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1.0  INTRODUCTION
In 1999, the Canadian Research Institute for Law and the Family (CRILF), in partnership with researchers from the University of Alberta, undertook a project to examine the extent of youth victimization, crime and delinquency in Alberta.  The project was designed to provide information on the prevalence of victimization and delinquent behaviours among youth using an in-school written survey of students in grades 7 through 12.  In addition, the study also examined other characteristics such as demographics and family, peer group and school factors that might be related to victimization and delinquency.  Detailed findings from the Alberta-wide project are presented in a companion report.
  The purpose of this report is to provide a summary of the victimization and delinquency data collected from the students in Edmonton.

2.0  METHODOLOGY
A detailed description of the methodology employed in the project is contained in the companion report (Gomes, Bertrand, Paetsch, & Hornick, 2000).  The following discussion only pertains to the Edmonton component of the study.

2.1
Sampling Strategy and Survey Administration
The sampling frame for the Edmonton component of the project was quadrant of the city.  Two junior high schools and one senior high school from each of the public and Catholic school districts were selected within each quadrant in consultation with school district officials, resulting in a total initial sample of 24 schools.  Following selection of schools, principals were contacted to discuss the potential participation of their school.  The principals of 12 junior high schools and five senior high schools agreed to participate, resulting in a total final sample of 17 schools.

It was necessary to adopt two different strategies for selecting the students to be included in the survey.  For seven schools, a random sampling procedure was used whereby the school district office was provided with the number of students required from each grade level.  The student sample was then generated randomly from the district office’s enrollment database and mailing labels were generated for the parents/guardians of each student selected.  For 10 schools, it was necessary to use a classroom sampling method whereby classes that were mandatory for all students in a particular grade level were selected and all students in those classes were then included in the initial sample.  

Following generation of the sample, consent forms were distributed to the parents/guardians of the students requesting their consent for their child’s participation.  For the schools adopting a random sampling procedure, these forms were mailed to the parents/guardians who were requested to sign the form if they consented to their child’s participation and return it to CRILF by a specified date either by mail using an enclosed business reply envelope or by fax using a toll-free fax line.  For the schools using a classroom sampling procedure, teachers distributed consent forms to students and requested that they take the forms home to their parents/guardians.  For six of these schools, the method of returning the consent forms to CRILF was the same as for the random sampling procedure; for the remaining four schools, the students were requested to return the signed consent forms to the school by a specified date.  A list of students who received consent was compiled for each school and a convenient date and time for questionnaire administration was arranged with school officials.  Surveys were administered to students during class time by trained members of the CRILF research team during the spring of 1999.  

Out of 1,494 students in the original sample, a total of 771 signed consent forms were received by the date of survey.  Out of this total, 490 valid surveys were completed, representing 32.8% of the initial sample or 63.6% of the students for whom consent was obtained.


Table 2.1 presents selected demographic characteristics of the student sample.  With respect to gender, there were almost identical numbers of females (49.7%) and males (50.3%).  There were more junior high school students in the sample (59.8%) than senior high school students (40.2%).  The majority of students reported that they lived with both parents (69%); fewer reported living in a single parent family (17.3%) or in a reconstituted family (5.2%).

TABLE 2.1

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF EDMONTON STUDENT RESPONDENTS

Characteristics
n
%

Gender1
  Male

  Female

Total

246


243


489
50.3

49.7

100.0

Grade2
  7

  8

  9

  10

  11

  12

Total

103


92


95


82


57


56


485

21.2


19.0


19.6


16.9


11.8


11.5


100.0

Family Composition3
  Both Parents

  Single Parent

  Reconstituted Family

  Other4
Total

332


83


25


41


481
69.0

17.3

5.2

8.5

100.0

1 Missing Cases=1.

2 Missing Cases=5.

3 Missing Cases=9.

4 Examples of “Other” Family Composition include single parent and grandparent or other relative, and single parent and non-relative.

Source of Data:  Edmonton Student Survey; Total N=490.

2.2
Data Analysis Strategy

This report is organized around the broad topics of self-reported victimization, delinquency (including possession of weapons), and students’ perceptions of the police and their community.  Section 3 presents the findings related to victimization and delinquency.  In addition to providing basic prevalence information regarding these areas, each type of victimization and delinquency is examined in relation to gender and school level.  Due to the number of respondents, it was not possible to analyze data separately for each grade level; instead, data were examined by junior (i.e., Grades 7 through 9) and senior (Grades 10 through 12) high schools.  Victimization and delinquency are discussed with respect to several other interpersonal and intrapersonal factors in the companion report presenting the findings of the complete study – there is no reason to suspect that the Edmonton data would differ substantially from the information collected in other areas of Alberta.  Section 4 presents an overview of the findings related to students’ perceptions of the police and how they think their schools and communities could be made safer.


The chi-square test of association was used in all appropriate analyses to assess statistically significant relationships.  In all tables, statistically significant associations are clearly noted, and only significant findings are discussed in the text.

2.3
Limitations of the Study

While every effort was made in this project to obtain a representative sample of students from Edmonton, certain factors that may limit the generalizability of the findings to the student population as a whole should be acknowledged.  Wherever possible, individual students were selected at random for participation in the study.  However, the possibility exists that through the two levels of exclusion (i.e., parent exclusion by not returning the consent form and student exclusion by not completing the questionnaire) the selected students who did not complete the survey may represent a sample that is biased in some way from the students who did participate.


One group that obviously cannot be included in a school-based survey is drop-outs, and these young people tend to be those at highest risk of engaging in problem behaviour.  Further, there is some research to suggest that students who choose not to participate in this type of research tend to be those at the highest risk of being victimized and engaging in delinquent behaviour.  Thus, the net effect of any bias from these sources in the present study would be to provide an underestimate of victimization and delinquency.


A final limitation of the present study is one inherent in all cross-sectional survey research.  Because the instrument is administered to respondents only once at a single moment in time, it is difficult to make statements about cause and effect relationships among characteristics and behaviours.  This type of research design, while allowing us to examine relationships and associations among variables, does not afford the opportunity to conclude with certainty that changes in one characteristic cause changes in another.

3.0  VICTIMIZATION AND DELINQUENCY AMONG EDMONTON YOUTH
3.1
Victimization at School


Students were asked to indicate whether any of nine specific types of victimization had happened to them at least once within the past year both at school and not at school.  The specific types of victimization assessed were:

· respondent had something damaged or destroyed on purpose;

· respondent had something stolen;

· someone took or tried to take something from respondent by force or threat of force;

· someone threatened to hurt respondent or to cause bodily harm;

· someone slapped, punched, or kicked respondent in anger;

· someone threw something at respondent intending to hurt;

· someone threatened respondent with a weapon;

· respondent was attacked by a group or gang; and

· someone touched respondent against respondent’s will.

3.1.1
Prevalence of Victimization at School

Figure 3.1 presents the prevalence of victimization both at school and not at school within the past year.  The overall prevalence of victimization was quite high, with 262 students (53.5%) reporting that they had experienced at least one of the nine types of victimization at school within the past year.  The most prevalent type of victimization at school was being threatened with bodily harm (25.5%), followed by having something stolen (24.1%), being slapped, punched or kicked by someone in anger (22.7%), and having something damaged on purpose (14.1%).

The least prevalent types of victimization reported by the students were being attacked by a group or gang (1.6%), being threatened with a weapon (3.1%), having something taken by force or threat of force (4.9%), and having something thrown at them (6.9%).


3.1.2
Relationship between Victimization at School and Demographic

Characteristics


The proportion of students reporting that each of the nine types of victimization had happened to them within the past year at school was analyzed by gender and school level.  Results are presented in Table 3.1.  For all types of victimization except being touched against the respondent’s will, males were more likely to report that they had been victimized than were females.  This difference was statistically significant for having something stolen (28% of males compared to 20.2% of females), being slapped, punched or kicked in anger (28.5% of males compared to 16.9% of females), and being attacked by a group or gang (2.8% of males and 0.4% of females).


When victimization at school was examined by students’ school level, the pattern of findings indicated that for most types of victimization prevalence tended to be higher in junior high schools than in senior high schools.  This pattern was statistically significant for having something damaged on purpose (19% of junior high students compared to 6.2% of senior high students), having something stolen (29.3% of junior highs compared to 16.9% of senior highs), being threatened with bodily harm (29.7% of junior highs compared to 20% of senior highs), being slapped, punched or kicked in anger (32.4% of junior highs compared to 8.2% of senior highs), and having something thrown at them (10.3% of junior high respondents compared to 2.1% of senior high students).
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Source of Data:  Edmonton Student Survey; Total N = 490.
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5
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Source of Data:  Edmonton Student Survey; Total N=490.

TABLE 3.1

EDMONTON RESPONDENTS REPORTING THEY WERE VICTIMIZED ONE OR MORE TIMES IN THE PAST YEAR

WHILE AT SCHOOL BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Type of Victimization
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3.2
Victimization While Not at School

3.2.1
Prevalence of Victimization While Not at School


Students were also asked whether each of the nine types of victimization had happened to them while not at school within the past year.  Figure 3.1 above presents the prevalence of victimization while not at school.  A substantial proportion (41%) of students reported that they had been victimized in at least one of the nine ways assessed while not at school within the past year.  However, the overall prevalence of victimization while not at school was not as high as victimization at school.


The most prevalent type of victimization while not at school was having something stolen (17.3%), followed by being slapped, punched or kicked by someone in anger (15.1%), having something damaged on purpose (14.1%), and being threatened with bodily harm (12.2%).  The least prevalent types of victimization while not at school were being attacked by a group or gang (2.2%), having something taken by force or threat of force (3.5%), being threatened with a weapon (3.9%), and having something thrown at the respondent (5.5%).


For the majority of the types of victimization, the prevalence rates were higher at school than not at school, suggesting that young people are more likely to be the targets of youth crime and delinquency at school than elsewhere.  The prevalence rates were slightly higher while not at school than at school for two types of victimization:  being threatened with a weapon and being attacked by a group.


3.2.2
Relationship between Victimization While Not at School and Demographic

Characteristics


Table 3.2 presents an analysis of the types of victimization occurring not at school within the past year by gender and school level.  With respect to gender, there were no significant differences between males and females in the prevalence of most forms of victimization.  The only significant differences were found with being threatened with a weapon (5.7% of males and 2.1% of females), being attacked by a group or gang (3.7% of females compared to 0.8% of males), and being touched against their will (9.9% of females and 2.8% of males).


With respect to school level, only one type of victimization while not at school differed significantly between junior and senior high school students.  Students in senior high school were more likely to indicate that someone had threatened to cause them harm (16.9%) than were junior high students (9.3%).
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 3.3
Delinquent Behaviour

In order to examine the prevalence of engaging in delinquent acts, students were asked if they had engaged in each of 13 specific behaviours both ever in their lifetime and within the past year.  The specific behaviours included were:

· damaged or destroyed someone else’s property on purpose;

· stolen something worth less than $50;

· stolen something worth $50 or more;

· stolen something with a group of friends;

· broken into a house;

· taken or tried to take something from someone using force or threat or force;

· taken a car or motorcycle for a ride without the owner’s permission;

· threatened to hurt someone or cause them harm;

· slapped, punched, or kicked someone in anger;

· thrown something at someone to hurt them;

· threatened someone with a weapon;

· together with a group of friends, fought with others; and

· touched someone against their will.

3.3.1
Prevalence of Delinquent Behaviour


Figure 3.2 presents the prevalence of each type of delinquent behaviour, both during the respondents’ lifetime and during the past year.  Overall, 66.1% of the students reported that they had engaged in at least one of the behaviours at some point in their life, while 55.3% indicated that they had engaged in at least one of the behaviours within the past year.  The most prevalent type of delinquent behaviour reported by students was slapping, punching or kicking someone in anger (42.9% in lifetime and 33.1% in past year), followed by stealing something worth less than $50 (36.1% in lifetime and 27.6% in past year), damaging someone’s property on purpose (30.2% in lifetime and 23.9% in past year), throwing something at someone to hurt them (22.2% in lifetime and 14.9% in past year), and threatening to hurt someone (21.8% in lifetime and 15.5% in past year).


The least prevalent types of delinquent behaviour were breaking into a house (3.7% in lifetime and 2.4% in past year), touching someone against their will (4.7% in lifetime and 3.1% in past year), threatening someone with a weapon (5.3% in lifetime and 3.1% in past year), and taking a car or motorcycle for a ride without the owner’s permission (5.3% in lifetime and 4.5% in past year).
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3.3.2
Relationship between Delinquent Behaviour and Demographic

Characteristics


The relationships between engaging in delinquent behaviours within the past year and gender and school level were analyzed.  For ease of presentation the types of delinquency assessed were grouped into property-related and violence-related behaviours and are presented in Tables 3.3 and 3.4, respectively.


The results related to gender indicated that the prevalence of only three of the 13 types of delinquency were significantly related to gender:  broken into a house, fought others with a group of friends, and touched someone against their will.  In all of these cases, males were significantly more likely to report having engaged in these behaviours than were females.  For example, 4.1% of males reported that they had broken into a house at least once within the past year compared to 0.8% of females, and 15.9% of males said that they had fought others with a group of friends compared to 9.5% of females.


Findings with respect to the relationship between delinquency and students’ school level indicated that the prevalence of four types of delinquency within the past year differed significantly for junior and senior high school students:  damaged someone’s property on purpose (18.6% of junior high students compared to 31.3% of senior high students), stolen something worth less than $50 (21.4% of junior highs compared to 35.9% of senior highs), stolen something worth greater than $50 (2.4% of junior highs compared to 10.8% of senior highs), and touched someone against their will (4.5% of junior highs and 1% of senior highs).

3.4
Weapons
One form of delinquent behaviour that deserves special consideration is the presence of weapons at school.  Students were asked whether they had carried seven different types of weapons or had them in their locker at school at least once in the past year.  It is important to note that the questions were phrased in terms of having these weapons, as opposed to using them.  The specific types of weapons that were assessed were:

· an illegal knife (e.g., butterfly, switchblade);

· a replica (e.g., imitation of a gun);

· a homemade weapon;

· a club or bat;

· a pellet gun;

· a handgun; and

· any other weapon.
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3.4.1
Prevalence of Having Weapons at School


Figure 3.3 presents the prevalence of Edmonton students having each type of weapon at school at least once within the past year.  Of the total number of students, 75 (15.3%) reported having at least one type of weapon at school within the past year.  The most common weapon reported was illegal knives (7.3%), followed by clubs or bats (5.7%), replicas (4.7%), other weapons (4.3%), homemade weapons (3.5%), pellet guns (1.4%), and handguns (0.8%).


3.4.2
Relationship between Having Weapons and Demographic Characteristics


The relationships between having each type of weapon at school and gender and school level were examined and the findings are presented in Table 3.5.
  The relationship between having weapons at school and gender was statistically significant for three types of weapons for which statistical tests were conducted, and indicated in all cases that males were more likely to report having the weapons at school than were females.  For example, 11% of males stated that they had an illegal knife at school within the past year, compared to 3.7% of females, and 10.2% of males indicated that they had a club or bat at school, compared to 1.2% of females.  When having weapons at school was analyzed by students’ school level, no significant relationships were obtained.
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4.0  CONTACT WITH AND PERCEPTIONS OF THE POLICE AND

SUGGESTIONS FOR ENHANCING SCHOOL

AND COMMUNITY SAFETY


Students were asked a number of questions dealing with the extent of their contact with the police within the past year and their perceptions of how the police are performing various components of their job.  In addition, respondents were asked how they thought their schools and communities could be made safer.  This section summarizes the results relevant to these items.

4.1
Contact with the Police

Students were asked whether they had various types of contact with the police within the past year both at school and not at school.  The proportion of students who reported each type of contact is presented in Table 4.1.  Overall, students were considerably more likely to report having contact with the police at school than elsewhere.  The most frequent type of contact students reported at school was for a presentation on preventing youth crime and violence (56.5%), followed by a presentation on personal safety (51.2%) and to ask for information or advice (20%).  The most frequent types of contact with police that students reported while not at school were to report a crime that happened while not at school (22%), as a witness to a crime (22%), and to ask for information or advice (18.8%).
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TABLE 4.1

Type of Contact

At School

Not at School

NUMBER OF EDMONTON STUDENTS WHO REPORTED VARIOUS TYPES OF CONTACT

WITH THE POLICE AT SCHOOL AND NOT AT SCHOOL WITHIN THE PAST YEAR


4.2
Perceptions of Police Performance

Students were asked to rate their perceptions of the performance of police on various aspects of their job on a scale ranging from very good through good, fair, and very poor.  These ratings are presented in Table 4.2. 
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TABLE 4.2

RATINGS OF EDMONTON STUDENTS CONCERNING HOW WELL THEY THINK

THE POLICE ARE PERFORMING VARIOUS COMPONENTS OF THEIR JOB

Very Good

Good

Fair

Very Poor

Job Component


Overall, students’ ratings of police performance were quite positive, and for all job components, over 50% of students rated performance as either good or very good.  For example, 73.5% of students rated the police as doing either a good or very good job of making the community safe, 72.5% rated the police either good or very good on enforcing the law, and 63.2% rated the police as either good or very good on being available when needed.

The job components that received the most negative ratings were those specifically dealing with youth:  49.6% of students indicated that the police were doing either a fair or very poor job of dealing with the problems that concern young people and 46.1% of respondents rated the police either fair or very poor on treating youth fairly.

4.3
Suggestions for Enhancing School and Community Safety

Students were asked to write-in any suggestions that they had for how their school and community could be made safer.  The ten most commonly provided responses are contained in Tables 4.3 and 4.4.
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TABLE 4.3

MOST FREQUENT RESPONSES OF EDMONTON STUDENTS WHEN ASKED

WHAT COULD BE DONE TO MAKE THEIR SCHOOL SAFER

Comment



The most common response with respect to what could be done to make schools safer was that nothing was needed – the school already is safe (13.1%).  The next most common responses included that nothing can be done (8%), having more police officers (6.2%), having more school resource officers (5.6%), having more severe punishments for misbehaviour (5.6%), and imposing zero tolerance policies and having stricter laws and rules (3.9%).  Other responses were given by a relatively small number of students.
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TABLE 4.4

MOST FREQUENT RESPONSES OF EDMONTON STUDENTS WHEN ASKED

WHAT COULD BE DONE TO MAKE THEIR COMMUNITY SAFER

Comment


The most common response given when asked what could be done to make their community safer was the community already is safe (15%), followed by to have more patrol cars on the streets – particularly at night and on weekends (14.4%).  The next most common responses were to have more police officers (10.2%), that more people needed to become involved with Block Watch (8.6%), and that nothing can be done (7.7%).

� Gomes, J.T., Bertrand, L.D., Paetsch, J.J., & Hornick, J.P.  (2000).  The Extent of Youth Victimization, Crime and Delinquency in Alberta, 1999.  Calgary, AB:  Canadian Research Institute for Law and the Family.


� Due to the low numbers of students reporting having a pellet gun or handgun at school, tests of statistical significance were not conducted for these weapons.
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