130. 

In the second model, situational variables monitoring and provocation are added. Interestingly 

monitoring has a very significant effect on reducing a violent outcome (an odds ratio lower than 0 

indicates a negative effect on the dependent variable), this is in contrast to what was found for the 

first scenario, where the effect of monitoring was mostly not significant. We will discuss this result 

later when assessing our main and interaction effects in the next chapter. Provocation also shows a 

significant effect with an odds ratio of 4.56. Nagelkerke pseudo R-squared has increased to 0.238, 

showing that model 2 is better capable of explaining variance is violent response. 
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5.5.1.25.5.1.25.5.1.25.5.1.2  Effect of propensity on scenario violence, propensity as a categorical variableEffect of propensity on scenario violence, propensity as a categorical variableEffect of propensity on scenario violence, propensity as a categorical variableEffect of propensity on scenario violence, propensity as a categorical variable    

Scenario Violence at the bus-stop 

Dependent variable: 

Violent response 

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 1 

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 2 

Gender (Males) 

 

0.60(0.20)/1.83** 0.71(0.21)/2.03** 

Age 

-16 (ref.) 

16-18 

18+ 

 

-- 

-0.62(0.24)/0.54** 

-0.28(0.25)/0.76 

 

-- 

-0.66(0.25)/0.52** 

-0.25(0.27)/0.78 

Overall propensity 

Low (ref) 

Medium 

High 

 

-- 

1.12(0.32)/3.067*** 

1.96(0.33)/7.094*** 

 

-- 

1.21(0.33)/3.35*** 

2.05(0.34)/7.77*** 

Monitoring  -0.79(0.21)/0.45*** 

Provocation  1.48(0.22)/4.38*** 

Nagelkerke R square 0.116 0.222 

*=p<0.05; **=p<0.010; ***=p<0.001 

Table 5.8 Regression table for propensity (categorical variable); violence at the bus-stop. 

The first model has been added with propensity as a categorical variable. As in all regression that was 

performed, the first or lowest category has been set as reference category to compare the higher 

categories with. Male gender category, age category 16 to 18 and both medium and high propensity 

categories show significant effects. As expected, higher age categories show a decreased odds for 

violent response. Ages 16 to 18 show an odds ratio of 0.54 with the -16 age category. The overall 

propensity shows us that both medium and high categories have a significant effect. The odds ratio 

of medium propensity is 3.07, high propensity reports 7.09. Nagelkerke pseudo R-square is 0.116. 

For the second model, monitoring and provocation were added to assess the effect of the addition of 

situational variables. A general increase in effect is noted for most other variables and as in the 

previous analysis, both monitoring and provocation show high significance. Monitoring has a strong 
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reducing effect on a violent outcome. Provocation does the opposite, and its odds ratio of 4.38 tells 

us that the presence of provocation in the vignette makes it more likely that participants will pick the 

violent response.    

 

5.5.25.5.25.5.25.5.2 Effects of overall morality on scenario violenceEffects of overall morality on scenario violenceEffects of overall morality on scenario violenceEffects of overall morality on scenario violence    

5.5.2.15.5.2.15.5.2.15.5.2.1 Effects of Effects of Effects of Effects of overall morality on scenario voverall morality on scenario voverall morality on scenario voverall morality on scenario violence, morality as continuousiolence, morality as continuousiolence, morality as continuousiolence, morality as continuous    variablevariablevariablevariable    

 

Scenario Violence at the bus-stop 

Dependent variable: 

Violent response 

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 1 (solely individual 

characteristics) 

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 2 (individual and situational 

characteristics) 

Gender (Males) 

 

0.56(0.20)/1.76** 0.68(0.21)/1.96** 

Age 

-16 (ref.) 

16-18 

18+ 

 

-- 

-0.53(0.25)/0.59* 

-0.12(0.27)/0.88 

 

-- 

-0.56(0.26)/0.57* 

-0.05(0.28)/0.95 

Overall Morality 0.34(0.11)/1.40** 0.35(0.21)/1.41** 

Self-control 0.52(0.11)/1.69*** 0.58(0.12)/1.79*** 

Monitoring  -0.82(0.21)/0.44***  

Provocation  1.54(0.23)/4.64*** 

Nagelkerke R square 

% correct predictions 

No violent response 

Violent response 

Overall 

-2 loglikelihood 

0.139 

 

99.2% 

5.3% 

87.4% 

707.791 

0.248 

 

98.8% 

17.6% 

88.6% 

640.997 

*=p<0.05; **=p<0.010; ***=p<0.001 

Table 5.9 Regression table for overall morality (metric variable). 

 

Males, age 16 to 18, overall morality and self-control show significant effects in model 1. Overall 

morality and self-control show odds ratios of 1.40 and 1.69 respectively, indicating a positive effect 

on choosing a violent outcome. Nagelkerke pseudo R-square is 0.139. The model correctly predicted 

99.2% of no violent responses vs. 5.3% of the violent responses. This results in 87.4% overall correct 

predictions. The second model does not see any change of significance levels for the variables that 

were already in the equation. Monitoring has a strong negative effect on the dependent variable 
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while provocation has a strong positive effect. Both effects are significant to the p<0.001 level. 

Nagelkerke pseudo R-square is 0.248, which is an improvement over 0.139 from model 1. Although 

great caution must always be put in place when interpreting this coefficient, model 2 appears to be 

better capable of explaining the variance in violent response. 

 

5.5.2.25.5.2.25.5.2.25.5.2.2 EEEEffects of overall morality on scenario violence, morality as categorical variableffects of overall morality on scenario violence, morality as categorical variableffects of overall morality on scenario violence, morality as categorical variableffects of overall morality on scenario violence, morality as categorical variable    

Scenario Violence at the bus-stop 

Dependent variable: 

Violent response 

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 1 (enkel individuele 

kenmerken) 

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 2 (individuele plus 

situationele kenmerken 

Gender (Males) 

 

0.62(0.20)/1.86** 0.74(0.21)/2.09*** 

Age 

-16 (ref.) 

16-18 

18+ 

 

-- 

-0.56(0.24)/0.57* 

-0.19(0.26)/0.831 

 

-- 

-0.59(0.25)/0.55* 

-0.13(0.27)/0.88 

Overall Morality 

High 

Medium 

Low 

 

-- 

1.35(0.49)/3.84** 

1.86(0.52)/6.45*** 

 

-- 

1.49(0.50)/4.41** 

1.94(0.53)/6.98*** 

Self-control 

High (ref) 

Medium 

Low 

 

-- 

0.94(0.44)/2.55* 

1.76(0.47)/5.83*** 

 

-- 

1.03(0.45)/2.81* 

2.01(0.49)/7.43*** 

Monitoring  -0.83(0.21)/0.44***  

Provocation  1.56(0.23)/4.78*** 

Nagelkerke R square 

% correct predictions 

No violent response 

Violent response 

Overall 

-2 loglikelihood 

0.130 

 

100.0% 

0.0% 

87.4% 

712.999 

0.243 

 

98.8% 

13.7% 

88.1% 

643.744 

*=p<0.05; **=p<0.010; ***=p<0.001 

Table 5.10 Regression table for overall morality (categorical variable). 

 

In this model we add overall morality and self-control as categorical variables. This makes for an 

interesting analysis, as it allows us to assess any non-linear effects that are assumed from SAT 

propositions. The first model uses overall morality and self-control (high as reference category for 
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medium and low self-control groups). We note significant effects for all categories for all binned 

variables, only age category 18+ is not reported as significant. Overall morality shows an odds ratio of 

3.84 for medium and 6.45 for low categories. Self-control shows 2.55 for medium and 5.83 for the 

low category. When we add monitoring and provocation in the second model, we note an increase of 

effect for all variables except the 18+ age category. Self-control shows a strong non-linear increase, 

the odds ratio of the lowest self-control category (not our reference category!) clearly shows that 

this is where the most significant effect is found. Monitoring shows a significant negative effect on 

choosing a violent scenario outcome. Provocation has a strong positive effect. Nagelkerke pseudo R-

square is higher for the second model, 0.243 compared to 0.130. 

 
Figure 5.4 Morality and self-control interaction on violent reaction 
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5.5.35.5.35.5.35.5.3 Effects of scenario criminogeneityEffects of scenario criminogeneityEffects of scenario criminogeneityEffects of scenario criminogeneity    

5.5.3.15.5.3.15.5.3.15.5.3.1 EffectEffectEffectEffects of scenario criminogeneity, criminogeneity as s of scenario criminogeneity, criminogeneity as s of scenario criminogeneity, criminogeneity as s of scenario criminogeneity, criminogeneity as continuouscontinuouscontinuouscontinuous    variablevariablevariablevariable    

 

Scenario: Violence at the bus-stop 

Dependent variable: 

Violent response 

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 1 

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 2 

Gender (Males) 

 

0.55(0.20)/1.74** 0.66(0.21)/1.94** 

Age 

-16 (ref.) 

16-18 

18+ 

 

-- 

-0.65(0.24)/0.52** 

-0.28(0.25)/0.75 

 

-- 

-0.69(0.25)/0.51** 

-0.24(0.27)/0.79 

Overall propensity 0.69(0.10)/2.00*** 0.74(0.10)/2.10*** 

Scenario criminogeneity 

 

 0.77(0.10)/2.16*** 

Nagelkerke R square 0.130 0.238 

% correct predictions 

No violent response 

Violent response 

Overall 

-2 loglikelihood 

 

99.4% 

3.8% 

87.4% 

712.892 

 

98.6% 

13.7% 

87.9% 

647.315 

*=p<0.05; **=p<0.010; ***=p<0.001 

Table 5.11 Regression table for scenario criminogeneity (metric variable). 

Next, we assess the effect of scenario criminogeneity for the bus-stop violence vignette. Model 1 

does not contain any situational variables, while the second model contains scenario criminogeneity 

on a continuous scale. The first model shows significant effects for all variables and categories, 

except for the 18+ age group. Nagelkerke pseudo R-square is 0.130. The model correctly predict 99.4% 

of the non-violent responses, while it does the same for 3.8% of the violent responses, resulting in an 

87.4% overall correct prediction. The second model sees the addition of scenario criminogeneity. The 

effect is significant to the p<0.001 level. This indicates that whenever scenario criminogeneity is 

increased by one, the dependent variable will increase by 2.16. Both increased propensity and 

criminogeneity have a strong positive effect on violent scenario response. Nagelkerke pseudo R-

square has increased to 0.238 for the second model. It correctly predicted 98.6% of non-violent 

responses and 13.7% of violent responses. Overall this results in 87.9% correct predicted cases.  

5.5.3.25.5.3.25.5.3.25.5.3.2 Effects of scenario criminogeneity, criminogeneity as categorical variableEffects of scenario criminogeneity, criminogeneity as categorical variableEffects of scenario criminogeneity, criminogeneity as categorical variableEffects of scenario criminogeneity, criminogeneity as categorical variable    

Scenario Violence at the bus-stop 
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Dependent variable: Violent response B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 1 

B(SE)/Odds ratio 

Model 2 

Gender (Males) 

 

0.55(0.20)/1.74** 0.66(0.21)/1.93** 

Age 

-16 (ref.) 

16-18 

18+ 

 

-- 

-.65(0.24)/0.52** 

-0.28(0.25)/0.75 

 

-- 

-0.69(0.25)/0.50** 

-0.24(0.27)/0.79 

Overall propensity 0.69(0.10)/2.00*** 2.103*** 

Scenario criminogeneity 

Monitoring, no provocation (ref) 

No Monitoring, no provocation 

Monitoring, provocation 

No monitoring, provocation 

 

 

 

 

-- 

0.77(0.39)/2.15 

1.49(0.38)/4.42*** 

2.30(0.36)/9.99*** 

Nagelkerke R square 0.130 0.238 

% correct predictions 

No violent response 

Violent response 

Overall 

-2 loglikelihood 

 

99.4% 

3.8% 

87.4% 

712.892 

 

98.5% 

13.7% 

87.8% 

647.273 

*=p<0.05; **=p<0.010; ***=p<0.001 

Table 5.12 Regression table for scenario criminogeneity (categorical variable). 

In this last model we once again analyse the effect and interaction of scenario criminogeneity with 

propensity, though this time we include scenario criminogeneity as an independent categorical 

variable. This method of analysis is used to assess non-linear effects. The first model shows 

significance for all variables and variable categories except for the age of 18 and older. Nagelkerke 

pseudo R-square is 0.130. The model correctly predicts 99.4% of the non-violent responses and 3.8% 

of the violent ones. An overall accuracy of 87.4% of the cases. Our second model receives a 

categorical scenario criminogeneity as an extra variable. Of this new variable, all vignette categories 

that present a provocation to the participant are highly significant (p<0.001). An odds ratio of 4.42 

and 9.99 is found for monitoring, provocation and no monitoring, provocation respectively. 

Nagelkerke pseudo R-square is higher than model 1 and reports a value of 0.238. The second model 
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correctly predicted 98.5% of the cases without violence and 13.7% of the cases where the participant 

chose a violent outcome. Overall this resulted in 87.8% case prediction accuracy. 

 

 
Figure 5.5 Scenario criminogeneity categories and propensity groups graph for violent reaction in 

scenario 2. 
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Figure 5.6 Scenario criminogeneity categories and propensity groups graph for violent reaction in 

scenario 2. 

 

 

5.65.65.65.6 SummarySummarySummarySummary    

Though we have now described the statistical significance of the binomial regression, this does not 

yet cover the actual meaning for our independent and interaction effects. After having performed all 

of the binomial regression analyses and reported the results of them, we are now ready to present 

an overview of the effects that are relevant to the research. For all analyses above, we have used two 

separate models. The first model was used to assess the independent effect of variables that refer to 

a personal trait: propensity, morality and self-control. In the second model we added situational 

variables: monitoring and provocation as dichotomous variables, scenario criminogeneity as metric 

variable and scenario criminogeneity as categorical variable.  
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5.6.15.6.15.6.15.6.1 Overview of the results: main and interaction effectsOverview of the results: main and interaction effectsOverview of the results: main and interaction effectsOverview of the results: main and interaction effects    

 

5.6.1.15.6.1.15.6.1.15.6.1.1 PropensityPropensityPropensityPropensity    

We have conducted several analyses per scenario, each analyses was executed using two models. 

The first analysis for each scenario was performed to assess the independent effect of propensity on 

the outcome of a violent scenario reaction. The first model of the classroom violence scenario, as 

seen in table 5.1, shows an odds ratio of propensity of 2.29***. The effect was significant at the 

p<0.001 level. This tells us that, without the inclusion of any other variables except demographics 

such as age and gender, propensity has a strong independent effect on choosing for a violent 

reaction in scenario 1. For the second scenario, a similar result is found: in table 5.7 propensity has 

an odds ratio of 2.00***. The effect found is thus confirmed for both scenarios. When assessing 

model 2 we see that when we add monitoring and provocation as extra variables, the odds ratio of 

propensity does not decrease. In the first scenario, the odds ratio increases to 2.58***, while for the 

second scenario we note an increase to 2.10***. In the next analysis we used the same variables, 

though this time propensity was not included in the binomial regression analysis as a metric variable 

but as a categorical variable instead. The reason for this is to assess any non-linear effects that are 

caused by this independent variable. We used the first category as a reference group in this second 

analysis. In the first scenario (table 5.2) we see an odds ratio of 2.95* for medium propensity and 

6.17*** for high propensity. In the second scenario we see (table 5.8) an odds ratio of 3.07*** for 

medium and 7.09*** for high propensity. The effect is thus consistent for both scenarios. 

Interestingly, in the second scenario the medium propensity category also showed higher significance, 

probably an effect of the perceived severity of the provocation that occurred in this scenario. The 

odds ratios of 6.17 and 7.09 show a very distinct result for the high propensity category: the 

strongest and most significant effect of crime propensity is found in the highest category. This is 

completely in line with the theoretical propositions of SAT. Additionally, when we add monitoring 

and provocation again as situational control variables for the categorical propensity analysis the 

effect of medium and high propensity increases to 3.03* and 8.09*** respectively. This tells us that 

when we add these situational control variables, the effect of crime propensity is not mediated by 

them. The effect becomes even more apparent instead. This leads us to the interpretation that crime 

propensity has a strong positive independent effect on violent response. Higher scoring on crime 

propensity thus shows significant increased odds to also choose a violent reaction. This relation is 

confirmed for both vignettes. 
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5.6.1.25.6.1.25.6.1.25.6.1.2 MoralityMoralityMoralityMorality    

The second analysis that was performed for each scenario investigated the effect of morality on the 

dependent variable. For the first scenario morality shows an odds ratio of 1.51**, while self-control 

reports as 1.87***. In the second model we include the situational control variables monitoring and 

provocation. The odds ratios show an increase to 1.66*** and 1.93*** respectively. As with 

propensity earlier, the effect that emanates from morality and self-control is not mediated by 

situational control variables. This once again is a strong indicator that morality displays an 

independent effect, unaffected by situational circumstances. The results for the bus-stop violence 

scenario were entirely in line with the first scenario. Morality had an odds ratio of 1.40** in model 1, 

while 1.41** in model 2. The effect is consistent, unaltered by the situational controls. For the next 

analysis regarding morality, the variable was binned and sorted from high to low morality. The odds 

ratios found for medium and low morality are 3.84** and 6.45*** respectively when testing without 

situational controls. These results increase to 4.41** and 6.98*** when monitoring and provocation 

were added. For the second scenario we saw an odds ratio of 3.84** and 6.45*** for model 1 and 

4.41** and 6.98*** for model 2. 

 As with propensity, the strongest effect is clearly displayed by the odds ratio of the lowest morality 

category. This effect is consistent for both analyzed vignettes. The addition of situational control 

variables does not mediate the effect of morality and self-control. This allows us to conclude that 

morality has an independent effect on choosing a violent response to the scenario.  

5.6.1.35.6.1.35.6.1.35.6.1.3 Interaction between morality and selfInteraction between morality and selfInteraction between morality and selfInteraction between morality and self----controlcontrolcontrolcontrol    

After having presented the odds ratios we also showed graphs regarding the interaction between 

morality and self-control. Figure 5.1 and 5.4 show the reported effects of these variables on violent 

reaction on the scenario. The y-axis is represented by the mean of violent scenario (remember that 

we are using a categorical dependent variable). Effects for the first scenario are strikingly clear. 

Participants who have reported having both high morality and self-control show very low violent 

response. As we traverse through both categories, we see that the most likely violent response is 

found for both low self-control and low morality category combined. This is definitely no surprise, in 

fact, it would be somewhat weird to see any other result for these categories. A much more 

interesting result for our research goal is the interaction between self-control and morality. As you 

traverse through the morality categories but only for the high self-control group, it is visible that low 

morality has no effect on violent response. It cannot be stressed enough how important this finding 

is, as this is a crucial element of the perception choice process. The theory specifically poses that 

morality and self-control are both crucial concepts. More importantly, a violent action is dependent 

on both morality and self-control, low morality by itself is not enough to systematically allow violent 
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action alternatives to sprout. That is exactly what the morality and self-control bar chart (figure 5.1) 

is showing: self-control has a mediating effect towards people who are in a low morality group. 

Although it might be perfectly possible that low morality participants perceive the violent response 

as a plausible alternative, if their self-control is high enough this will de facto prevent them from 

taking action on that specific violent alternative. The effect for the second scenario is slightly 

different (figure 5.4) as there is also some violent response for low-morality, high self-control groups. 

The interaction effect of morality and self-control is still very clearly present as a combination of the 

high groups results in virtually no violent response, while a combination of low self-control and low 

morality results in the most violence prone category. The effect of high self-control is less clear for 

scenario 2, which is undoubtedly influenced by the scenario characteristics itself. The provocation 

permutation of breaking something of potentially high material value such as an iPod might be 

perceived as more severe than a push in a school environment. We must also take in account that 

scenario 2 was presented directly after the first scenario vignette. It is not inconceivable that some 

part of the effects measured in scenario 2 are attributable to participants comparing the second 

vignette to the first one, thus in effect not judging the scenario as an absolute given, but as relative 

compared to the first scenario. The possible effect from this should not be exaggerated, though, as 

presenting only two scenario vignettes is far below the threshold what would be considered 

repetitive or artificial for a participant.  

 

 

5.6.1.45.6.1.45.6.1.45.6.1.4 Scenario CriminogeneityScenario CriminogeneityScenario CriminogeneityScenario Criminogeneity    

The final main effect we investigated concerned scenario criminogeneity. Since the perception-

choice process requires both person and environmental elements to be present in any situation in 

which we want to assess, it is important to gain clear insight in the direct effects of the perceived 

criminogeneity of a scenario. To test this, we performed two analyses for scenario criminogeneity. 

The first analysis consisted of two models, which investigated the effect of scenario criminogeneity 

as a metric variable in the second model. The odds ratio of scenario criminogeneity for the classroom 

violence scenario was 2.86***. Remember that in this second model we also included crime 

propensity as metric variable. As the effect of scenario criminogeneity remains highly significant we 

can say that propensity does not mediate the effect of criminogeneity as independent variable for 

violent reaction for the first scenario. In the bus-stop violence scenario we performed the same 

analysis and we see an odds ratio of 2.16*** for criminogeneity as metric variable. The high 
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significance of p<0.001 remains stable as in the first scenario. We can conclude a similar effect for 

both scenarios.  

The second analysis contained scenario criminogeneity as a categorical variable. This meant that all 

vignette permutations were split into separate categories to easily assess and interpret their 

individual impact on the dependent variable. We assigned monitoring, no provocation as reference 

category because this is the vignette permutation that would logically show the least perceived 

criminogeneity. The odds ratio for the next permutation no monitoring, no provocation was 1.76, but 

not significant from the reference category. As expected, major changes were noted for the next 

categories. Monitoring, provocation reports an odds ratio of 25.53***, a very significant increase 

compared to the previous category. No monitoring, provocation reads out as 30.36***, the strongest 

effect of all vignette permutations. This tells us that when provocation is present, monitoring still 

plays a role as a mediating effect. Provocation clearly shows the strongest effect but the presence of 

a monitoring agent reduces the scenario criminogeneity. Similar results are found for the second 

scenario. Permutation category Monitoring, provocation has an odds ratio of 4.42***, while the 

removal of monitoring increases the odds ratio to 9.99***. Again, the no monitoring, no provocation 

shows no significant effect over the reference category. The results are thus confirmed by the second 

scenario: the presence of provocation in a vignette has a strong independent effect on the outcome 

of the dependent variable violent response. The effect of provocation is mediated if monitoring is 

present, though the effect remains highly significant. This shows that there is not only an 

independent effect of provocation, but also an interaction effect between monitoring and 

provocation. In both scenarios we can conclude that the strongest effect is attributable to the 

provocation with no monitoring category. 

5.6.1.55.6.1.55.6.1.55.6.1.5 Interaction between crime propensity and scenario criminogeneityInteraction between crime propensity and scenario criminogeneityInteraction between crime propensity and scenario criminogeneityInteraction between crime propensity and scenario criminogeneity    

An extremely important effect, which is crucial to SAT and the perception-choice process, is the 

alleged interaction between crime propensity and scenario criminogeneity. As described by SAT, any 

violent action requires both the interaction between situational elements and personal 

characteristics. The figures that were presented to assess this effect are figures 5.2 and 5.3. The first 

graph, as seen in figure 5.2, shows the vignette permutations on the x-axis, while mean violent 

response is portrayed in the y-axis. Three graphs were drawn, one for each propensity category. For 

all propensity categories, the lowest scenario criminogeneity permutations also show the lowest 

violent response. The absence of monitoring in this case shows no major effect. The effect becomes 

obvious once provocation is introduced into the scenario, but only for medium and high crime 

propensity. This is what we expected to see. Low crime propensity does not show a significant 

increase (our y-axis scale does not range from 0 to 1, so great caution must be exerted when 
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interpreting these graphs). Medium propensity and high propensity show the strongest increase 

when provocation is present, the presence or absence of monitoring in this case does not cause 

much effect. The low propensity category shows no significant increase for the high provocation 

vignettes, this is a strong signal that we are indeed seeing the expected interaction effect, as this 

would indicate that low crime propensity participants are much less likely to respond violently even 

when they are confronted with high provocation scenario settings. Therefore, the low propensity 

graph shows a relatively flat evolution throughout vignette permutations. 

Figure 5.3 shows a 3d bar chart of crime propensity with vignette permutations for the first scenario. 

What catches the eye immediately is the very low violent reaction for the scenario criminogeneity 

categories without provocation. Both these categories show low violent response from low to high 

crime propensity groups. As provocation is introduced, violent response increases, but again the 

main effect is found for the high crime propensity group, which jumps out beyond medium and low 

propensity that experience only minor effect from increasing scenario criminogeneity 

The results for scenario criminogeneity and crime propensity interaction from the second scenario 

are best illustrated by figures 5.5 and 5.6. Figure 5.5 shows a line graph with vignette permutations 

on the x-axis and violent response on the y-axis, once again subdivided into different lines for each 

propensity group. Even more so than in the classroom violence scenario results, the effects of crime 

propensity are visible here. Low propensity is very resilient to increasing scenario criminogeneity, in 

fact, the result is entirely stable throughout all categories. Low crime propensity groups show no 

difference in violent response at all in between no provocation, no monitoring and provocation, 

monitoring permutations. A very clear indicator that low crime propensity acts as a strong mediating 

variable on violent response when provocation is present in the vignette. The medium propensity 

group remains stable for the scenario permutations without provocation, showing the first notable 

increase in violent response for the provocation, monitoring category. The strongest effect for 

medium propensity participants is found for the provocation, no monitoring category. High crime 

propensity participants show a slightly higher baseline violent response for both non-provocation 

vignettes. Effects rise significantly when provocation is introduced. This is where it becomes very 

clear that the bulk of the effect is situated in the high propensity group. Clearly we are dealing with a 

non-linear effect throughout the propensity categories. Interestingly, and only visible in scenario 2, is 

the significant increase in violent response that takes place for the last category provocation, no 

monitoring. The absence of a monitoring agent (in casu a police officer) aids a strong increase in 

violent response, but only for the high propensity group. The interaction effect is perhaps most 

beautifully portrayed in figure 5.6. If one looks at the low propensity group bars, it is visible that the 

effect of provocation is minor and insignificant. Medium propensity shows slightly higher violent 
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response for the provocation categories, but it is only when looking at the high crime propensity that 

we can properly see the interaction effect in action. Provocation and absence of monitoring only 

show strong effects for the high crime propensity participants, while this effect is much less visible 

for medium and especially low propensity group. This provides strong support for the interaction 

effect between crime propensity and scenario criminogeneity  

Over the course of two scenarios, we can say there is significant support to assume there is a strong 

interaction effect taking place between crime propensity and scenario criminogeneity. Low crime 

propensity individuals appear to be very resilient against a scenario that shows both provocation and 

low monitoring variables. The result is very different for high crime propensity individuals, where 

both baseline effects are higher, but mainly the vignette permutations where provocation was 

introduced show a very strong and significantly different effect from low propensity individuals. The 

interaction effect is also non-linear, as the bulk of the violent response is found within the high crime 

propensity group.  

 

6666 Conclusion and Conclusion and Conclusion and Conclusion and discussiondiscussiondiscussiondiscussion    

Using an innovative method, a partial replication study was performed regarding the factorial survey 

that was a part of the Peterborough Adolescent and Young Adult Development Study. A new online 

software application was designed and programmed from the ground up. The programming of this 

application was a time consuming process of multiple months, which was performed by the author in 

afterschool hours. After a short testing phase, a large number of Flemish schools were asked to 

participate in the research by encouraging their pupils to fill out the online factorial survey. After 

three months, a sample size of (n=1201) was reached and the survey was closed since the required 

amount of data was gathered. The gathered data was cleaned and scales were computed. Binomial 

regression was used to analyze the data. Results for both scenarios were presented in respective 

order.  

The main research goal was to investigate the empirical status of the perception-choice process, a 

crucial mechanism receiving detailed attention in Situational Action Theory. The process describes 

the propensity and exposure interaction that is necessary for any rule breaking action to occur. 

Several key concepts are defined around it. The moral filter works by only leaving an actor with 

certain action alternatives. If the actor’s morality is high enough, no deviant alternatives will come 

into play at all. Self-control is the second concept, which acts mediating towards choosing for a rule 
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breaking choice: actors who perceive deviant alternatives might not choose to act on them because 

their self-control level is high enough to stop them from doing so. Testing this process is not a 

straightforward task. Researchers can use scale constructs in classic surveys to measure a person’s 

propensity and ask them to self-report their offenses for the last year. This kind of research is 

widespread in criminology research, but is flawed for testing a mechanism such as the perception-

choice process. Situational Action Theory clearly states that in order for any rule breaking action to 

appear, there needs to be a direct interaction between propensity and exposure. Measuring current 

crime propensity while asking for committed offenses from the past does not meet the criteria for 

the direct interaction between these two concepts. One such possibility for correctly measuring this 

interaction is use of the space-time budget. (E. M. Hoeben, Bernasco, Weerman, Pauwels, & van 

Halem, 2014) In Wikström’s Breaking Rules this technique has been applied and detailed results were 

presented. This technique is however a very resource intensive method to use, and certainly not 

possible for small (or even medium) budget or dissertation type research. The alternative for the 

space-time budget comes in the form of the factorial survey. This gives researchers the advantage of 

having a relatively low cost solution for measuring certain traits of a participant while also testing 

situational interaction at the same time of measuring personal characteristics. This avoids the 

problem of having a time gap between measuring exposure and the reaction on a specific scenario.  

1. How does the level of provocation in a situation influence the violent response? 

a. Do people perceive violence as an alternative action when confronted with a 

provocation? 

Provocation proved to be an incredibly strong influential factor in predicting whether violent 

response would take place or not. As we have discussed through the previous paragraphs, the main 

effect of provocation is by far the strongest effect found for the situational variables. We can safely 

conclude that the presence of a high provocation permutation in a scenario leads to a general 

increase in violent response. The effect is however only strongly noticeable when dealing with a high 

crime propensity group. For low propensity individuals, presence of scenario provocation did not 

result in major increase of violent response. The level of provocation thus causes significant increase 

in  violent response. 

 

2. How does the level of monitoring in a situation influence the violent response?  

a. Does the presence of monitoring reduce the chance of a violent response? 

b. Does high monitoring level have less effect on people with high crime propensity? 
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Monitoring was the second situational variable throughout the vignettes. It is clear from the results 

of both vignettes that monitoring has a mediating effect on violent response. In general, the 

presence of a monitoring agent causes a decline in the proportion of participants that choose for a 

violent scenario response. For our second partial research question the result is not straightforwardly 

yes. The impact of monitoring on people with a high crime propensity is not of the kind that it would 

bring the baseline violent response of the high propensity category closer to that of the low 

propensity category. It is hard to compare to effect of monitoring on high propensity individuals with 

low propensity individuals, as the latter already show very low violent response and any mediating 

effect from monitoring is hard to measure. Especially in the second scenario we found that the 

mediating effect of a monitoring agent on the high propensity group was very significant. In contrast, 

the first scenario only shows minor difference in violent response between the monitoring and no 

monitoring provocation categories. The disparity in effects is probably due the different nature of the 

described monitoring agent: a teacher as in scenario 1 might not portray the same level of authority 

as a police officer such as in scenario 2. The conclusion should then be that high monitoring can be of 

less effect to high crime propensity individuals, but that this effect may vary depending on the 

identity of the monitoring agent. 

 

3. Can a high crime propensity be used to predict a violent response? 

a. Do people with higher crime propensity give higher violent response in a low 

provocation, monitoring situation? 

b. Do people with higher crime propensity give higher violent response in a low 

provocation, low monitoring situation? 

c. Do people with higher crime propensity give higher violent response in a low 

provocation, high monitoring situation? 

d. Do people with higher crime propensity give higher violent response in a high provocation, 

high monitoring situation? 

For this research question, the results are much more straightforward than for monitoring. Through 

both vignettes, the effect of high crime propensity was very strongly visible and similar, although the 

effect was even more visible in the second scenario. We will start off by stating that the baseline 

violent response for both scenario permutations that did not contain provocation was remarkably 

similar. Medium and high propensity groups only show a marginally elevated baseline in violent 

response regarding low provocation categories.  The disparity between propensity categories only 

really takes place once provocation is introduced; this testifies of a strong interaction effect between 

the scenario criminogeneity and crime propensity. In both of the provocation categories, people with 
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higher crime propensity systematically show statistically significant increased levels of violent 

response. We thus conclude that high crime propensity only plays its strongest role in the vignette 

permutations that contain a high provocation level. 

7777 Final wordsFinal wordsFinal wordsFinal words    
 

We analyzed and reviewed the main and interaction effects that were of importance to our research 

goals. Overall, we find strong support for all the formulated hypotheses. The effects of propensity, 

morality, self-control and scenario criminogeneity are in line with the theoretical propositions of SAT 

and research questions posed early in the dissertation. Along the way, the validity of the factorial 

survey method has also been reconfirmed as a valid way to measure behavioural intentions in an 

adolescent criminological research setting when only a limited budget is available.  

 

7.17.17.17.1 Policy implicationsPolicy implicationsPolicy implicationsPolicy implications    

Although the use of vignettes and the factorial survey technique was aimed at empirical testing of 

theory, an important lesson can be learned for future policy. There is definitely something interesting 

to say about, and to further investigate regarding the perception-choice process and situational-level 

interaction for real world cases, especially in the light of large urban policy. (Bernasco & Block, 2009) 

As seen in the results, high crime propensity is a necessary but not a sufficient reason for a moral rule 

to be broken. This sounds of etiological importance, but what is the consequence of this for policy? 

When understanding that neighbourhoods and geographical regions in general are not evenly 

distributed in terms of background characteristics of people frequently visiting or spending time in 

those areas, (McNeeley & Wilcox, 2015) one can formulate certain assumptions. (E. Hoeben & 

Weerman, 2014)  It is very likely that some of these neighbourhoods are more frequently visited by 

higher crime propensity individuals than others. The implication of this is quite serious, as this could 

systematically cause situations such as in our scenario vignettes to turn out more violent than would 

be considered normal in certain neighbourhoods. A higher victimization rate throughout this 

neighbourhood could result from this.(Brantingham & Tita, 2008)  It is then certainly of interest to 

policy to understand why some neighbourhoods are more prone to this than others and what the 

underlying reasons are, while also taking situational prevention into account. (Felson & Boba, 2009) 

What is the usefulness of crime prevention without a decent understanding of its causes? This is the 

area where the SAT and its perception-choice process can play an important role. Especially in urban 
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crime policy such a theory could be of great interest to gather more insight in the mechanism 

specifics that come into play.  

7.27.27.27.2 Future researchFuture researchFuture researchFuture research    

Factorial survey methodology is an undervalued research method in modern social sciences. 

Especially in criminological etiology the added value of vignettes or scenarios is high since we can 

avoid time lag in measuring personal traits and behavioural intentions. We can present participants 

with situations that are just impossible or unethical to perform in real life.(Auspurg et al., 2014) The 

factorial survey offers a solution to those problems. (Auspurg & Hinz, 2014; Wallander, 2009) Though 

it is a technique that offers advantages over classic survey methods, it still largely remains a static 

type survey. Whatever the participant will do during the course of the factorial survey, everything 

encountered will still be pre-programmed or designed. In this dissertation some innovative methods 

were used, such as adapting the vignettes names to male and female versions, dependent on what 

the participant submitted earlier in the survey. Possibilities are however far greater than what was 

performed here. Current technology allows to perform (quasi) experimental research of a completely 

different kind than we know of today. Widespread availability of broadband internet and relatively 

powerful computers allow to create virtual environments that not just offer a permutable scenario, 

but a digital in vitro environment that would allow registration of behavior in a much more realistic 

and subtle environment than just a text scenario. It could open a completely new path of research. 

One such a method is agent-based modelling, which only recently gained more popularity due to 

increasing computing power. (Gilbert & Bankes, 2002; Janssen & Ostrom, 2006) It would be 

extraordinarily interesting to develop a platform on which participants could partake in research, 

while also being in interaction with other participants without necessarily knowing so. A factorial 

survey could be designed so that it is not the computer who picks and assigns the vignette from the 

universe and then displays it to the participant, instead, two or more participants could be placed in 

direct interaction through the online platform without knowing so. The response from one 

participant could be directly used to create the scenario for the other participant, who in return also 

provides interaction for the first participant. Such a system would not be bound by pre-programmed 

functionality and could potentially provide a much more realistic way of presenting fictive scenarios. 

Although a mere ten years ago this type of methodology would be not possible without an unrealistic 

budget in the Belgian criminology research context, it is now definitely worth looking at. This 

dissertation proved that it is possible to program a software platform from the ground up, spread it 

to schools and analyze the results within the timeframe of one year without any substantial budget 

at all. Harnessing the power of modern software and computing has evolved to the point that it 

would be almost ignorant to not investigate the possibilities of the platform for criminological 
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research. It would then be interesting to see more exploration type research on this matter. Master 

dissertations that combine knowledge of computer science and social science are worth looking at. 

Dissertations are often co-authored within faculties such as engineering and science, but efforts are 

never combined between disciplines to achieve a much more daring goal.  
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  Factor 

loading 

Cronbach’s 

alfa 

Routines   0.532 

 How often do you and your friends 

spend time in your home? 

0.644  

 How often do you and your friends 

spend time in one of your friends’ 

homes? 

0.763  

 How often do you and your friends 

spend time outdoors in streets, parks 

or playgrounds without doing anything 

particular other than just hanging out 

together (for example, just chatting to 

each other)? 

0.339  

 How often do you and your friends 

spend time in youth clubs? 

0.096  

 How often do you and your friends 

spend time in shopping centres or 

shopping malls? 

0.300  

 How often do you and your friends 

spend time in the evenings in the city 

centre? 

0.422  

Peer delinquency   0.650 

 Does it often happen that some of your 

friends skip school without an excuse? 

0.436  

 Does it often happen that some of your 

friends get drunk? 

0.526  

 Does it often happen that some of your 

friends sniff glue, or gas, or use drugs 

(for example, cannabis, crack or 

ecstasy)? 

0.667  

 Does it often happen that some of your 

friends steal things from others or steal 

things from shops? 

0.485  

 Does it often happen that some of your 

friends destroy things that do not 

belong to them (for example, smash 

street lights, paint graffiti on walls, 

smash windows, scratch the paint on 

parked cars)? 

0.557  

 Does it often happen that some of your 

friends beat up or get into fights with 

others? 

0.430  

Neighbourhood delinquency   0.809 

 Neighbourhood residents are arguing 

on the street (eg. yelling at each other) 

0.559  

 Older residents are angry at 

adolescents in the neighbourhood 

0.538  

 Someone is covertly trying to hide 

something in a bag in a supermarket 

0.474  

 A lot of rubbish is on the sidewalk 0.509  
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 A group of young people is troubling 

someone to get money or other things 

0.647  

 Facades of houses, doors, ... are 

covered with paint (graffiti) 

0.523  

 A few men are drinking alcohol (beer, 

...) on the street (eg. at a bus stop or 

supermarket) 

0.644  

 Someone is selling drugs (hash, 

cannabis, ...) on the street 

0.589  

 Someone is being threatened with a 

weapon on the street (knife or 

firearm). 

0.480  

 A youngster starts a fight because he 

or she was provoked by other young 

people. 

0.605  

Perceived neighbourhood 

control 

  0.803 

 If young people of your age were 

skipping school and hanging out in 

your neighbourhood how likely is it 

that adults living in your 

neighbourhood would do something 

about it (for example, contact the 

school or tell the parents of the 

children skipping school)? 

0.561  

 If young people of your age were 

spray-painting graffiti on a house wall 

how likely is it 

that adults living in your 

neighbourhood would do something 

about it (for example, tell off the 

children who were spray painting or 

tell their parents about it)? 

0.724  

 If a young person of your age was 

showing disrespect to an adult living in 

your neighbourhood (for example, 

swearing at him or her) how likely is it 

that the adult would tell the child off 

or tell the child’s parents about it? 

0.691  

 If a group of young people of your age 

were fighting or beating someone up in 

your neighbourhood, how likely is it 

that any of the adults living in your 

neighbourhood would break it up? 

0.789  

 If a young person would rob someone 

on the street? 

0.790  

 If a young person  would play football 

in between parked cars? 

0.396  

 If a young person would make noise on 

the street? 

0.305  

   0.831 
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 Many young people in my 

neighbourhood are involved in things 

that are dangerous 

0.803  

 Many young people in my 

neighbourhood occasionally do 

something illegal 

0.792  

 Many young people in my 

neighbourhood occasionally stay away 

from school without a valid reason 

0.728  

 Many young people in my 

neighbourhood occasionally trouble 

someone on the street. 

0.654  

Perceived parental control   0.756 

 I can just leave at night (after 7PM), 

without having to tell this to my 

parents. 

-0.543  

 If I come home later than agreed upon, 

I have to tell my parents where I was 

and with who. 

0.673  

 If I come home too late at night (after 

7PM), my parents will look for me on 

the street or with my friends. 

0.478  

 If I go out, my parents want me to tell 

them where I go, with who and what 

we are going to do. 

0.777  

 I have to tell my parents where I go 

during the weekends and what I do. 

0.773  

 My parents would do something about 

it when I would stay away from school. 

0.529  

 My parents would get mad if or do 

something about it if they were told 

you had spray painted graffiti on the 

wall of a building. 

0.487  

 My parents would get mad or do 

something about it if they were told 

that you had been beating up or 

threatening someone in school. 

0.394  

 My parents would get mad or do 

something about it if you showed 

disrespect to any of your parents. 

0.422  

Perceived school control   0.697 

 If pupils at your school were skipping 

school, how likely is it that your 

teachers would do something about it? 

0.519  

 If some pupils at your school were 

spray painting graffiti on a school 

building, how likely is it that your 

teachers would do something about it? 

0.699  

 If there was a fight on the school 

grounds and someone was being 

beaten up or threatened, how likely is 

0.701  
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it that other pupils or teachers would 

break it up? 

 If a pupil was showing disrespect to a 

teacher at your school, how likely is it 

that he or she would tell off or scold 

that pupil? 

0.576  

School peer delinquency   0.802 

 Many young people at school are 

involved in things that are dangerous. 

0.847  

 Many young people at school 

occasionally do things that are 

forbidden. 

0.813  

 Many young people at school 

occasionally skip school without a valid 

reason. 

0.594  

 Many young people at school 

occasionally trouble someone at 

school. 

0.610  

Delinquency tolerance   0.841 

 Ride a bike through red light. 0.468  

 Skip doing homework for school. 0.550  

 Skip school without an excuse. 0.614  

 Lie, disobey or talk back to teachers 0.589  

 Go skateboarding in a place where 

skateboarding is not allowed. 

0.498  

 Tease a classmate because of the way 

he or she dresses. 

0.450  

 Smoke cigarettes. 0.556  

 Get drunk with friends on a Friday 

evening. 

0.504  

 Hit another young person who makes a 

rude comment. 

0.398  

 Steal a pencil from a classmate. 0.406  

 Paint graffiti on a house wall. 0.497  

 Smash a street light for fun. 0.561  

 Smoking cannabis or hash. 0.607  

 Stealing a CD. 0.602  

 Breaking in or trying to break into a 

building to steal something. 

0.496  

 Use a weapon or force to get money or 

things from another young person. 

0.368  

Shaming   0.843 

 If you were caught shoplifting and your 

best friends found out about it would 

you feel ashamed? 

0.687  

 If you were caught shoplifting and your 

teachers found out about it would you 

feel ashamed? 

0.743  

 If you were caught shoplifting and your 

parents found out about it would you 

feel ashamed? 

0.645  
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 If you were caught breaking into a car 

and your best friends found out about 

it would you feel ashamed? 

0.734  

 If you were caught breaking into a car 

and your teachers found out about it 

would you feel ashamed? 

0.777  

  If you were caught breaking into a car 

and your parents found out about it 

would you feel ashamed? 

0.626  

Guilt   0.734 

 Would you feel guilty if you did 

something your parents (step-parents) 

have told you absolutely not to do? 

0.565  

 Would you feel guilty if you cheated on 

a test in school? 

0.512  

 Would you feel guilty if you teased 

another pupil so he or she started to 

cry? 

0.572  

 Would you feel guilty if you stole 

something in a shop?    

0.688  

 Would you feel guilty if you hit another 

pupil who made a rude remark to you? 

0.564  

 Would you feel guilty if you broke into 

a car and stole something? 

0.556  

Temper   0.529 

 I can calmly finish an argument. 0.421  

 I lose my temper pretty easily. 0.710  

 When I am really angry, other people 

better stay away from me. 

0.514  

 I easily get bored with things. 0.302  

Risk taking   0.759 

 I sometimes find it exciting to do things 

that may be dangerous. 

0.678  

 I don’t devote much thought and effort 

preparing for the future. 

0.606  

 Sometimes I will take a risk just for the 

fun of it. 

0.875  

Impulsivity   0.633 

 I always say what I am thinking, even if 

it isn’t clever or nice to say. 

0.685  

 I often act on the spur of the moment 

without stopping to think. 

0.685  

Temptation   0.567 

 Steal something from a shop.                      0.647  

 Destroy or damage something not 

belonging to you. 

0.670  

 Hit someone who annoys you or who 

makes you angry. 

0.464  

 Break into a car to steal something. 0.387  

Substance Use   0.626 

 How often do you drink alcohol? 0.578  
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 How often does it occur that you drink 

so much that you do not know what 

you are doing anymore? 

0.810  

 How often do you smoke cannabis or 

hash? 

0.587  

 How often do you use other drugs, eg. 

XTC, Cocaine, speed or something 

else? 

0.411  

Delinquency total frequency   0.790 

 ...Soiled or stained walls, doors or 

something else with a spraycan or 

marker? 

0.547  

 ...Broken or damaged things, eg. bikes, 

bus stops, street lights or something 

else? 

0.694  

 ...Stolen something from a shop that 

was worth less than 5 euro, eg. candy, 

markers or something else? 

0.521  

 ...Stolen something from a shop that 

was worth more than 5 euro, eg. 

clothes, dvd's or something else? 

0.683  

 ...Bought something from someone of 

which you knew it was stolen, eg. a 

bike, clothes or something else?(Thus, 

not from a shop) 

0.736  

 ...Stole a bicyle? 0.619  

 ...Threatened someone to scare that 

person or to make him or her do 

something? 

0.465  

 ...Kicked or hit someone on the street? 0.585  

 ...Kicked or hit someone that caused 

the other person to get hurt? 

0.579  

 ...Used a knife or another weapon? 0.579  
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9.29.29.29.2 Appendix 2: Factorial surveyAppendix 2: Factorial surveyAppendix 2: Factorial surveyAppendix 2: Factorial survey    
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9.39.39.39.3 ApApApAppendix 3:pendix 3:pendix 3:pendix 3:    NederlandstaligeNederlandstaligeNederlandstaligeNederlandstalige    samenvattingsamenvattingsamenvattingsamenvatting    

 

Situationele criminaliteitstheorieën bestaan al sinds de klassieke werken van Beccaria en Bentham. 

Recente reïncarnaties kunnen gevonden worden in het rationele keuzeperspectief en de routine 

activiteiten theorie. Deze situationele theorieën brengen een correcte argumentering dat rationele 

keuze een belangrijke, gedeelde rol kan spelen in het verklaren van criminaliteit. Het perspectief 

slaagt er echter niet in om te beschrijven hoe het proces dat leidt tot de totstandkoming van 

criminaliteit in elkaar steekt. De situationele actietheorie die werd ontwikkeld door Prof. Dr. 

Wikström bood een  belangrijke bijdrage op dit vlak: zij kwam met een heldere uiteenzetting over het 

mechanisme dat causaal verklaarde welke elementen een rol spelen bij criminaliteit. Het 

belangrijkste concept hier betreft het perceptie-keuze proces, waarbij de interactive tussen zowel 

persoonlijk als omgevingsfactoren een cruciale rol speelt. 

Het probleem dat zich voordoet bevindt zich in de empirische toetsing van het perceptie-

keuzeproces. Men moet er gelijktijdig in slagen om zowel persoonlijkheidsfactoren te meten zoals 

zelfcontrole en moraliteit, als zowel de interactive met situationele variabelen. In klassieke surveys 

wordt dit vaak gedaan door zelfgerapporteerde criminaliteit te bevragen en dit te analyseren samen 

met de opgegeven persoonlijkheidsfactoren. Deze methode kan echter niet worden toegepast om 

het perceptie-keuze proces te gaan toetsen aangezien men hier de assumptie heeft dat zowel de 

persoonlijke als de situationele component op hetzelfde moment moeten worden gemeten, zonder 

een tijdspanne tussen die twee metingen. Het antwoord daarvoor ligt in de methodiek van de 

factorial survey. Deze kenmerkt zich door het gebruik van vignettes: dit zijn een soort fictieve 

scenario’s die de respondent te lezen krijgt alvorens hij of zij wordt gevraagd een antwoord te 

formuleren. Deze methodiek is echter weinig gekend in criminologisch onderzoek. Er bestond geen 

softwareapplicatie die voldeed aan de noden die werden gesteld om een valide factorial survey te 

lanceren. Er werd gekozen om een gedeeltelijke replicatiestudie te verrichten inzake de vignettes die 

gebruikt werden in het Peterborough Adolescent Development Study (PADS+) onderzoek. 

Er werden in de loop van drie maanden 1201 respondenten gevonden die de survey invulden. De 

resultaten die gevonden werden na statistische analyse boden ondersteuning voor de hypotheses die 

worden vooropgesteld door de situationele actietheorie. 


