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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report provides information about youth victimization, crime and delinquency in Alberta.  In-school surveys of youth aged 12 to 18 years living in selected larger cities, smaller cities and towns and rural areas were conducted in 1999. The findings presented in this report describe students' perceptions of youth crime and personal safety, victimization experiences occurring while at school and outside of school over the past year, lifetime and past year involvement in delinquent behaviours, prevalence of weapon possession at school, and contact with the police and criminal justice system.  

The survey instrument was designed to collect data on variables related to major social and psychological environmental factors known to be associated with youth victimization and delinquency using a self-report method.  Besides measures of prevalence of youth victimization and delinquency, additional information was gathered to describe the context of the experience for the most serious incidents that occurred over the past year.

While findings in this report include all of the 2,001 respondents, two additional reports have been prepared in order to provide more in depth analyses of Calgary and of Edmonton students.  These reports are titled:

· The Extent of Youth Victimization, Crime and Delinquency in Alberta, 1999:  Summary of Calgary Findings; and

· The Extent of Youth Victimization, Crime and Delinquency in Alberta, 1999:  Summary of Edmonton Findings.

Highlights of the Findings


The following summary of the research findings is organized by five major content areas for which data were collected.

Perceptions of Youth Crime, Violence and Personal Safety

· Respondents living in smaller cities were most likely to believe that youth crime in their community was rising.

· Over half of the respondents (56.3%) believed that the level of youth crime in their own community was lower than in other areas of their town or city.

· While students felt quite safe walking alone in their community alone at night, or being at home alone, they felt considerably less safe using public transportation alone after dark.

Victimization Experiences

· Prevalence of victimization was higher at school than not at school.  Over half (54%) of the respondents indicated they had been victimized at least once within the past year at school while under half (47%) reported they had been victimized while not at school. 

· The patterns of victimization were similar for incidents that occurred at school and not at school.  The most prevalent incidents included: being slapped, punched, or kicked; having something stolen; being threatened with bodily harm; and having something damaged. 

· Males were more likely to report they were victimized than females for all of the types of incidents except being sexually touched against the respondent's will and being offended by a remark of a sexual nature.

· Younger students were more likely to report they were victimized than older students.

· Students in larger cities were more likely to report having something taken by force and being offended by comments of a sexual nature.

· Respondents with low family functioning (e.g., weak or negative relationship with family members) were more likely to report being victimized.

· Respondents who reported a high level of peer delinquency were more likely to indicate being victimized.

· Victimization was related to how well students were doing in school.  Students who had been suspended from school or who seriously thought about dropping out of school were more likely to report they were victimized.  Low school commitment (i.e., a negative attitude about the school) was also related to victimization. 

· Findings related to psychological factors (conduct disorder, hyperactivity, and emotional disorder) indicated that students with higher scores on any disorder were more likely to report being victimized.  In general, students with no sexual experience were less likely to report they were victimized.

Delinquent Behaviours

· Two-thirds of the respondents reported they had engaged in at least one of the delinquent behaviours in their lifetime.

· Over half (56%) of the respondents reported they had engaged in at least one of the delinquent behaviours in the past year.

· The patterns of delinquent behaviours were comparable for lifetime and past year.  The most prevalent forms of delinquent behaviour were:  slapping, punching or kicking someone in anger; stealing something worth less than $50; throwing something to hurt someone; damaging someone's property; and threatening to hurt someone.

· Overall, males were more likely to report they had engaged in delinquent behaviour than were females.  The most prevalent forms of delinquent behaviours (that is, minor property-related acts) were comparable for both males and females. 

· In general younger students were less likely to report delinquent behaviours as compared to older students; however, Grade 9 students were more likely than any other group to report that they had engaged in delinquency for all the violence-related behaviours. 

· Respondents in smaller cities were more likely to report something was damaged and students in larger cities were more likely to report taking a car or motorcycle without the owner's permission.

· Respondents with low family functioning (e.g., weak or negative relationship with family members) were more likely to have engaged in delinquent behaviour.  As well, respondents who indicated a low level of parental monitoring were also more likely to report engaging in delinquent behaviour. 

· A highly delinquent peer group, high involvement in peer activities, and parental disapproval of friends all were found to be related to reporting delinquent behaviour.

· Respondents experiencing school-related problems were more likely to report they had engaged in delinquent behaviour.  In particular, students who had been suspended from school or who seriously thought about dropping out were more likely to indicate they had carried out delinquent acts. Low school commitment (i.e., a negative attitude about the school) was also strongly related to engaging in delinquent behaviour. 

· Respondents who took part in more commercial/entertainment activities (e.g., going to the mall or video arcade) were more likely to report they had been delinquent; however, students who took part in more cultural/educational activities (e.g., going to museums) were less likely to report delinquent behaviour. 

· Respondents reporting higher levels of psychological disorder (conduct disorder, hyperactivity and emotional disorder) were more likely to report they had engaged in delinquent behaviours.  Students who reported no sexual experience were less likely to report engaging in delinquent behaviours.

Having Weapons at School

· Of the total respondents, 15.6% indicated they had a weapon at school on at least one occasion in the past year.  The most prevalent weapons included illegal knives and other types of knives.  The least prevalent were handguns and pellet guns.  Most students who reported having a weapon at school indicated this happened only one time.

· Males were more likely to report having a weapon at school than were females. As well, older students were more likely to report having an illegal knife than younger students; notably, Grade 9 students were most likely to report weapon possession.

· Students who scored lower on family factors (family functioning, parental monitoring, shared activities with parents) were more likely to report weapon possession.

· Respondents who did not have any delinquent friends or who reported a moderate level of peer delinquency were less likely to report having weapons at school as compared to students with a high number of delinquent peers.  Students whose parents disapproved of their friends were more likely to report having weapons than were those whose parents approved of most friends.

· Respondents experiencing more school-related problems were more likely to report  having a weapon at school.  Achievement of  higher academic grades, spending more time on homework, not skipping classes, and having a positive school attitude were all strongly related to not having weapons.  As well, students who had never been suspended from school and students who had never seriously thought about dropping out of school were least likely to report carrying weapons.

· Higher levels of participation in commercial/entertainment activities (e.g., going to the mall or video arcade) were positively related to reporting weapon possession while more involvement in cultural/educational activities (e.g., going to the museum) tended to be associated with not having weapons at school.

· Respondents reporting high levels of psychological disorder were more likely to report having a weapon.  Conduct disorder, hyperactivity and emotional disorder were all  related to likelihood of reporting.  Respondents who indicated a high degree of sexual experience were also more likely to report having a weapon at school.  

Police and Youth Service Agencies

· Over half (53%) of the students reported they had a school resource officer or an officer who regularly visited their school.

· With regard to contact with the police occurring at school, police presentations on youth crime and violence prevention, and on personal safety were the most prevalent reasons cited.

· With regard to contact with the police occurring while not at school, contact tended to be related to crime events.  The most prevalent reasons given for contact included being a witness to a crime and reporting a crime.

· Relatively few respondents reported having any contact with the criminal justice system.  Of the total respondents, under 6% had been arrested, less than 5% had been charged, about 4% were found guilty of an offence, and under 2% spent a night in jail or a detention centre.

· In rating police performance, over three-quarters of the respondents felt the police were doing a good or very good job in enforcing the law and making the community a safe place to live in.

· Only 23% of respondents indicated they were aware of at least one agency or special program for troubled youth in their school or community.  The most frequently cited included school (and other) counsellors and the Kid's Help Phone.

· With respect to suggestions regarding how the school or community could be made safer, the majority of comments noted that the school the student attended or the community the student lived in was already safe.  Suggestions that were made mostly identified the need for increased police presence, for tougher laws and rules, and more community surveillance programs (e.g., Block Watch).
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1.0  INTRODUCTION

The issue of youth violence has come to be viewed with increasing importance and even urgency in recent years.  Teenagers engaged in any manner of delinquent behaviours appear to capture increasing media attention.  Indeed, there appears to be  heightened public sensitivity toward any misbehaviour among youth occurring at school or outside of school grounds.  This heightened public awareness has been fuelled, in part, by the media attention surrounding a few very serious recent incidents of youth violence in Alberta and elsewhere.  Ironically, at a time when public concern is rising, statistics are pointing to a decline in rates of youth violence.  Officially reported youth violence rates such as those published from the Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) system have been falling over the past several years.  Historically, the trend rose to 1990, peaked, then began dropping and is continuing to decline.

While people often associate youth subculture with some level of delinquency, the reality is that young people are among the most vulnerable to being victimized.  We often associate other groups such as the elderly as being targets of criminal violence; however, while the elderly may be more worried that they will be victims of crime, young people are in fact proportionately more victimized than the elderly.  In reported crime events, the youth are more often involved as victims than they are as offenders.

However, official data sources can only describe part of the reality of youth violence.  One limitation of relying on UCR data for an accurate estimate of the extent of youth crime in Canada is that only cases that are officially recorded in the criminal justice system are included in the survey.  Thus, crimes involving youth that are not reported and cases in which youth are diverted from the formal justice system through police warnings are not included in official counts of youth crime.  For this reason, official statistics tend to underestimate the actual involvement of youth in criminal activity.  We need to consider other measures of youth victimization and delinquency which can widen our scope of understanding and describing youth violence.  Such measures should provide for both an accounting of incidents related to victimization and delinquency as well as personal accounts of victimization experiences and engaging in delinquent behaviours.  Such an approach would not only describe the prevalence and context of youth victimization and delinquency, but would also inform our understanding of how violence is played out in youth subculture.  This kind of information is absolutely necessary in any efforts intended to address youth violence in society.


One alternative to relying on officially reported offences involving youth to examine the extent of the problem is to employ self-report surveys.  These studies, in which a sample of young persons are asked about their own involvement in criminal and delinquent behaviour, avoid many of the problems associated with using official crime statistics, and have the potential of providing much greater accuracy in estimating youth crime and delinquency.  Self-report crime and delinquency surveys have been extensively used in the United Kingdom and in directing policies and programming for young offenders.
  Unfortunately, relatively few self-report studies of youth crime and delinquency have been conducted in Canada.

1.1
Purpose of the Project


The purpose of the current research project is to address the need for information about youth victimization and delinquency that cannot be obtained from officially reported data.  More specifically, the purpose of this project is to provide additional measures of the prevalence of youth victimization and delinquency and to provide more detailed information on the context of victimization experiences and delinquent behaviours.  To the extent that the project fulfills these two purposes, findings from this study contribute towards identifying what factors may serve a protective function for young people from becoming victims of violence and what  factors may serve to deter young people at risk for engaging in more serious forms of delinquent behaviour.


No single conceptual approach has been adopted in this study.  Rather, the concepts of interest which have been included were compiled from extensive literature reviews of the research area.
  Concepts and variables found to be particularly important in describing or explaining youth victimization and delinquency were included.  Generally this survey was largely informed by theories associated with the lifestyle and routine activities approach; however, it also included various other social and psychological factors which address some of the limitations of the lifestyle and routine activities theories (see for example Finkelhor's and Asdigian's reconceptualization of the lifestyle and routine activities approach, 1996).  Thus, this project attempts to assess major environmental factors which have been found to provoke or dissuade youth from engaging in delinquent behaviours, and to examine factors which contribute towards making youth more vulnerable to being victimized.

1.2
Objectives of the Project

The following objectives were addressed in this study:

(1)
To examine the perceptions of youth crime and violence and of personal safety among youth in Alberta.

(2)
To examine the nature and scope of victimization and delinquent behaviour among youth in Alberta.

(3)
To investigate the relationship between the nature and location of victimization incidents by examining incidents occurring at school and incidents occurring outside of school for youth in Alberta.

(4)
To investigate the relationship between the nature and type of delinquent behaviour among youth in Alberta.

(5)
To investigate the demographic factors associated with victimization and delinquent behaviour among youth in Alberta. 

(6)
To identify family characteristics that may be associated with victimization and delinquent behaviour among youth in Alberta.

(7)
To identify other interpersonal, extracurricular, school, and peer factors that may be associated with victimization and delinquent behaviour among youth in Alberta.

(8)
To identify intrapersonal factors that may be associated with victimization and delinquent behaviour among youth in Alberta.

(9)
To investigate the perceptions regarding police and other community agencies involved in youth violence prevention and intervention efforts among youth in Alberta.

(10)
To examine changes in the level of youth victimization and delinquency in Calgary over a five-year period by comparing the results of this study with data collected in 1994 by CRILF.

2.0  METHODOLOGY

The advantage of the self-report method adopted in this survey is that it can provide information on the prevalence and scope of youth victimization and delinquency as well as provide for a fuller description of the personal experiences of victimization and delinquent behaviours.  Already well-noted by researchers, this method has been identified as an effective means to obtain information about victimization and delinquency not available from official data sources.
  Such information includes incidents not reported to the police (or not reported by the police) as well as events which individuals may not have told anyone about.  When related to relevant social and psychological variables, data from self-report surveys can provide for useful comparisons with official data in terms of describing the profiles of youth victimization and delinquency.

2.1
Research Design and Procedures


A self-administered questionnaire was constructed to be administered to junior and senior high school students (12 through 18 years of age) attending schools located in selected urban and rural communities in Alberta.  The urban areas included the larger cities, Calgary and Edmonton, and smaller cities, Lethbridge and Airdrie.  Towns and rural areas included the following:  Athabasca, Banff, Canmore, Chestermere, Cochrane, Crossfield, Exshaw, St. Paul, Springbank, Standard, and Strathmore.  Questionnaires were administered by a representative of CRILF to students during class time.  Due to the sensitive nature of some of the items, students' questionnaires were anonymous and could not be traced backed to individual students.


Prior to questionnaire administration, letters and consent forms were distributed to the parents of students selected to participate in this study.  It was necessary to utilize two different methods for obtaining consent from parents.  For ease of explanation, they are described here as the Mail-out Method and the Take-home Method.  In the Mail-out Method, students' addresses were generated on mailing labels by the schools/school district offices and the letters with attached consent forms were mailed out to parents.  In the Take-home Method, the schools distributed the letters with attached consent forms to the students to take home to their parents.  The Mail-out Method was the preferred method and was utilised with 53 of the 67 participating schools.  However, it was necessary to use the Take-home Method with 14 schools because of special  circumstances.  Some of these schools were unable to generate the address labels due to data processing limitations at the time of the survey or due to policies restricting the release of personal information outside of the school.


Parents received a letter from CRILF describing the study and indicating that their child had been selected by chance (or because of enrolment in a course selected for the survey) to participate, and requesting parental consent for their child's participation in the study.  Parents were asked to sign and date the consent form if they agreed to their child's participation, and to either mail the form to CRILF using a prepaid envelope enclosed with their letter or to fax their form to CRILF (a toll-free number was provided to households outside Calgary).  In cases where the Take-home Method was used, parents were also asked to write their child's name on the consent form.  Survey participants were identified by signed consent forms received by CRILF.  

The final list of participating students was compiled and forwarded to the school principal,
 and a convenient date and time for in-school administration of the questionnaire was determined.  Each school was asked to provide a location to administer the questionnaire, and arrange for participating students to be at that location on the agreed upon date and time.  The questionnaires were administered by trained members of the CRILF research team.  As part of the introduction to the survey, students were informed that their participation was confidential and completely voluntary and that even if they chose to participate, they could to skip any question on the questionnaire that they did not wish to answer.  As well, it was explained to students that they were free to leave or withdraw from the research project at any time.  Students were notified that their school principal and guidance counsellor were aware of the research project so that anyone who had concerns about the survey could talk with these individuals.  Each student was given a letter which described the research project in more detail, the nature of their participation in the survey, and CRILF's telephone number (a toll-free number was provided to students outside Calgary).


The total sample size and response rates are presented in Table 2.1.  Data are presented by site size and the individual response rates for larger cities, smaller cities, and town and rural areas are shown in the table.

TABLE 2.1

RESPONSE RATES BY SITE SIZE








Site Size
Total

Sample
Total Consent Forms Received
Valid Surveys

Completed
Response Rate Out of Total Sample (%)1
Response Rate Out of Total Possible (%)2

Larger Cities3

4,489
1,792
1,235
27.5%
68.9%

Smaller Cities4

706
336
321
45.5%
95.5%

Towns/Rural Areas5

1,461
547
445
30.5%
81.4%

TOTAL
6,656
2,675
2,001
30.1%
74.8%

1  Response Rate Out of Total Sample = Valid Surveys Completed ( Total Sample.

2  Response Rate Out of Total Possible = Valid Surveys Completed ( Total Consent Forms Received.

3  Larger Cities include:  Calgary and Edmonton.

4  Smaller Cities include:  Lethbridge and Airdrie.

5 Towns/Rural Areas include:  Athabasca, Banff, Canmore, Chestermere, Cochrane, Crossfield, Exshaw, 

St. Paul, Springbank, Standard, and Strathmore.

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.


Of the initial sample of 6,656 students, 2,675 signed consent forms were returned to CRILF.  The total number of students completing a questionnaire was 2,001.
  Two types of response rates are shown in the table.  The response rate out of the total sample is the proportion of valid surveys completed (2,001) out of the total initial sample (6,656).  Thus, 30.1% of the respondents actually completed a questionnaire out of the initial group of students selected for the survey.  This response rate falls within the accepted range for the kind of survey method utilized in this research project.  The other response rate, based on the total possible, compares the number of valid surveys completed to the total number of signed consent forms received.  In other words, 74.8% of the respondents (whose parents agreed to their participation) actually completed the questionnaire.


Larger cities tended to have lower response rates than smaller cities or the towns/rural areas.  While 27.5% of the initial total sample of respondents living in the larger cities completed the questionnaire, 30.5% did so in the towns and rural areas.  The highest response rate, 45.5%, was achieved in the smaller cities.  Similarly, for responses based on received consent forms, larger cities had the lowest response rate (68.9%) while smaller cities had the highest rate (95.5%), and towns and rural areas were in the middle (81.4%).

In-school surveys were conducted in the spring and fall of 1999.  Calgary and Edmonton students were surveyed in May and June; the other surveys were conducted from October to early December.

2.2
Sampling Strategy and Survey Administration

As mentioned, the survey included youth aged 12 to 18 attending public and Catholic junior high, senior high, and middle schools in selected urban and rural areas in Alberta.  Due to the considerable variation in school systems operating in urban as compared to rural areas, different techniques were applied in selecting the schools for the survey and in obtaining the samples of students.  This section describes the different sampling procedures utilized for the different survey sites.

For the larger cities, selection of schools for the survey involved choosing from each of the city's geographic quadrants one public senior high school, two public junior high schools, one Catholic senior high school, and two Catholic junior high schools.  Selection of the schools was made randomly where possible.  The list of selected schools was developed in consultation with the school boards or district offices
 in order to confirm that the selection did not include special or alternative curriculum schools.  Once participation of the schools was confirmed with school principals, individual students were selected to participate in the study.  A proportionate stratification sampling technique was utilized to obtain the numbers of students to sample.
,
  School boards or district offices then randomly generated the required numbers of students from each grade level for each of the schools.  The number of students drawn was based on the required sample sizes provided to the board or district offices by CRILF. 

For all of the smaller cities and rural areas, a course-based sampling procedure was adopted.  As well, it should be noted that the individual schools as opposed to school district offices were involved in drawing these samples of students.  In consultation with school principals, courses that were mandatory for all students were chosen, and students enroled in these courses comprised the initial survey sample.

2.3
Data Set

Table 2.2 presents a selected demographic profile of the 2,001 survey respondents.  The proportion of female students (54.2%) as compared to males (45.8%) in the sample is somewhat higher than in the provincial population which has about 49% females and 51% males aged 12 to 17.  The geographic distribution of respondents is generally comparable to the 80% urban and 20% rural distribution of Alberta's total population.  The majority of respondents were from urban areas (61.7% from larger cities and 16% from smaller cities) and 22.3% were from rural areas.

In comparing the distribution of grade levels to the Alberta student population of public and separate system enrolments in 1997/98, the sample includes a proportionately larger group of junior high students and a smaller group of senior high students, with the differences falling within a few percentage points from the provincial rates in both cases.  The proportion of Grade 7 and 8 students out of the total sample is higher than the provincial ratio by about 3 to 6 percent.  The 16.8% of Grade 9 students in the survey sample is comparable to the 16.4% of students in Grade 9 in the province.  The proportion of senior high students is lower than the provincial ratio by about 1 to 3 percent.  The percentage of Grade 12 respondents (11.9%) is considerably lower than the 17.9% of Alberta students in Grade 12. The lower percentage obtained in this study is not uncommon in voluntary, school-based surveys.

In describing their ethnic and racial identity,
 97.1% of the respondents indicated they were "Canadian."  As well, out of a list of ethnic/racial groups, 74.2% of respondents indicated they identified most with "white" while 25.8% of the students selected another category, or indicated a multicultural background (see Cultural Identity in Table 2.2).

2.4
Research Instrument

The survey instrument for the current project was based on a questionnaire used in an earlier study conducted by CRILF in 1994 and published in 1995 on Calgary youth violence.
 With regard to victimization and delinquency, collecting data on prevalence rates remained an important component; however, three of the objectives of the 1999 research project, as identified in Chapter 1, relate to a further investigation of the nature of victimization experiences and delinquent acts.  It was necessary, therefore, to also obtain contextual information around the most serious events for each of the different kinds of incidents.

Given the sensitive nature of the questions and the survey methodology adopted in this research project, write-in responses were used to collect the personal information from respondents about their victimization experiences and delinquent acts.  As noted

TABLE 2.2

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF TOTAL STUDENT SAMPLE

[image: image50.emf]Touched

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

Conduct Disorder

Low (n=805) 63 7.8 87 10.8 15 1.9 41 5.1 75 9.3 25 3.1 10 1.2 6 0.7 35 5.5 32 5.0 37 5.8

Moderate (n=934) 133 14.2 152 16.3 42 4.5 145 15.5 193 20.7 79 8.5 41 4.4 26 2.8 89 13.0 49 7.2 47 6.9

High (n=262) 87 33.2 87 33.2 38 14.5 85 32.4 92 35.1 50 19.1 40 15.3 15 5.7 65 33.7 23 11.9 23 11.9

Hyperactivity Disorder

Low (n=969) 84 8.7 113 11.7 24 2.5 78 8.0 115 11.9 42 4.3 22 2.3 11 1.1 52 7.2 32 4.4 38 5.3

Moderate (n=766) 131 17.1 146 19.1 42 5.5 125 16.3 170 22.2 75 9.8 46 6.0 25 3.3 90 15.9 49 8.7 44 7.8

High (n=266) 68 25.6 67 25.2 29 10.9 68 25.6 75 28.2 37 13.9 23 8.6 11 4.1 47 21.1 23 10.3 25 11.2

Emotional Disorder

Low (n=950) 103 10.8 126 13.3 36 3.8 86 9.1 145 15.3 47 4.9 23 2.4 18 1.9 71 9.7 36 4.9 28 3.8

Moderate (n=793) 111 14.0 138 17.4 37 4.7 117 14.8 136 17.2 66 8.3 36 4.5 20 2.5 74 12.9 36 6.3 47 8.2

High (n=258) 69 26.7 62 24.0 22 8.5 68 26.4 79 30.6 41 15.9 32 12.4 9 3.5 44 21.2 32 15.4 32 15.4

Frequency of Petting

1

Never (n=823) 93 11.3 101 12.3 34 4.1 68 8.3 125 15.2 50 6.1 25 3.0 8 1.0 34 4.1 14 1.7 37 4.5

Once (n=103) 13 12.6 17 16.5 2 1.9 16 15.5 9 8.7 11 10.7 2 1.9 3 2.9 17 16.5 12 11.7 8 7.8

A Few Times (n=187) 33 17.6 28 15.0 12 6.4 33 17.6 41 21.9 17 9.1 9 4.8 4 2.1 32 17.1 22 11.8 19 10.2

Often (n=267) 60 22.5 73 27.3 22 8.2 74 27.7 85 31.8 39 14.6 30 11.2 17 6.4 95 35.6 54 20.2 39 14.6

missing cases=131

Frequency of Sexual

Intercourse

2

Never (n=1,124) 141 12.5 158 14.1 45 4.0 137 12.2 186 16.5 85 7.6 41 3.6 19 1.7 100 8.9 58 5.2 73 6.5

Once (n=44) 9 20.5 7 15.9 9 20.5 10 22.7 10 22.7 5 11.4 4 9.1 5 11.4 12 27.3 8 18.2 2 4.5

A Few Times (n=86) 23 26.7 22 25.6 9 10.5 22 25.6 26 30.2 12 14.0 10 11.6 6 7.0 25 29.1 14 16.3 11 12.8

Often (n=85) 23 27.1 27 31.8 8 9.4 24 28.2 31 36.5 14 16.5 13 15.3 5 5.9 30 35.3 18 21.2 14 16.5

missing cases=98

1

  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Intrapersonal Factors excluding Edmonton.

2

  Item was not included in the Edmonton and Lethbridge Catholic school surveys.  Total N=1,437.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Intrapersonal Factors

   excluding Edmonton and Lethbridge Catholic school respondents.

*** p < .001;  ** p < .01;  * p < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.
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TABLE A-18

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

WHILE NOT AT SCHOOL BY INTRAPERSONAL FACTORS

Something Something Was Was Someone Someone Said

Factor



Intrapersonal

Type of Victimization

Damaged Taken by Slapped,  Threatened Sexually Something



earlier, the self-report method offers the advantage of collecting information about  incidents which may not have been reported in any official or formal way or even incidents that the individual has not described to anyone else.  As well, write-in comments more uniquely reflect the experiences of the respondent by providing an opportunity for the individual to describe an event as well as the impact of the event in his/her own words.  The final questionnaire was developed after consultation with members from the Advisory Groups.
  The following six content areas were addressed in the survey:

(1)
questions about the respondent and his/her family life;

(2)
questions about the respondent's performance, experiences (including incidents of victimization), and activities at school;

(3)
questions about the respondent's experiences (including incidents of victimization) and activities in the community;

(4)
questions about the respondent's social life, friends, and involvement in various types of delinquent behaviour;

(5)
questions related to the respondent's attitudes about his/her school; and,

(6)
questions about the respondent's experiences with and attitudes about the police and other youth-serving agencies.

Presented below is more detailed information about the major concepts and types of variables collected in the survey instrument. 


Personal and Family Variables


In the survey questionnaire, students were asked to describe themselves and their family.  First, students were asked to complete a number of general socio-demographic items.  These items were examined in analyzing the relationship between socio-demographic characteristics and perceptions of youth crime and personal safety,  victimization experiences, and engaging in delinquent behaviour.  The major variables collected in this section included: current age, current grade level, gender, family composition, religious attendance, employment, Canadian and cultural identity, and parents' occupational background.


Students were then asked to complete a problem behaviour checklist to measure the more common childhood psychiatric disorders.  The list used in the survey instrument was a shorter version of the original checklist developed by Boyle and Offord (1991).
  The shorter checklist consisted of 34 items measuring three different types of disorders: 15 to measure conduct disorder; 6 to measure hyperactivity; and 13 to measure emotional disorder.
  All items had the same response options corresponding to the perceived increases in the frequency/intensity of symptoms.  These options were:  "Never or Not True," "Sometimes or Somewhat True," and "Often or Very True."  Within each disorder, item responses were summed to generate scale scores.


The next set of questions involved items describing various dimensions of problem-solving, beliefs, and life situations.  For each item, respondents were asked to indicate on a five-point scale the extent to which a particular statement described himself or herself.  The questions in the survey instrument represented a shortened and modified form of a larger scale of identity styles.  These items were meant to represent identity styles as one measure of identity formation.


Students were also asked about their family life.  To measure family functioning, the General Functioning Subscale of the McMaster Family Assessment Device (FAD) was used (Byles, Byrne, Boyle & Offord, 1983 and 1988). The FAD General Family Functioning Subscale consists of 12 statements describing various aspects or dimensions of  relationships between family members.  The respondent was asked to indicate his/her agreement with each statement based on a four-point Likert scale ("Strongly Agree," "Agree," "Disagree," and "Strongly Disagree").  Parental monitoring or the level of parental supervision and control (such as checking on homework or requiring chores to be done) as perceived by the student was examined using items from the Monitoring the Future Survey (Bachman, Johnston, & O'Malley, 1991).  The items were modified to form a scale that measured how often the students' parents were involved in regulating the various types of behaviour using a Likert-type scale with response categories ranging from "Often" to "Never."  And finally, additional data on family interaction was obtained by asking students about the frequency with which they engaged in leisure time activities with their parents as a measure of the extent of parental involvement with their children.


School Variables


School variables focused on the experiences of students while at school.  Students were asked about how well they were doing in school.  Specific questions included their overall grade average, the frequency with which they skipped classes, the number of times they were suspended from school, whether they had seriously thought about dropping out of school, and school attitude (that is, commitment to school).


Also included was a question about the extent to which students adopted certain measures to protect themselves at school (for example, avoided certain places or certain people at school).  Respondents used a Likert-type four-point scale with categories of "Never," "Once," "A Few Times" and "Often" to respond to each type of protective measure.


A question was asked to examine the prevalence of weapons in the school.  Students were asked to indicate how often they had carried various types of weapons or had them in their lockers at school in the past year by marking the appropriate response options which ranged from "Never" to "Often." 

Community Variables


Included in the questionnaire were some general questions about where students lived, and items that asked them about their perceptions of youth crime in their community.  This section also included some items regarding their perceptions of personal safety.   Specifically, students were asked how safe they felt (ranging from "Very Safe" to "Very Unsafe") doing the following activities:  walking alone in their community after dark; waiting for or using the public transportation bus system alone after dark; waiting for or using the public transportation Light Rail Transit (LRT) system alone after dark; and being alone in their home at night.


The last set of questions in this section asked about whether the respondent ever took precautionary measures to protect himself or herself while not at school. As with the comparable question described earlier for protection at school, respondents used a Likert-type four-point scale with categories of "Never," "Once," "A Few Times" and "Often" to respond to selected types of protective measure.


Victimization Incidents


In this section of the questionnaire, respondents were asked about whether they had been victimized in several ways in the past year while at school and not at school.  In addition they were able to add other kinds of incidents which may not have been included in the questionnaire.  The final list of incidents specified was comparable to the items in the 1994/95 Calgary survey.  These items are similar to those identified in the General Social Survey on Personal Risk and most of the items can also be identified in the general research literature on youth violence.  The respondents were asked an initial screening question about whether a particular incident had ever occurred in the past year.  Then respondents were asked whether that type of incident had ever occurred in school or outside of school.  Write-in comments were obtained for the most serious event related to a particular kind of incident.  As well, respondents identified who they had told about the incident (friends, parents, police, and school).  The following 11 types of victimization were assessed:

· respondent had something damaged or destroyed on purpose;

· respondent had something stolen;

· respondent had something taken by force or threat of force;

· someone threatened to hurt respondent or 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;

· someone sexually exposed themselves to the respondent;

· someone touched respondent in a sexual way against respondent's will; and

· someone said something of a sexual nature to respondent that upset or offended respondent.


Social Life Variables and Delinquent Behaviour


These items examined various dimensions of the students' social life and day-to-day activities.  More specifically, students were asked about their involvement in recreational and extracurricular activities, their engagement in various types of delinquent behaviour, their peer relationships and peer engagement in delinquent behaviour, and their level of sexual activity.  An activity checklist was used to measure the level and type of student involvement in leisure and recreational activities.  Students were asked to indicate how often they participated in various activities.  The responses to the activities for each student were summed to create two scales that represent general types of activity.  The commercial/entertainment activity scale consists of items that assess the level of participation in activities such as going to the mall and going to video arcades or pool halls.  The cultural/educational activity scale measures the level of involvement in activities such as going to the library and going to plays or museums.  Students were also asked to indicate how often they participated in leisure activities with their parents and with their friends.  Several other items were included to measure student involvement in adult-supervised activities (such as coached sports, supervised non-sports, and clubs).


A question to examine the degree of sexual activity on several kinds of sex-related acts (derived from the Canada Health Attitudes and Behaviour Survey, King, Robertson, & Warren, 1985) was used to measure extent of sexual experience.
  Students were asked to indicate the frequency of their involvement in various activities with a boyfriend or girlfriend.  The intimacy level of the activities ranged from holding hands to sexual intercourse (including a write-in response for "Other activity").  The response options included "Often," "A Few Times," "Once," and "Never."


The measures of delinquent behaviour adopted in this study are similar to those used in other studies of delinquent behaviour.  As well, 12 of the 14 types of delinquent acts (listed below) were also used in the 1994/95 Calgary survey (the two items, "thrown something at someone" and "said something of a sexual nature that was offensive" were added to the 1999 questionnaire).  This component of the survey instrument measured lifetime and past year involvement in delinquency using a number of behaviours representing less to more serious forms of delinquency.  Not all of the delinquent behaviours included in this study necessarily represent illegal activities.  In order to more fully address the nature of delinquency, it was important that the activities selected could represent a range of delinquent behaviours as opposed to criminal ones.  Initial screening items for all of the types of delinquent behaviours were used in order to determine lifetime prevalence of delinquent behaviour.  If the student responded "No" to all of the screening items, they were instructed to skip questions concerning involvement in delinquent behaviours in the past year.  If the student answered "Yes" to any of the screening items, they were asked to continue to the next section asking about incidents over the past year.  In this section, respondents were asked to indicate on a scale from  "Never" to "Once" to "Twice" to "3 or More Times" whether they have ever engaged in a certain act.  Respondents who indicated they had engaged in a particular behaviour were asked (by a write-in question) to describe the most serious incident or event related to the act.  The following 14 types of delinquent behaviours were included in the survey:

· 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 of 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;

· touched someone against their will in a sexual way; and

· said something of a sexual nature to someone that upset or offended them.


To examine the significance of peer relationships, students were asked a number of questions about their peers and the extent to which their peers were involved in delinquent behaviour.  The responses to 11 peer delinquency items were summed for each student to generate a scale to measure the extent of delinquency among peer groups.


Police and Youth-Serving Agencies


The final section of the questionnaire contained items designed to examine student experiences with the police, the criminal justice system and other youth-serving agencies.  Specific items included questions about the respondent's contact with the police in the past year (while in school and while not in school), opinions regarding how good a job the police are doing in the respondent's school and the community, and knowledge about available community agencies and programs for troubled youth.  As well, the final two questions in the survey instrument were in open-ended format asking for suggestions on how the respondent's school and community could be made safer.

2.5
Data Analysis Strategy

Presentation of the results is organized around the specific research objectives discussed Chapter 1.  Each section presents the analyses pertinent to a specific research objective with one slight modification -- analyses concerning victimization and delinquent behaviour among youth are presented separately in order to improve readability.


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


Missing data did not present a serious problem in this study and, in fact, for the majority of items, the number of missing observations did not exceed 3%.  In order to deal with those observations that were missing, three strategies were adopted that depended on the particular item under consideration.  For items that had an alternative that clearly indicated the absence of a particular characteristic or behaviour, missing observations were recoded into that alternative.  The rationale for adopting this procedure was a desire to avoid any "false positives" whereby a student would be classified as possessing a particular characteristic or engaging in a specific behaviour when in fact this was not the case.  In other words, adopting this strategy ensured that the most conservative classification of missing data was made.  The second strategy was employed with scale items which utilize Likert-type response alternatives.  In these cases, in line with common psychometric practices, the mean of the entire sample on individual items was substituted for missing data on those items.  For items such as demographic characteristics where no clear strategy for dealing with missing observations was available, the missing data were left as such, and are clearly indicated in relevant tables.  In these cases, the number of valid observations was used as the denominator for calculating percentages.

2.6
Limitations of the Study


The purpose of the study was to examine the nature and extent of youth victimization, crime and delinquency in Alberta.  Comparisons of Alberta youth were made on site size; that is, those from more urban environments as compared to those from more rural areas.  As is the case with any kind of research involving an under-age population there are limitations surrounding the kind of survey methodology that can be implemented.  The current survey was conducted by going to the schools.  For administrative reasons, only selected schools from selected communities were approached to participate in the survey.  This meant that some areas of the province were not as well represented as others.

Caution should be exercised when making generalizations to the entire population based on the results of this study.  In addition, while every effort was made to obtain a representative sample of students from each of the targeted areas, certain limitations that invariably apply to this type of research should be noted.  As discussed above, wherever possible, individual students were selected at random for participation in the study.  However, the possibility remains that through the two levels of exclusion (that is, parent exclusion by not returning the consent form and student exclusion by not completing the questionnaire), the respondents who did complete the questionnaire may represent a sample that is biased in some way from the student population of the selected schools.  While the comparability of the adolescent demographics in the present study to those of the provincial population of students as a whole lend some assurance that the sample is not seriously biased, the possibility of some degree of bias should be acknowledged.  


One group that obviously cannot be captured in a school-based survey is drop-outs, and these young people tend to be those at the highest risk of engaging in problem behaviour.  Further, there is some evidence that suggests 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 a conservative reporting of victimization and delinquency.


A final limitation of the present study that should be recognized 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 between psychosocial 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  RESULTS OF THE SURVEY


This chapter presents the findings from the survey.  The presentation is  organized according to the objectives as they were listed in Chapter 1.  The findings are grouped into six major areas:  (1) perceptions of youth crime, violence, and personal safety; (2) victimization experiences occurring while at school; (3) victimization experiences occurring while not at school; (4) prevalence of delinquent behaviours; (5) prevalence of weapons at school; and (6) contact with the police and criminal justice system, and perceptions of police performance.  Supplementing the findings regarding victimization experiences and engaging in delinquent behaviours are summaries of write-in comments made by respondents on the most serious events associated with each of the types of victimization and delinquency incidents.  For each of the topic areas an analysis of selected respondent social and psychological characteristics (except contact with police) was also made.  The results that follow focus primarily on statistically significant findings.  Supporting tables are provided in Appendix A.
3.1
Perceptions of Youth Crime, Violence and Personal Safety


As identified in Chapter 1, one of the research objectives in this study was to examine the perceptions of youth crime and violence and of personal safety among youth.  In order to obtain this kind of information, the survey included questions asking respondents about their perceptions of the prevalence and rate of youth crime in their communities, and about how safe they felt being in their neighbourhoods, using different forms of public transportation, and being home alone at night.  The results were further analyzed by comparing responses on demographic characteristics.  The following sections present findings about the respondents' views of youth crime and how safe they feel in their community and at home.

3.1.1
General Perceptions about Youth Crime and Violence

General questions were asked of respondents regarding their views about whether the level of youth crime in their community was rising and how they thought youth crime in their communities compares to other areas in their city or town.  As shown in Table 3.1, no clear differences were found among respondents in terms of whether they believed youth crime in their community to be rising or not; about the same number of respondents indicated "yes" as indicated "no."  When asked to compare their own communities with others in the city or town, over half the respondents (56.3%) believed that the level of youth crime in their own community was lower than in other areas.  A relatively low proportion of students (6.6%) felt that their neighbourhood experienced more youth crime than other areas, and 16.6% felt that the level of youth crime was about the same in their community as in other areas. 
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Belief that Youth Crime in Community is Rising

Yes
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No
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36.0         
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Total
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missing cases
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to Other Areas of City/Town

My Community has Higher Amount

130           

6.6         

My Community has About the Same Amount

328           

16.6         
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Don't Know

407           

20.5         

Total

1,981           

100.0         

missing cases

20           

1.0         

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

TABLE 3.1

PERCEPTIONS OF RESPONDENTS CONCERNING ASPECTS

OF YOUTH CRIME IN THEIR COMMUNITIES

Aspects of Crime


Larger differences were apparent when responses were compared by demographic characteristics:  gender, grade level, and site size.  All three variables were found to be significantly correlated with views on whether youth crime was rising in the community.
  Females (36.9%) were more likely than males (33.8%) to perceive youth crime as rising, however, proportionately more females (32.2%) than males (24.3%) also indicated they did not know if crime was rising.

When views about youth crime were analyzed by grade level, respondents in Grade 12 (43.2%) and Grade 10 (41.5%) as compared to other grade levels were more likely to report that crime in their community was rising.  In contrast, students from Grades 7 and 8 were least likely to see the level of local youth crime to be increasing (30.1% for each).  It should be noted, however, that respondents at the junior high level were also more likely than the other respondents to report that they did not know if youth crime was rising in their neighbourhood (about 32% of these respondents indicated "don't know").

Site size, or where the respondents lived, was related to students' responses to youth crime.  Interestingly, 42.5% of students from smaller cities as opposed to 34.9% from larger cities were more likely to report that youth crime in their community was rising.   Alternatively, students living in rural areas and towns were more likely to perceive that the level of youth crime in their towns or communities was not increasing (40.3%) as compared to students in more urban areas.

Respondents were also asked to compare the amount of youth crime in their communities with other areas of the city or town.  While males' and females' responses did not differ significantly, grade level and site size were found to be related to views about youth crime in their community as compared to crime in other communities.  Regardless of grade level, respondents generally believed that youth crime in their own community was lower than in other communities, with Grade 8 (61.5%) and Grade 12 (62.2%) representing the highest proportions of respondents holding this view.   Students in Grades 12 (9%) and 9 (8.4%) were most likely to rate their community as having a higher level of youth crime than other communities.  Responses to "don't know" indicated that the younger respondents were more likely to not know or have no opinion about how youth crime in their communities compared to other areas (from 32.5% for Grade 7 to about 13% for Grade 12).

The majority of respondents, regardless of the size of town or city they lived in, believed that youth crime was lower in their own neighborhoods than in other parts of the city or town.  The breakdown by site size for ratings on perceptions of youth crime shows a fairly large difference between rural respondents and urban respondents in terms of belief that local youth crime is higher or about the same  as in other areas.  Students living in cities as opposed to rural areas were much more likely to rate higher crime levels for their own communities (8.1% for smaller cities; 7.7% for larger cities, and only 2.3% for rural areas).  This pattern also holds for views that the level of local crime was about equal to other areas.  Less variation was found between urban and rural students on views that the local level of youth crime was lower than in other areas.  One possibility is that rural students live in smaller communities and therefore in drawing comparisons to other areas, they look to other surrounding towns or cities with which they may have less familiarity.  Thus, respondents from town/rural areas were more likely to indicate "don't know" (29.3%) than the other groups (20.3% for smaller cities and 17.5% for larger cities).

3.1.2
General Perceptions of Personal Safety

Respondents were asked to rate how safe they felt in four different kinds of situations:  (1) walking alone in their communities after dark; (2) using the public transportation system -- buses, alone after dark; (3) using the public transportation system -- the LRT, alone after dark; and (4) being at home alone after dark.  As shown in Table 3.2, about three-quarters of the respondents indicated they felt safe walking alone in their community at night (30.1% very safe and 45% somewhat safe).  Respondents felt safer walking alone in their communities after dark than they did using public transportation alone after dark.  When asked about taking the bus, 39.2% of the students felt it was somewhat safe as compared  to 22.8% who felt it was somewhat unsafe.  Taking the bus seemed to be considerably more preferable to using the LRT, however.  Over half of the respondents indicated that they felt very unsafe or somewhat unsafe using the LRT after dark (22.2% very unsafe;  27.6% somewhat unsafe).   Being
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Using Public Transportation

TABLE 3.2

RATINGS OF RESPONDENTS REGARDING THEIR FEELINGS OF SAFETY

WHILE ENGAGING IN SELECTED ACTIVITIES

Type of Activity

Alone After Dark

After Dark

LRT

1

At Night

Bus

At Home Alone

Walking Alone


at home alone after dark was rated as being the most safe of the four different situations.  Over 90% of the respondents indicated they felt safe at home alone with 62.1% indicating they felt very safe. 

Personal safety was analyzed by demographic characteristics:  gender, grade level, site size.
  All three variables were found to be significantly correlated with feelings of safety while walking alone in the community after dark.  While both males and females generally felt safe walking alone after dark, females were more likely to report feeling unsafe than were males.  While 9.4% of the females indicated they felt very unsafe, only 3.5% males did so; and 23.1% females as compared to 12.5% males felt somewhat unsafe.  Males, in contrast, were more likely to give a rating of "very safe," (42.1%) while females were relatively less inclined to rate their feeling of safety as high (19.9%).

Overall, younger students tended to feel less safe walking alone after dark than older students.  Grade 7 students were most likely to report feeling very unsafe (9.6% indicated they felt very unsafe, and 24% indicated somewhat unsafe).   In contrast, only 3.5% of Grade 11 students and 5.1% of respondents in Grade 12 reported feeling very unsafe.  As would be expected, Grade 12 and 11 students were more likely to report feeling very safe (41% and 34.6%) than were the younger students.  Respondents in Grade 7 were the least likely of the six groups of students to indicate feeling very safe when walking alone at night in their neighbourhood (22.4%).  

When analyzed by site size, respondents living in smaller cities were more likely to indicate feeling unsafe when walking alone at night (9.9% very unsafe and 25.9% somewhat unsafe) as compared to respondents from larger cities and rural areas.  As previously mentioned, students from smaller cities were also the most likely to report they felt that youth crime was rising in their community (42.5%), and that they felt youth crime to be higher in their community than elsewhere (8.1%).   For ratings related to feeling safe while walking alone at night, the rural responses tended to fall towards the more extreme, "very safe," while responses from the cities were more likely to reflect the less extreme rating of "somewhat safe."  Respondents from rural areas reported feeling very safe walking alone at night more often than the other groups (44.9% as compared to 20.1% for smaller cities and 27.3% for larger cities).   Respondents from urban areas were more likely to indicate they felt somewhat safe with 49% from larger cities and 44.1% from smaller cities as compared to 34.8% from towns and rural areas.  

The relationship between the demographic variables and use of public transportation alone after dark were all found to be statistically significant with the exception of grade level and use of the LRT system.
  Of the different kinds of situations students were asked about, the greatest gender differences in responses were found in feelings of safety while using public transportation.  Females (16.9%) were much more likely than males (5.6%) to report feeling very unsafe using the bus alone at night; as well, 28.4% of females as compared to 16% of males indicated feeling somewhat unsafe.  This pattern continues at the other end of the scale where males were more likely to report feeling very safe (27.1% as compared to 10.4% for females) or somewhat safe (42% as compared to 36.7% for females).  The majority of respondents felt that taking the bus was safe; however, females indicated a lower degree of safety than males.  That females did not feel entirely safe using public transportation alone after dark was even more apparent when respondents were asked about using the LRT.  A considerably higher proportion of females (31.2%) reported feeling very unsafe using the LRT as compared to males (12.4%).  As well, 30.8% of females indicated feeling somewhat unsafe while 24% of males felt the same.  On rating use of the LRT as being safe, males were much more likely than females to feel very safe (16.1% as compared to 3.4%) or somewhat safe (33% as compared to 22.3%).  No significant differences were found when LRT use was analyzed by grade level.

A fairly high proportion of respondents from small cities (44.8%) indicated "don't know" when asked how safe they felt when using the LRT alone at night About one-third of students from the rural areas also answered "don't know" to this question.  Consequently, numbers of responses from these two groups on feelings of safety were quite low.  Over half (52.4%) of the students from larger cities reported feeling either very unsafe or somewhat unsafe using the LRT alone at night.

Relationships between the demographic variables and how safe respondents felt when home alone at night were statistically significant for gender and grade level but not for site size.
  As mentioned earlier, the majority of respondents indicated they felt somewhat safe or very safe when home alone after dark.  The degree of safeness differed, however, for females as compared to males.  More males (73.6%) indicated they felt very safe than females (54.8%).   Females on the other hand, were more likely to indicate feeling somewhat safe (34.2% compared to 22.6% for males).  That females felt less safe than males when home alone at night was also reflected in the ratings given to feeling unsafe.  Over 11% of females reported being either very unsafe or somewhat unsafe as opposed to less than 4% of males.

Consistent with findings on safety for the other situations, younger students generally tended to feel less safe than older students when alone at night.  As mentioned, the majority of students felt safe being at home alone; however, Grade 7 and 8 respondents were the most likely to indicate feeling unsafe or somewhat unsafe.  In total, about 21.2% of these students as compared to 9.5% of Grade 11 and 12 students reported that they felt unsafe at home alone.  The Grade 11 and 12 students were also the most likely to indicate feeling very safe at home alone (67.9% and 73.7% respectively) while 54.9% of Grade 7 students felt the same way.

3.2
Prevalence of and Factors Related to Youth Victimization at School


Two of the objectives of this study were to examine the scope of victimization and to investigate the nature and location of victimization incidents by examining various kinds of incidents occurring at school and outside of school.  As discussed more fully in Chapter 2, 11 different types of victimization incidents were of particular interest in this study.  For each of the incident types, respondents were asked to identify whether they had been victimized in the past year at school and outside of school.  They were then asked to describe more fully (by write-in responses) the nature of the most serious event that had occurred in relation to that particular incident.  Findings related to victimization are presented in the sections below with incidents occurring at school presented first and then followed by the findings about incidents occurring while not at school. 

3.2.1  Prevalence of Victimization While at School

Eleven types of victimization incidents were specified in the questionnaire completed by respondents.
  These incidents included a variety of acts ranging from assault or physical violence, to implied violence (such as threats), to property-related incidents. 

Figure 3.1 shows the prevalence of these various types of incidents occurring at school and not at school within the past year.  This section describes results of the findings for incidents occurring at school.  Section 3.3 presents findings related to incidents occurring while respondents were not at school. Overall, 1,080 or 54% of the 2,001 survey respondents reported they had been victimized at school at least once in the past year.
 


The two most prevalent forms of victimization that occurred at school were having something stolen (22%) and being slapped, punched, or kicked by someone in anger (22%).  Almost as prevalent as these two types of incidents, was being threatened with harm or to be hurt by someone (21.8%).

As described in Chapter 2, when respondents indicated they had been victimized by a particular type of incident they were also asked to describe the most serious event associated with that incident.
  Of the respondents who reported having had something stolen from them, 424 students made 492 comments.  Articles of clothing and shoes as described by 18.2% of the 424 students, represented the most common type of item stolen.  Stationery (such as pens, rulers and pencil cases) was the second most frequently identified item (15.8%).  A relatively large group of students (13.9%) also reported having an unspecified amount of money stolen.  Additionally, 7.3% of the  students who provided write-in comments had less than $50 stolen and 2.1% had $50 or more taken.

Being slapped, punched or kicked by someone in the past year represented the other most prevalent type of victimization incident occurring while at school.  Of the respondents who had been victimized in this way, 392 described their most serious events (a total of 550 comments were made).  These respondents often distinguished between the three acts.  That is, in describing the most serious event, many comments specified only one of the acts.  Where incidents included two or all three acts, respondent comments often indicated they were "beaten up."  The most frequently reported kinds of acts for the respondents who described their victimization experiences 
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included 36.5% of the 392 students who described being punched, 25% who reported being kicked, and 11.7% who described being slapped.  Additionally, 9.2% of the students wrote that they were beaten up and had to deal with combinations of being punched, slapped and kicked.  A number of students stated they were involved in fights (6.6%).  Some incidents were serious enough to warrant the need for medical attention as indicated by 5.9% of the 392 respondents who reported that they received broken bones or fractures or had to be taken to the hospital.

Of the respondents who reported they had been threatened at school at least once by someone in the past year, 413 students made 457 remarks.  The majority of descriptions involved threats of being beaten up as reported by 63.7% of the 413 respondents.  For 15.7% of the students, the attacker was described to be threatening the student by saying "I'm going to kill you."  For a relatively few respondents (2.4% or 10 respondents), the incident was provoked by jealousy related to boyfriend/girlfriend relationships (for example, that the respondent was accused of flirting with someone's boy/girlfriend).


As shown in Figure 3.1, the least common types of victimization that occurred in the past year included:  being attacked or beaten up by a group or gang (1.6%); being threatened with a weapon (2.4%); someone sexually exposing themselves to the respondent (3.1%); and being touched sexually against the respondent's will (4.8%).  While a relatively low proportion of respondents reported they had been victimized by a group or gang attack, for the 29 respondents who provided write-in comments, most of the events described being beaten up including being punched and kicked. 

The second lowest prevalence rate for victimization, being threatened with a weapon, included 44 descriptive comments made by 42 students.  Knives
 represented the most common kind of weapon used as reported by over half (54.8%) of the students.


Respondents were not asked to describe incidents where someone sexually exposed themselves; however, comments were solicited with regard to the other victimization items describing sex-related incidents (being touched sexually against their will, and being offended by a comment that was sexual in nature).  The 66 respondents who made 95 comments about sexual touching described the following: 30.3% of the respondents indicated having buttocks pinched; 19.7% had breasts touched or grabbed; 18.2% were fondled; and 15.2% were grabbed, forced to hug, or someone was "rubbing against their body."

Many of the 154 offensive sexual remarks described by the 126 students as being made against them were comments derogatory towards women.  For example, 20.6% of the 126 respondents had to deal with perverted remarks and comments with "sexual innuendoes."  Name-calling (such as "whore," "slut," and "frigid")  was specified by 16.7% of the respondents.  Offensive remarks referring to female breasts were also often cited (by 14.3% of the respondents) as were comments regarding homosexuality (11.1% of the respondents).  Besides being called offensive names at school, students also reported being offended by requests to perform sex-related acts.  Noteworthy are the 8.7% of respondents who wrote about being propositioned to have sex; additionally, 5.6% of the students reported being threatened with rape.

As reported in the following section on demographic characteristics, the majority of respondents who reported being victimized by sexual touching or sexual comments were female.  The above comments regarding sexual victimization, therefore, are indicative of the experiences of the female respondents.

While having something thrown at the individual at school was not especially prevalent among respondents (reported by 8.5%), a couple of findings are worth noting for the 145 students who made 172 comments.  A variety of kinds of sports equipment, from baseballs to hockey sticks, were thrown at the 145 students (11.7%).   As well, 15.2% of respondents had rocks or bricks thrown at them.


The findings related to prevalence of victimization provided above were further analyzed by comparing responses by various demographic, family, peer, school, recreational and extracurricular, and intrapersonal variables.  As discussed in Chapter 1, one of the objectives of this study was to identify the relationships of these  characteristics with the prevalence and nature of victimization experiences.   The results of this more detailed analyses are presented in the following section.

3.2.2
Relationship between Victimization While at School and Demographic Characteristics


The 11 kinds of victimization incidents were compared on the following demographic characteristics:  gender, grade level, and site size.
  Males were more likely than females to report that they had been victimized for most of the kinds of incidents, with the exception of sexually-related acts.  Proportionately more females reported that at school over the past year and on at least one occasion, someone had made a sexual comment that offended them (14.7%); only 5.5% of males had this happen to them.  Females were also more likely than males to report that someone had sexually touched them against their will (6.9% females compared to 2.2% males).  Some of the largest gender differences were found in incidents involving physical violence and weapons. As compared to the 3.1% of females who reported having something taken by force or threat of force, 7.9% of males reported the same kind of incident.  Being slapped, punched, or kicked was reported by 14.6% of females while a considerably higher proportion of males (30.9%) indicated they had been victimized in this way.  Being threatened with a weapon was reported by 1.4% of females while 3.6% males experienced this incident.  Proportionately more males than females reported being attacked by a group or gang (2.7% males as compared to 0.7% females).  For the above-listed incidents, males were at least twice as likely as females to report having had these kinds of acts happen to them at least once at school over the past year.


In describing victimization by grade level, the results generally showed that younger students were more likely to report being victimized than older ones.  One exception occurred with being sexually touched against one's will in which the act appeared to be more prevalent in Grade 9 (9.6%), 10 (4%) and 11 (6.1%).  Another exception was being threatened with bodily harm by someone where again students in Grade 9 (25.1%), 10 (23.8%) and 11 (19.8%) were proportionately more likely to have reported this type of victimization than respondents from other grade levels.  The Grade 9 group, in particular, was more likely than the other respondents to have been victimized across most types of incidents.


While rural/urban differences were mostly not found to be significant, two kinds of victimization did have statistically significant results and are noteworthy.  Having something taken by force or threat of force was more likely to be reported by students living in larger cities (24%) and, to a lesser extent, students in smaller cities (21.5%), while it was least likely to be indicated by students from the towns and rural areas (16.2%).  The other kind of incident where prevalence rates differed by site size was when a sexually offensive comment was made where 12.9% of respondents from larger cities reported being victimized as opposed to 8.1% of students from smaller cities and 9% of the more rural area students.

3.2.3
Relationship between Victimization While at School and Family Factors


Family factors, as described more fully in Chapter 2, included various items measuring the strength or closeness of the respondent's family relationship as perceived by the respondent.  These items included the structure or composition of the family, family functioning (that is, strength of family ties), parental monitoring (that is, respondent's perception of the level of control the parents have over the respondent's life), and how often the respondent and parent(s) participated in leisure activities together.  Generally, family factors were not found to be strongly related to victimization at school.
  The following discussion highlights those relationships that were found to be statistically significant.

Family composition was related to whether the respondent reported being threatened or hurt, and whether the respondent was threatened with a weapon.  Students indicating they lived with both parents were the least likely to report having been victimized in the past year (20.2%).  In contrast, students from reconstituted families (that is, where there was a parent and a stepparent) were most likely to report they had been threatened with bodily harm (30.4%).   Proportionately more respondents who indicated they had been threatened with a weapon at least once in the past year while at school came from single parent families (4.4%) than from families with both parents (1.9%) or other kinds of living arrangements.


With regard to family functioning, students who reported lower levels of family functioning were more likely to report they had been victimized.  This pattern was found to be consistent across most types of victimization.  Of the following types of incidents: having something stolen; having something taken by force; being threatened with harm; being slapped, punched or kicked; having something thrown at the respondent; and being threatened with a weapon, the widest discrepancies between low and high functioning families occurred for the following.  Compared to the 33.6% of respondents from low functioning families reporting that someone had threatened to harm them, a considerably lower proportion of respondents (13.7%) from high functioning families reported that this kind of act happened to them.  Another incident where the difference between low and high family functioning was relatively large was having something thrown at the respondent.  While 14.4% of respondents from low functioning families reported something had been thrown at them, 6.3% of respondents from high functioning families reported on the same kind of incident.  With regard to having something forcefully taken, 10% of respondents from low functioning families as compared to 2.9% of students from high functioning families were victimized.  Also worth noting is that proportionately more respondents from lower functioning families reported they had been threatened with a weapon (4.8%) than respondents from moderate (2.2%) and high (1%) functioning families.


When comparing the levels of parental monitoring and the frequency of activities with parents on each of the types of victimization, the only significant result occurred when respondents indicated they had been threatened with bodily harm. While 27.3% of the respondents with low parental monitoring indicated they had been victimized, 15.6% who had high parental monitoring reported the same incident.  Similarly, for activities with parents, higher proportions of respondents who seldom shared activities with parents (26%) reported being threatened with harm while participating in activities with parents often (20.4%) and even occasionally (20.9%) were associated with lower rates of reporting victimization.

3.2.4
Relationship between Victimization While at School and Peer-Related Factors


Peer-related factors included measures of the extent of peer delinquency, frequency of activities with peers, and parents' opinion of friends.  Of the three factors, peer delinquency was most strongly associated with prevalence of victimization.
  Parents' opinion of friends was found to be statistically significant for about half of the types of incidents.  No statistical relationship was found between activities with peers and victimization, with the exception of being touched sexually against the respondent's will.

For all but one kind of victimization (offensive comments of a sexual nature), respondents who reported higher levels of delinquency among their friends were also more likely to report being victimized at least once in the past year while at school.  A few types of victimization incidents, in particular, are worth noting because they represented greater proportions of respondents being victimized and showed wider discrepancies between ratings of high as compared to no peer delinquency.  Almost one-third of the students who reported high peer delinquency (32.4%) indicated they had been threatened with bodily harm.  In comparison, 12.4% of respondents who indicated that none of their friends were delinquent were threatened with harm.  For having something stolen, 25.7% of students who had a high number of delinquent peers as compared to 17.1% who had no delinquent peers reported being victimized.  Similarly, 30.2% of respondents with a high number of delinquent peers reported being slapped, punched or kicked while a considerably lower proportion (12.8%) of respondents whose friends were not delinquent at all reported on this incident.


While the extent of peer delinquency revealed a strong association with being victimized, findings regarding frequency of activities with peers indicated a very weak relationship with victimization.  The only kind of incident that was significantly related to how often the respondent engaged in activities with friends was being touched sexually against one's will.  While 3.3% of respondents who seldom participated in activities with friends reported being sexually victimized, 5.8% of students who often engaged in activities with peers reported being sexually touched against their will.

The strength of the association between parents' opinion about the respondent's friends and prevalence of victimization was found to fall somewhere in the middle of the above two factors.  Just over half of the different kinds of victimization incidents were found to be significantly related to parents' opinion of friends.   Particularly noteworthy is being threatened with harm where 37.5% of respondents whose parents disapproved of their friends reported being victimized while 20.4% of the students whose parents approved of their friends  reported being victimized.  Similarly, 33.9% of students who indicated their parents mostly disapproved of their friends reported that they had been slapped, punched or kicked while 20.4% of respondents whose parents approved of friends reported the same kind of incident had happened to them at least once in the past year.

3.2.5
Relationship between Victimization While at School and School-Related Factors


School-related factors included academic performance, hours spent on homework per week, how often the student skipped classes, whether the student had ever been suspended from school, whether the student had thought about dropping out of school, and the student's attitude about his/her school.  The overall pattern of findings suggested that students who experienced more problems with school were also more likely to report being victimized.

Academic performance was not significantly related to most of the victimization items.  The findings described here refer to being threatened with bodily harm, being slapped, punched or kicked, and being threatened with a weapon.  Generally, students who achieved the highest grades were less likely to indicate they were victimized as compared to other students who performed less successfully in school.  Noteworthy is the 9.5% of students who were failing at school reporting being threatened with a weapon; this rate was considerably higher than for the other student grades achieved.  (While academic grade was significantly related to being threatened with a weapon, it should be noted that this 9.5% only represents two respondents).  However, students who were failing in school did not appear to be consistently different from students who were just passing or with average school performance in reporting victimization.  For some of the incidents such as being slapped, punched or kicked, a higher proportion of students achieving grades of 50 - 59% reported being victimized as compared to students who were failing.


Similar to academic performance, hours spent on homework per week was statistically significant only for the three types of victimization listed above (that is, being threatened with bodily harm being slapped, punched or kicked, and being threatened with a weapon).  For example, students who did not spend any amount of time on homework as compared to those who spent five or more hours per week were also more likely to report being threatened with harm or being slapped punched or kicked.


Truancy, or how often a student skipped classes at school, provided relatively less support for the pattern describing the relationship between school problems and victimization described above.  As well, support tended to be restricted to never versus occasionally skipped.  Proportionately more students who stated that they never skipped classes also reported being victimized as compared to those who occasionally skipped. In many of the victimization incidents, students who reported they often skipped classes were also less likely to report being victimized at school.  For example, for  those students reporting having something stolen, 21.4% who never skipped and 26.5% who occasionally skipped reported something was stolen while 17.4% who often skipped reported on the same kind of incident.  The exception, however, occurred for being threatened with a weapon where 5% of the students who often skipped, 3.1% who occasionally skipped and 1.7% who never skipped reported being threatened.  A possible reason for the inconsistencies could be that students who are often truant from school have less opportunity to experience any kind of victimization at school simply because they are not there much of the time.  Possession of weapons is dealt with much more seriously in school and so the prevalence of weapons is likely to be higher outside school grounds where they can be more easily hidden.

The pattern described above about higher rates of school-related problems being related to higher likelihood of victimization was fairly strongly and consistently supported by the factors dealing with school suspension, dropping out, and school attitude.  For example, respondents who had never been suspended from school were also less likely to report having something stolen (20.8%) than respondents who had been suspended (30.5%).  While 1.8% of students who had never been suspended reported they had been threatened with a weapon at least once in the past year, a considerably higher 6.4% who had been suspended from school reported being threatened.  As described below, similar differences were found for the school-related factors, ever thought about dropping out of school and attitude about school.

Students who never thought about dropping out of school were also less likely to report they had been victimized.  For example, 4.8% of respondents who had not thought about dropping out had ever had something taken away by force while 11.3% of students who had thought about dropping out had been victimized in this way.  A wide discrepancy between the two groups was also found for those who reported being threatened with a weapon.  Compared to the 1.8% of students who had not thought about dropping out and had been threatened, 9.4% who had considered leaving school reported being threatened with a weapon.

Possessing a negative attitude about one's school and being victimized were also found to be significantly related on most of the different victimization incidents.  Respondents with a positive or neutral attitude were less likely to report being victimized than those with negative views of their school.  Notably, 37.1% of students with a negative school attitude indicated that someone that threatened to harm them.  Considerably lower rates of respondents with neutral (20.4%) or positive (8.7%) attitudes reported that this had happened to them.  As with the previous factors (except truancy), a wide difference was found between respondent groups in reporting threats with a weapon.  A higher proportion of respondents with a negative school attitude reported being threatened with a weapon (8.2%)  compared to respondents with a neutral attitude (1.6%).  No respondents with a positive attitude reported that they had been threatened with a weapon.

3.2.6
Relationship between Victimization While at School and Leisure and Extracurricular Activities


Leisure and extracurricular activities represented a number of different  ways students could utilize their spare time.  These varied from totally unstructured activities that respondents could do on their own such as playing video games at the arcade or going to the mall, to more structured activities like  team sports which may require some level of supervision, adult instruction and rules.  No overall pattern of relationships was discernable nor was there a relationship between participation in cultural/educational activities and victimization.
 The findings, however, did indicate that students who were more involved with commercial/entertainment activities also tended be more likely to report being victimized.  It is worth noting that 28.8% of respondents with a high level of participation in commercial/entertainment activities reported being threatened with bodily harm while 22.1% of respondents who indicated moderate participation and 15% who indicated low participation reported being threatened.  Similar patterns were found for respondents reporting being slapped, punched or kicked, and for respondents having something stolen.

With respect to more structured activities, respondents who were involved in coached sports were also more likely to report being slapped, punched or kicked in school (23.4%) compared to those who did not participate in coached sports (19.4%).  Findings for the nonphysically violent, threatened with bodily harm, indicated the reverse relationship.  Compared to the 20.4% of respondents who reported they took part in coached sports and reported they were threatened with bodily harm at school, a higher rate (25.1%) of respondents who were not in sports reported being victimized in this way.  Taking part in supervised non-sports and membership in clubs were related to reporting on being sexually touched against one's will and being offended by a sexual remark.  A higher proportion of respondents who participated in these kinds of recreational activities also reported being sexually victimized.

3.2.7
Relationship between Victimization While at School and Intrapersonal Factors


Intrapersonal factors included a number of different items meant to measure selected psychological disorders.  Specifically, information about the respondent's level of conduct disorder, hyperactivity disorder, and emotional disorder were collected in this study.  Additionally, degree of experience with sexual behaviour was measured by several items describing sexual behaviour with a boyfriend or girlfriend.  Two of these items, frequency of sexual petting and frequency of sexual intercourse, were analyzed and included in the discussion of findings.


Fairly strong and consistent findings were obtained for level of psychological disorder and victimization.
  For all three kinds of disorders, higher levels were associated with prevalence of reported victimization.  This association was especially strong for respondents reporting they had been threatened with bodily harm and with respondents who had been slapped, punched or kicked.  For example, while 13.2% of respondents scoring low on conduct disorder also reported being slapped, punched or kicked, a considerably higher 40.5% of students with high conduct disorder reported the same kind of incident.

Degree of sexual experience (that is, frequency of sexual petting and sexual intercourse) as reported by the respondent, was found to be more weakly correlated to reports of victimization.  Generally, it appears that respondents who had engaged in sexual petting or sexual intercourse one or more times were also more likely to report being victimized, as compared to respondents with less sexual experience.

3.3
Prevalence of and Factors Related to Youth Victimization While Not at School


In obtaining information on victimization incidents occurring while respondents were not at school, the same 11 types of acts were included in the survey.
  Figure 3.1 (shown above) displays prevalence rates for the various types of incidents occurring while at school and not at school within the past year.  Findings for incidents at school were discussed in the above sections.  The current section describes survey results for the occurrence of victimization while respondents were not at school.  

3.3.1
Prevalence of Victimization While Not at School

As previously described, the various types of incidents selected for this survey included a variety of acts ranging from assault or physical violence to implied violence (for example, threats) to property-related incidents.  Overall, 948 or 47.4% of the 2,001 survey respondents reported they had been victimized at least once in the past year while not at school.
  Results generally indicated lower rates of victimization occurring while the respondent was away from school than at school. 


The most prevalent kinds of victimization were comparable across the two locations.  For not at school, being slapped, punched or kicked was reported by  18% of respondents.  The second most frequently reported kind of incident was having something stolen (16.3% of respondents).  Having something damaged was the third highest as reported by 14.1% of respondents.


For each type of victimization that respondents experienced, they were asked to describe the most serious event that occurred over the last year.   For the respondents who reported having been slapped, punched, or kicked, 315 of them wrote 500 comments.  Considerable differences were found in the individual reporting of these three acts.  Notably, "punched" was specified as an isolated act for 35.2% of the respondents who provided write-in comments as opposed to 15.6% who described only "kicked." The least mentioned was "slapped," which was specified by 10.2% of the respondents.  Additionally, 8.3% of the students described all three or combinations of the three acts as well as being "beaten up."  For 10.5% of the respondents, the victimization incident involved being engaged in a fight where they were slapped, punched or kicked.  It is also noteworthy that for 9.5% of the students who wrote about their incidents, an altercation with a sibling was often specified.

Of the respondents who reported having something stolen from them at least once in the past year while away from school, 310 students provided 354 comments.  When asked to describe the most serious event over the past year, a fairly high proportion of respondents reported that money had been stolen from them.  While 12.6% of the 310 respondents who commented did not specify the amount of money, 6.1% did state that less than $50 was stolen as compared to 5.8% who stated that $50 or more was taken from them.  Over 13% of the respondents had their bikes stolen.  The third most frequently reported item stolen included clothing and shoes as indicated by 11.6% of the respondents.

The third most common type of victimization that occurred while not at school was having something damaged on purpose.  Of the respondents who reported that this had happened to them, 247 students made 277 comments.  When asked to describe the most serious event, the comments made most often indicated a bike (made by 15.4% of the students) or a car or truck being damaged (made by 19% of the students).


Victimization incidents with the lowest report rates included: being attacked or beaten up by a group or gang; being threatened with a weapon, and having something taken with force or threat of force.  Experiences of group or gang attacks largely involved being beaten up as described by 20% of the 40 respondents who wrote comments.  For the 87 respondents who wrote about being threatened by someone using a weapon, 60.7% of them indicated a knife had been used.  And finally, for the 86 respondents who described that something was forcefully taken from them, 10.5% made comments about being beaten up.


Prevalence of victimization involving incidents related to some kind of sexual violence ranked in the middle range compared to all the other kinds of incidents occurring away from school.  The most frequently reported sex-related incident involved someone sexually exposing themselves to the respondent (12.5%).  The second highest was represented by 7.1% of respondents where someone made an offensive comment of a sexual nature to the respondent.  The third sex-related victimization incident, as reported by 6.9% of respondents, involved being sexually touched against their will.  While the survey did not ask respondents to describe incidents related to sexual exposure, write-in comments were requested for the other two sex-related items.  When describing the most serious of the offensive sexual comments made, 68 respondents made 84 remarks.  About 19% of the these respondents reported that perverted comments or comments with "sexual innuendoes" were made to them.  With regard to being sexually propositioned, 16.2% of respondents wrote that this had happened to them.

3.3.2
Relationship between Victimization While Not at School and Demographic Characteristics

The 11 kinds of incidents occurring while not at school were compared on three demographic characteristics:  gender, grade level, and site size.  The report of findings below does not include geographical differences since no significant differences were found for site size.

As was the case for prevalence of victimization at school, males were generally more likely than females to report being victimized over the past year.  Considerably fewer kinds of incidents, however, were found to have statistically significant gender differences. The most often cited kinds of incidents occurring outside of school were comparable to those reported occurring while at school.  Proportionately more males (6.4%) than females (3.3%) reported having something taken by force or threat of force.  Similarly, a higher rate of males (6.4%) were threatened with a weapon than females (3%).  Being attacked by a group or gang happened to 3.7% males as compared to 1.1% of females.  And  16.1% of males reported having something damaged while 12.5% females reported the same.  Being sexually touched against one's will, and being offended by a comment of a sexual nature, were the only two incidents in which proportionately more females than males reported being victimized.  Almost 11% of females as compared to less than 2.5% of males had reported having these kinds of acts happen to them.


In describing victimization by grade level, the pattern of results provides some support to indicate that the correlation between younger students and higher rates of victimization found at school also occurs outside of school.  Certain grade levels are particularly notable.  For the incident, being threatened with bodily harm, proportionately more Grade 10 students reported being victimized (19.1%) than the other groups.  For having something thrown at the respondent, proportionately more Grade 9 students reported being victimized (11.3%).  And finally, for being threatened with a weapon, proportionately more students in Grades 9 and 10 (about 7% from each group) reported being victimized in this way.

Interestingly, a reverse pattern (that is, older students reporting higher levels of victimization than younger students) appeared to describe the sex-related incidents:  someone sexually exposing themselves to the respondent; being sexually touched against one's will; and someone making a sexually offensive remark to the respondent.  As compared to 3.4% of Grade 7 respondents who reported that someone exposed themselves to the respondent, a considerably higher 17.1% of Grade 12, and 18.6% of Grade 11 students reported on this incident.  Similarly, wide differences were found for being touched sexually against one's will where relatively low rates of Grade 7 and 8 respondents (0.9% from Grade 7, and 6.2% from Grade 8) as compared to 12.2% of Grade 12 students, indicated this act had happened to them at least once in the past year while not at school.  With regard to having been offended by a sexual comment, 3.4% of respondents from Grade 7 as compared to 12.7% of Grade 12 students indicated this act had happened to them.

3.3.3
Relationship between Victimization While Not at School and Family Factors


As described more fully in Chapter 2, family factors attempted to capture different aspects of the family environment in order to provide for some measure of family cohesion or family strength. These items included the structure or composition of the family, family functioning (that is, family support), parental monitoring (that is, respondent's perception of the level of control the parents have over the respondent's life), and how often the respondent and parent(s) participated in leisure activities together.  Compared to findings with victimization at school, more significant results were found for the relationship between family factors and prevalence of victimization not at school.
  Generally, the relationships between family factors and victimization while not at school were stronger for family functioning than for the other family measures.  Also noteworthy is that the relationship between family functioning and reports of sexually-related victimization were statistically significant in most cases. 


For family composition, students who reported living with both parents together in the household were less likely to report they were threatened with bodily harm or with having something thrown at them as compared to students living in other types of households.  With respect to being threatened with bodily harm, 11.5% of respondents who lived with both parents reported this act had happened to them at least once while away from school.  A considerably higher 20.8% of respondents from reconstituted families reported the same kind of incident had happened to them.  Respondents from single parent families were more likely to report something was thrown at them (12%) than those from households with both parents (6.7%) as well as those from reconstituted families (6.4%).  With regard to the sexually-related victimization incidents, respondents from single parent (10.9%) and reconstituted families (9%) were almost twice as likely as students living with both parents (5.9%) and students from other kinds of households (5.1%), to report being touched sexually against their will.  A similar pattern was found for respondents victimized by someone making an offensive comment of a sexual nature.  For this item, 11.6% of students from single parent families and 13% from reconstituted families, as compared to 5.5% of respondents who live with both parents and 6.4% from other kinds of households, reported being victimized.


As mentioned above, family functioning was found to be strongly related to prevalence of victimization.  In comparing the results of victimization away from school with victimization at school, the most notable difference could be attributed to findings related to family functioning.  Significant results were found for all items except being attacked by a group or gang.  Particularly noteworthy is being slapped, punched or kicked where wider differences and higher rates in reporting were found among respondent groups in comparison to the other kinds of victimization incidents.  While 12.2% of students from families at a high functioning level reported being slapped, punched or kicked, a considerably higher 38% of respondents with low functioning families reported being slapped, punched or kicked.  As well, respondents with low functioning families were more likely to report something being damaged on at least one occasion in the past year (32.3%) as compared to students from high functioning families (11.2%).   The relationships between family functioning and each of the three sexually-related victimization incidents were found to be strong.  Students from low functioning families were considerably more likely to report they were victimized than students from moderate or high functioning families.  When asked if someone had sexually exposed themselves to the respondent, 24.9% of low family functioning respondents indicated this kind of incident had happened to them at least once in the past year.  Lower rates were found for students from high functioning families (6.5%) and moderate functioning families (11.5%).  For the item, sexually touched against the respondent's will, 17.2% of low family functioning students as compared to 8.4% high functioning and 5.2% moderate functioning indicated they had been victimized.  When asked about whether someone had said something sexually offensive, 13% of low family functioning as compared to 6.4% moderate and 5.8% of students from high functioning families reported that they had been victimized.

Few types of victimization were significantly related to level of parental monitoring; however, incidents related to someone sexually exposing themselves and being sexually touched are particularly noteworthy.  Consistent with the other findings, a lower scores on family factors were found to be correlated with reported victimization.  A lower level of parental monitoring was related to higher proportions of respondents indicating they had been sexually victimized.  The results were as follows:  18.2% of students with low parental monitoring as compared to 12.7% with moderate and 6.7% with high parental monitoring reported someone had sexually exposed themselves to the respondent one or more times; 9.1% of students with low parental monitoring as compared to  7.3% with moderate and 3.9% with high parental monitoring reported being sexually touched against their will on at least one occasion.


With respect to how often respondents engaged in leisure activities with their parents, lower frequencies of shared activities were generally related to higher reported victimization.  For example, 18.3% of respondents who reported they seldom engaged in activities with parents indicated they had been threatened with bodily harm as compared to 9.1% of respondents who often participated in activities with parents. This pattern was consistent for respondents who had been slapped, punched or kicked in the past year.  As well, for being threatened with a weapon, 7.4% of respondents who seldom participated in activities with parents reported being victimized compared to 3.2% who often participated with parents.  For victimization items describing sexual exposure and being sexually touched, prevalence of victimization was again higher for respondents with weaker parental ties:  18.5% and 11.1% (respectively) of respondents who seldom shared activities with parents, compared to 8.6% and 4.7% (respectively) of respondents who often shared activities with parents, reported being victimized.

3.3.4
Relationship between Victimization While Not at School and Peer-Related Factors

Students were asked various questions about their friends and their parents' opinion of their friends.  Peer-related factors were composed of:  the extent of peer delinquency, frequency of activities with peers, and parents' opinion of friends. In comparison to victimization at school, the findings indicate that peer-related factors were more significantly related when reporting on prevalence of victimization outside of school.

The extent of peer delinquency was found to be strongly and consistently related to all of the different types of victimization.  Students who reported a high level of delinquency among their friends were also more likely to report they had been victimized at least once in the past year while away from school.  Particularly worth noting for their higher rates of victimization and wider discrepancies between none and high peer delinquency, are reports of being threatened with harm and being slapped, punched and kicked.  While 28.9% of respondents with a high number of delinquent friends reported they were slapped, punched or kicked in the past year, a considerably lower 7.6% of respondents whose friends were not delinquent at all reported the same.  Similarly, 27.5% of students with high peer delinquency reported being threatened with bodily harm by someone while 4.8% of students with no delinquent friends reported the same kind of threat being made to them in the past year.

Of the 11 different kinds of victimization, three were not significantly related to frequency of activities with peers (something taken by force, group or gang attack, and sexually offensive comment).  Respondents who seldom engaged in activities with peers were also less likely to report being victimized away from school.  This pattern was especially apparent where students reported  being slapped, punched or kicked.  In this type of incident, 7.4% of respondents who seldom participated in activities with friends were slapped, punched or kicked compared to 20.7% of respondents who participated with friends often.

Parents' opinion of friends was a more important factor in describing occurrence of victimization while the student is away from school than at school.  All of the different kinds of victimization incidents, except for sexual touching and offensive sexual comments, were found to be significantly associated with parental opinion of the respondent's friends.  The overall pattern of victimization indicated that students whose parents approved of their friends were also less likely to report being victimized.  Fairly wide differences were noted in many types of victimization when comparing report rates for respondents whose parents disapproved of friends and whose parents approved of friends.  In comparing victimization rates of students whose parents' disapproved of their friends with students whose parents approved of friends, findings often indicated the first group to be up to three times more likely than the second group to report being victimized.  But even wider differences could be found in the following:  having something taken by force (reported by 4.1% of respondents whose parents approved of friends compared to 16.1% whose parents disapproved of friends); being threatened with a weapon (3.7% compared to 23.2%); being attacked by a group or gang (2% compared to 7.1%); and having someone sexually expose themselves to the respondent (11.4% compared to 36.4%).

3.3.5
Relationship between Victimization While Not at School and School-Related Factors


A stronger association was found for prevalence of victimization not at school and school-related factors than was the case for victimization at school.  The overall pattern, as described above, that students with school problems also were more likely to report on victimization was more clearly supported when school-related factors were analyzed with the prevalence of victimization while not at school.
  Indeed, most of the associations between school-related factors and the 11 different victimization items were found to be statistically significant (exceptions occurred in the sex-related kinds of victimization incidents). 


The student's academic performance was found to be generally related to victimization such that students who achieved the highest averages were also the ones least victimized.  In all incidents except being slapped, punched or kicked, the difference in percentages between students at the lowest performance levels and highest performance levels were quite considerable.  For example 33.3% of respondents who were failing in school also reported having had something damaged while a considerably lower 9.9% of students who were at the 90%-100% grade range indicated they were victimized in the same way.  Another example can be found in having something thrown at the respondent where 19% of those who were failing also reported being victimized as compared to the considerably lower 4% of respondents with the highest school averages.  Another finding that should be noted related to being threatened with a weapon.  Proportionately more respondents with failing grades in school (19%) than those achieving 90%-100% grade averages (2%) reported being threatened at least once with a weapon in the past year.


The amount of time students spent doing homework was also found to be more significantly related to victimization occurring outside school than in school.  The findings consistently indicated students who reported spending more time on homework were also less likely to report being victimized.   Particularly notable are incidents related to having something stolen where 13.6% of respondents who spent at least 5 hours per week on homework reported this incident had happened to them in the past year as compared to 26.7% of respondents who stated that they did not spend any hours on homework.  A larger difference was also found for having something thrown where 6.6% of respondents engaged in at least 5 hours of homework per week also indicated someone had thrown something at them compared to 13.3% of respondents who stated they did not do any homework during the week.  As with all the other school-related factors, being threatened with a weapon was significantly related to time spent on homework in that students spending more time on homework were also less likely to report being threatened (3.8% of respondents with at least 5 hours of homework as compared to 12.4% with no time on homework).  


The frequency with which students reported skipping school was strongly and fairly consistently related to victimization such that higher levels of truancy corresponded to higher proportions of student indicating they had been victimized.  For example, 26.5% of students who skipped classes reported being threatened with bodily harm while 21% who reported skipping out of school occasionally and 8.9% who never skipped out reported being threatened.  For respondents who indicated they often skipped school 9.1% also stated they had been threatened with a weapon while 3% of the students who never skipped classes indicated they had been threatened with a weapon.  Findings related to sex-related victimization incidents were also particularly noteworthy because this was the only school-related factor for which all three incidents -- someone sexually exposing themselves, being touched sexually against the respondent's will, and someone saying something of a sexual nature to the respondent -- were significantly associated with the factor.  The results consistently showed that students who skipped classes more often were also more likely to report being victimized in a sexual way.  The differences between never skipping school and skipping school often were considerable.  For example, 7.2% of respondents who never skipped classes, compared to 26.2% who often skipped, also reported that someone had sexually exposed themselves to the respondent.


Respondents who had been suspended from school were also more likely to report being victimized than those who stated they had never been suspended.  The largest difference between groups occurred in having something stolen where 14.6% of respondents who had not been suspended from school as compared to 27.8% of respondents who had been suspended  stated they had something stolen.


Compared to school suspensions, even greater differences were found between students who had considered dropping out of school and those who had never thought about it.  For example, 13.8% of respondents who had seriously thought about dropping out of school had also had something taken by force or threat of force; in comparison, 4% of respondents who never thought about dropping out reported this kind of victimization.  A large difference was also noted for being touched sexually against one's will where 6.3% of respondents who had not ever considered dropping out of school compared to 13.6% who had thought about dropping out, reported being victimized.  Particularly noteworthy is being threatened with a weapon where 3.5% of respondents who never thought about dropping out compared to 16.4% of respondents who had thought about dropping out indicated they were threatened.


School attitude fairly consistently showed that respondents with more negative attitudes about their school were also more likely to report being victimized while away from school.  The findings related to this victimization incident were somewhat less significant than for victimization at school.  While  23.9% of respondents who held negative views of their school reported someone had sexually exposed themselves to the respondent in the past year, only 2.7% of respondents with positive attitudes about their school reported having the same kind of incident happen to them.  Being threatened with a weapon is also noteworthy because there was not difference between students who expressed commitment to their school and those who had a neutral opinion.  While 10.5% of students who had a negative school attitude reported being threatened with a weapon, 3.6% of students who held positive or neutral attitudes about their school reported being threatened.

3.3.6
Relationship between Victimization While Not at School and Leisure and Extracurricular Activities


As found in the analysis of the relationship between victimization at school  and recreation activities, the prevalence of victimization while not in school was overall weakly related to recreational activities.
  Commercial/entertainment activities were the only kinds of recreation found to be significantly related to 10 of the 11 kinds of victimization incidents (only offensive sexual comment was not statistically significant).  Worth noting are the two sex-related incidents, having someone sexually expose themselves to the respondent, and being sexually touched against one's will, where the proportions of students who reported a high level of engagement in commercial/ entertainment activities and who were victimized were considerably greater than those students reporting a low level of activities.

3.3.7
Relationship between Victimization While Not at School and Intrapersonal Factors


As described above, intrapersonal factors included selected measures of psychological disorders (analysis included those related to conduct, hyperactivity, and emotional disorders).  As well, intrapersonal factors included sexual experience, as measured by frequency of engaging in sexual petting and sexual intercourse.  The relationship between being victimized and intrapersonal factors was found to be strong and consistent across all the types of victimization for the three kinds of psychological disorders.
  For all items, respondents with higher levels of a disorder were also more likely to report being victimized, with differences between respondents with low and high levels of disorder often considerable.  For example, 5.1% of respondents with low conduct disorder also reported that they had been threatened with bodily harm while a considerably higher 32.4% of respondents with high conduct disorder reported the same kind of victimization.  Also notable was the 5.5% of students with low conduct disorder who also reported that someone had sexually exposed themselves to the respondent compared to the 33.7% of students with a high level of conduct disorder who also reported this kind of incident.

The degree of sexual experience was significantly related to reporting of victimization.  However, the direction of relationship was less consistent between respondent groups.  When comparing never and high frequencies of sexual petting or sexual intercourse, respondents with no sexual experience also were less likely to report they had been victimized in the past year.  The pattern, however, did not hold when frequencies of "once" and "a few times" were included in the analysis.  In some cases a higher proportion of students who  indicated "once" on sexual frequency as compared to those who indicated "a few times" reported they had been victimized (for example, having something taken with force and frequency of sexual intercourse).  

3.4
Prevalence of and Factors Related to Self-Reported Delinquency


In order to address two of the objectives in this study related to the scope of delinquent behaviour among youth and the nature and type of delinquent experiences, the survey included questions about whether the respondents had engaged in certain types of delinquent behaviours.  Generally, findings did not indicate much difference in prevalence of property-related as compared to violence-related types of delinquency.   For purposes of clarity, however, the different types of behaviours have been grouped into property-related and violence-related behaviours and are presented this way in the data tables.

3.4.1
Prevalence of Delinquent Behaviour


As detailed in Chapter 2, 14 items describing various kinds of delinquent acts were included in the survey.  Respondents were asked about each of the acts.  Prevalence of delinquent behaviour was determined by whether the respondents had ever in their lifetime taken part in the delinquent act.  Based on the 14 items describing delinquency, respondents who were ever delinquent in their lifetime were also asked  to report on whether they were ever delinquent in the past year.  Where respondents did indicate they had engaged in a particular  type of delinquent act over the past year, write-in comments were also requested in which respondents were asked to describe the most serious event related to that particular type of delinquent behaviour.

The prevalence of each type of delinquent behaviour is shown in Figure 3.2.  Two-thirds of the respondents reported having engaged (at least once) in one or more of the types of delinquent acts in their lifetime.  When asked about engaging in delinquent behaviour over the past year, 56.2% of the respondents reported having done so.
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The most prevalent type of delinquency to occur over the respondents' lifetime involved slapping, punching or kicking someone (44.7%).  Stealing something worth less than $50 was the second most reported type of delinquency (35.9%). Other delinquent behaviours with higher reporting rates included throwing something at someone (26.8%), damaging property (23.9%) and threatening to hurt someone (22.5%).  The least prevalent delinquent behaviours were sexually touching someone against their will (2.4%), breaking into a house (4.5%), threatening someone with a weapon (5.6%), and theft of something worth $50 or more (6.7%).   The other sex-related item, making a sexual remark that was offensive, was reported by 10.1% of respondents.

Similar results were found for prevalence of delinquent behaviours in the past year.  The highest rates were found for slapping, punching or kicking someone (34.6% of respondents) and for stealing something under $50 (26.9%).  Three behaviours:  throwing something at someone, threatening someone, and damaging property (each representing about 16.5% of respondents) were also relatively more prevalent than other behaviours.  Delinquent behaviours least reported by students included sexually touching someone against their will (1.8%), breaking into a house (3.1%), threatening someone with a weapon (3.7%), and theft of something worth $50 or more (5%).

When asked to describe the most serious events, respondents made the following comments about the more prevalent delinquent behaviours noted above.  For the group of respondents who reported slapping, punching or kicking, 553 students wrote 860 comments.  As with descriptions of victimization experiences, responses differed with regard to each of the three acts.  That is, whether the respondent punched someone, slapped them, or kicked them, or used combinations of the three.  Of the 553 respondents who provided write-in comments, 30.4% described punching only; 16.6% described kicking only; and 9.4% described slapping only.  Combinations of the acts were described by 15.6% of respondents who "beat up" someone.  A number of events also involved the respondent pushing someone, or pushing them to the ground (12.3% of respondents).  Noteworthy, is the 25% of respondents who indicated in their write-in comment that  they were engaged in an altercation with a sibling.

Of the respondents who reported stealing something worth less than $50 on at least one occasion in the past year, 463 students wrote 567 comments.  The majority of incidents described stealing candy and food (33% of the 463 respondents).  A number of students stated they had stolen an unspecified amount of money (13.6%).  Cosmetics and make-up (10.2%), and clothing and shoes (9.1%) were also often described as having been stolen.  And finally, a number of the respondents reported they had stolen jewellery and watches (8.4%), and CDs and tapes (5.4%).

With respect to events involving throwing something to hurt someone, 243 respondents made 328 comments and described a wide assortment of objects.  For example, 15.6% of the students who commented described throwing sports-related items such as baseballs and footballs.  As well, rocks, bricks and blocks were used by 14.4% of respondents.  In a number of events, more than one object was involved as illustrated by 12.3% of students who stated "lots of things."  As with punching, slapping and kicking, it is notable that 25.1% of the respondents who wrote about their events indicated that they were throwing things at a sibling.

Descriptions of events involving threats to harm or hurt someone were provided by 259 respondents who made 313 comments.  The majority of these respondents (59.5%) described threats to fight and beat up another person; as well, 10.8% threatened they were going "to kill" the other person.  A number of incidents were related to a sibling as stated by 8.1% of the respondents.  Also notable is that some students felt it was necessary to include the gender of the person they were threatening:  4.2% stated they threatened to beat up a female.

Damage to property included a variety of objects.  Of the 251 respondents who made 333 comments, 13.1% described small property such as eyeglasses, books and stationery.  Damage to larger property such as buildings and lawns was described by 12% of respondents.  Related to this type of damage were breaking lights and windows.   Respondents also wrote about damaging cars, vandalizing and throwing things at vehicles, and crashing cars (9.2%).  Notably, a number of events involved alcohol where 4.4% of respondents who provided comments, wrote that they were drinking or were drunk at the time of the incident.

While sexually touching someone against their will had the lowest prevalence (1.8% of all survey respondents) and making an offensive remark of a sexual nature also ranked in the lower half of all the behaviours (6.9%), it is worth including some description of these incidents because these acts largely describe sexual harassment.  With regard to sexually touching someone, 18 respondents made 21 comments.  Most of the events described  touching or grabbing someone's buttocks or crotch (38.9% of the 18 respondents).  As well 22.2% of the students who wrote about the incidents, described touching or grabbing someone's breasts.  More respondents admitted to making sexually offensive remarks (75 students made 82 comments).  While the kinds of remarks made varied considerably, many related to perverted comments and remarks with "sexual innuendoes" (as described by 16% of 75 respondents).  As well, name calling and teasing were identified by 16% of the respondents who commented.  These students often specified they used words like "slut" and "whore."  A number of the incidents were described by the respondents as being within the context of making jokes (12%).

3.4.2
Relationship between Delinquent Behaviour and Demographic Characteristics


The above results on past year experience of delinquent behaviour were broken down by three demographic characteristics:  gender, grade level, and site size.
  Proportionately more males than females reported engaging in all forms of delinquent behaviour.  Gender differences were particularly notable for two property-related behaviours.  While 12.1% of females reported they had damaged someone's property on purpose at least once in the past year, a considerably higher 21.6% of males reported the same.  With respect to stealing something worth $50 or more, 7.2% of males indicated having carried out this act  of theft as compared to 3.2% of females.  Males were also more likely to report they had sexually offended someone by touching them against their will (3.4%) or by making some sexual comment (11.7%) as compared to much lower rates for females (0.5% touched someone and 3.2% said something).


Respondents' grade level was also found to be significantly related to delinquency.  Notably, Grade 9 students represented the highest proportions engaged in delinquent behaviour across all of the violence-related items except saying something sexually offensive where the 14.4% of Grade 12 students was higher.  For example, 22.4% of Grade 9 students reported throwing something at someone as compared to 17% of Grade 10 students and 17.4% of Grade 11 students (the report rates for other respondent groups were even lower).  With regard to property-related delinquent behaviours, Grade 10 students were most likely to report stealing with a group of friends (16%).  Proportionately more Grade 11 students than any of the other respondents had stolen something worth  less than $50.  Grade 12 students represented the highest rates on reporting stealing something worth $50 or more (11.4% of respondents).


Site size was only weakly related to engaging in delinquent behaviour.  Smaller cities represented the largest proportions of students indicating they had taken something by force or threat of force (9%) while a comparatively lower 4.9% of respondents in larger cities and 4.7% in towns/rural areas reported they had taken something by force.  Respondents living in smaller cities (10%) and those in towns and rural areas (9.2%) were more likely than students in cities (5.4%) to report having taken a vehicle or motorcycle without the owner's permission.

3.4.3
Relationship between Delinquent Behaviour and Family Factors


Family factors included variables measuring different dimensions of family cohesion, or family strength.  These items included family composition, family functioning (that is, family support), parental monitoring, and frequency with which respondents engaged in leisure activities with parents.  The pattern of relationships between family factors and delinquency generally showed that a lower scores on family factors were associated with a higher prevalence of delinquency.
  Details of the findings are provided below.


Family composition was not strongly correlated with engaging in  delinquent behaviours; however, for those items where significant results were found, respondents with families where both parents were in the household tended to have the lowest report rates of delinquency.  There was no consistent pattern for the other types of households.  For example, students living in households described as "other" (such as parent and grandparent or other relative) were more likely to have damaged someone's property (23.5%) as compared to the other types of family compositions; however, respondents living in reconstituted families were more likely to report breaking into a house (7.2%).  Students in single parent households had higher report rates for throwing something at someone (22.3%) compared to other respondent groups.


Family functioning was fairly strongly related to engaging in delinquent behaviour in the past year.  The overall pattern indicated that respondents who reported a lower level of family functioning had a higher likelihood of reporting committing a delinquent act at least once in the past year.  Differences in rates between low and high levels of family functioning were particularly notable.  For example, while 15.6% of students from high functioning families indicated they had stolen something worth less than $50, 45.4% of respondents from low functioning families reported the same delinquent act.  With regard to making a sexually offensive comment, 3.2% of the respondents from high functioning families indicated they had made such a remark while 6.5% of students from moderate and 13.6% from low functioning families reported offending someone.  Also notable was throwing something at someone where 33.2% of respondents from low functioning families compared to 8.8% from high functioning families reported carrying out the act at least once in the past year.


Parental monitoring was significantly correlated with almost all of the types of delinquent acts.  Wider differences between respondent groups were particularly notable for the delinquent behaviour describing damaging someone's property.  While 7.6% of respondents with a high level of parental monitoring reported they had damaged property, 16.5% of respondents with a moderate level and 27.3% of respondents with a low level of parental monitoring reported on the same act.  Similarly, 4.9% of respondents with high parental monitoring indicated they had stolen with friends while a higher 11.7% with moderate and 18% with low parental monitoring had stolen with friends.  Of the violence-related acts, threatening to hurt someone was particularly notable because of the wider differences between respondent groups on levels of parental monitoring.  Compared to the 7.1% of respondents with high parental monitoring who had threatened someone, 17% with moderate and 23.5% with low parental monitoring reported on the delinquent behaviour.


Generally, respondents who often engaged in leisure activities with parents were also less likely to report taking part in any of the delinquent acts over the past year.  In all statistically significant cases except taking a car or motorcycle, the group of students who seldom participated in activities with parents had the highest proportion reporting at least one delinquent behaviour; the group who occasionally participated with parents had the next highest proportion engaging in delinquency; and the group who often participated with parents had the lowest proportion engaging in delinquency.  For example, 8.9% of respondents who seldom participated in activities with parents reported stealing something worth $50 or more as compared to 4.7% for students who occasionally and 2.1% for students who often participated with parents.  Also, with regard to threatening someone with a weapon, 5.6% of students who seldom participated in activities with parents, 4.2% who participated occasionally and 1.4% who often participated in activities with parents reported engaging in the behaviour.

3.4.4
Relationship between Delinquent Behaviour and Peer-Related Factors


In examining the relationship between self-reported delinquent behaviour and peer-related factors, the following factors were included:  the extent of peer delinquency, the frequency of activities with peers, and parents' opinion of the respondent's friends.  Overall, peer-related factors were found to be quite strongly related to prevalence of delinquent behaviour.


Of the three factors, extent of peer delinquency was the most strongly associated with respondent engagement in delinquent behaviour.  Respondents with a higher degree of peer delinquency were also more likely to report on carrying out one or more delinquent acts within the past year.  This pattern was consistent through all types of behaviours.  For slapped, punched or kicked someone, 10.7% of respondents who did not have any delinquent friends reported this act.  Comparatively, 36.4% of students with a moderate degree of peer delinquency and 57.9% with a high degree of peer delinquency indicated they had slapped, punched or kicked someone in the past year.  Respondents who had a high number of highly delinquent peers were also more likely to report they had stolen something.  In particular, 7.4% of students who did not have any delinquent friends reported stealing something less than $50 while 23.9% who had a moderate degree and 56.4% who had a high degree of peer delinquency reported stealing.  When asked about stealing something worth $50 or more, 0.8% of respondents who reported no peer delinquency had stolen in the past year while in comparison 1.7% of students who had a moderate degree and 17.7% who had a high degree of peer delinquency reported stealing something worth $50 or more.  Respondents who indicated high peer delinquency also had a relatively high association with threatening someone with a weapon (12.1%) as compared to students with no peer delinquency (1.2%) or moderate peer delinquency (1.3%).


The association between frequency of activities with peers and delinquent behaviour was not as strong as for the other peer-related factors.  Nevertheless the relationships were statistically significant for 10 of the 14 types of behaviours.  These relationships consistently indicated that respondents who spent more time with peers also were more likely to report having engaged in delinquent behaviour.  When asked about whether they and a group of friends ever fought with others, 16.3% of respondents who often participated in activities with peers indicated that they and their friends had fought with others.  Comparatively, 9.9% of respondents who reported occasional participation in activities with friends and 6.6% of the students who  seldom participated in activities with peers reported on group fighting.  Wider differences between respondent groups were also found when analyzing damage to property.  Specifically, 9.8% of respondents who reported seldom participating in peer activities as compared to 12.6% who occasionally participated and 18.7% who often participated indicated they had damaged someone's property in the past year.


Parental opinion of friends was strongly related to reported delinquency.  Students who indicated their parents approved of their friends were also less likely to report engaging in any of the delinquent behaviours over the past year while students whose parents disapproved of their friends were more likely to report delinquent behaviour.  Students whose parents did not know most of their friends and students who did not know how their parents felt about their friends tended to fall between the above categories and had intermediate rates of reported delinquency.  For example, 46.4% of respondents whose parents disapproved of their friends reported they had damaged someone's property  while 15.4% of the respondents whose parents approved of their friends had carried out this act.  Falling between these two rates were respondents who indicated their parents did not know most of their friends (20.2% of these respondents had damaged property) and respondents who did not know what their parents thought of their friends (13.4% reported on the delinquent behaviour).  Particularly notable for the considerable difference between respondent groups was threatening someone with a weapon where 25% of the respondents whose parents disapproved of their friends had threatened someone with a weapon as compared to 2.6% of students with friends that their parents approved of who reported threatening someone with a weapon.

3.4.5
Relationship between Delinquent Behaviour and School-Related Factors


A strong association was found for prevalence of delinquency and school-related factors.  The general pattern indicated by the findings was that students reporting school-related problems were also more likely to report engaging in delinquent behaviour over the past year.
  Six school-related factors were analyzed:  academic performance; time spent on homework; truancy; school suspensions; thoughts about dropping out of school; and attitude about school.


With regard to academic performance, students who achieved higher grades were less likely to report delinquent behaviour.  While relationships  were statistically significant for all but one item (touched someone sexually), two delinquent acts are particularly notable for their wider differences between respondent groups. Compared to 23.8% of students who were failing in school, only 2.2% of respondents at the 80 - 89% grade level reported stealing something worth $50 or more.  None of the 90 - 100% grade level students reported on this act.  Similarly, for taking a car or motorcycle without the owner's permission, 28.6% of the students who were failing in school reported taking a car or motorcycle while 2.6% of the students who achieved a 90 - 100% average grade reported doing so.

The relationship between time spent on homework and delinquency generally showed that the more time respondents reported spending doing homework, the less likely they reported having engaged in delinquent behaviour.  For example, 7.5% of respondents who spent 5 or more hours per week doing homework reported they had stolen with friends on at least one occasion in the past year as compared to 13.1% of respondents who spent 1 to 4 hours per week and 29.5% who did not spend any hours doing homework.  Stealing something worth $50 or more was also represented by a considerable difference between respondents who put in at least several hours of homework a week and  those who did not spend any time on homework.  Compared to 3.6% of students who put in 5 or more homework hours per week and 5.3% who did 1 to 4 hours of homework, a considerably higher 15.2% of students who did not report any homework time reported stealing something worth $50 or more.  In two types of incidents where someone had broken into a house and someone had touched someone sexually, there were small or no differences in delinquency report rates between respondents who did 1 to 4 hours of homework and those who did 5 or more hours per week.


Truancy, as represented by how often the respondent skipped classes,  was related to prevalence of delinquency.  Respondents who stated they often skipped classes were also more likely to report that they engaged in at least one form of delinquent behaviour over the past year while those who were never truant were less likely to report on delinquency.  For example, 1.6% of students who never skipped classes indicated they had stolen something worth $50 or more while 7.7% of students who were occasionally truant and 20.5% of students who often skipped classes reported stealing something worth at least $50.  Similarly, 2.6% of respondents who never skipped classes reported they had taken a car or motorcycle for a ride without permission as compared to 12.9% who skipped classes occasionally and 21.5% who often skipped classes. Notably, findings regarding slapping, punching or kicking someone revealed that slightly higher proportions of occasionally-truant students (45.1%) as compared to often- truant students (44.7%), engaged in the delinquent behaviour.


Higher proportions of students who had ever been suspended from school reported they had engaged in at least one of the delinquent behaviours as compared to students who stated they had never been suspended.  Comparisons of the two groups of students (those who had been suspended and those who had never been suspended) on the various types of reported delinquencies revealed some large differences.  In particular, threatening with a weapon and making an offensive sexual comment were noteworthy.  While  10.5% of the students who been suspended from school reported they had threatened someone with a weapon, 2.7% who had never been suspended reported on the same kind of incident.  With regard to offending someone with a sexual comment, 19.3% of respondents who had been suspended from school reported making an offensive sexual comment as compared to 5.1% of students who had never been suspended.


Thoughts about dropping out of school were strongly and consistently related to delinquent behaviour.  Students who had seriously thought about dropping out were also more likely to have engaged in some form of delinquent act in the past year while students who had never seriously thought about dropping out were less likely to report on delinquency.  For example, 19.5% of respondents who had considered dropping out of school also reported stealing something worth $50 or more while a considerably lower 3.8% of respondents who had not thought about leaving school stole something worth $50 or more.


Students expressing negative attitudes about their school environment (that is, low school commitment) were considerably more likely to report they had engaged in delinquent behaviour than was the case with students who held positive school attitudes or even students who were neutral about their school.  For example, 24.7% of students with a negative school attitude reported that they and their friends had fought with others in the past year.  In comparison, 13.1% of students with a neutral attitude and 5.1% with a positive school attitude reported carrying out the same delinquent act.

3.4.6
Relationship between Delinquent Behaviour and Leisure and Extracurricular Activities


As compared with findings related to the other respondent characteristics a weaker association was found between involvement in leisure and extracurricular activities and prevalence of delinquency.  Participation in commercial/entertainment activities and in cultural/educational activities were significantly related to delinquency, while participation in coached sports, supervised non-sports activities and clubs were only weakly related.


Respondents who reported low levels of engaging in commercial/entertainment activities were also less likely to report delinquent behaviour while those engaged in moderate or high levels of these activities were more likely to indicate they had engaged in some form of delinquency.  This pattern was consistent across all of the delinquent behaviours.  Notably, respondents indicating they had stolen with friends and respondents who had made an offensive sexual remark represented some of the wider differences between respondent groups.  While 5.6% of students who had a low level of engagement in commercial/entertainment activities reported they had stolen with friends, 11.4% with a moderate level and 19.5% with a high level of activities also reported having committed this act.  Similarly, while only 1.6% of respondents with a low level of activities reported they had made an offensive sexual remark, 7.6% with a moderate level and 10.7% with a high level of engagement in commercial/entertainment  activities indicated they had made the same kind of comment.


Compared to findings about the relationship between commercial/entertainment activities and delinquency the reverse pattern was found for cultural/educational activities.  That is, respondents who reported low levels of engaging in these kinds of activities were also more likely to report delinquent behaviour while those engaged in moderate or high levels of activities were less likely to report having engaged in some form of delinquent behaviour.  Notably, two types of delinquent behaviours revealed somewhat wider differences between respondent groups than the other delinquency items:  respondents who stole something worth $50 or more; and respondents who took a car or motorcycle without permission.  Compared to the 11% of respondents who indicated a  low level of cultural/educational activities and reported stealing, lower proportions of respondents with moderate levels (4.3%) and high levels of engaging in cultural/educational activities (2.9%) reported they carried out the same type of deviant act.  Similarly, 13.8% of students who had a low level of engaging in cultural/educational activities compared to 6.9% who reported a moderate level and 2.4% who reported a high level of participation reported taking a car or motorcycle.


As mentioned earlier, involvement in coached sports, non-sports activities and clubs were found to be only weakly related to engagement in delinquent behaviour.  A few types of delinquent behaviours were found to be significantly related to these leisure activities.  Respondents engaged in any of these extracurricular activities were also less likely to report they had threatened someone in the past year.  Noteworthy is the lower proportion of respondents who indicated they took part in coached sports and reported they had stolen something worth $50 or more (3.9%) as compared to those who were not involved in coached sports and reported on the same kind of delinquent behaviour (7.4%)

3.4.7
Relationship between Delinquent Behaviour and Intrapersonal Factors


The relationship between intrapersonal factors and delinquent behaviour was examined.  Intrapersonal factors were composed of selected measures of psychological disorders (conduct, hyperactivity, and emotional disorders), and two variables related to degree of sexual activity (sexual petting and sexual intercourse). There was a strong association between the factors and delinquency; all but four items on emotional disorder were statistically significant.
  The pattern of findings revealed that respondents with higher levels of psychological disorder were also more likely to report they had engaged in delinquent behaviour in the past year.   Generally, this pattern also described the relationship between sexual experience and delinquency; however, the relationship was less consistent across frequency levels of sexual activity.

For each type of delinquent behaviour, comparisons were made of the proportions of respondents who scored low, moderate and high levels on measures psychological disorder.  Conduct disorder was found to have the greatest differences between each of the three levels.  Two types of delinquent acts were particularly notable.  For threatening to hurt someone, 4.3% of respondents who had low conduct disorder reported threatening someone as compared to a considerably higher 17.1% of respondents with moderate conduct disorder and a much higher 51.5% of respondents with high conduct disorder.   Similarly, while 10.4% of students with low conduct disorder reported stealing something worth less than $50, 31.5% of respondents with moderate and 61.1% with high conduct disorder reported the same kind of delinquent act.

As mentioned above, a consistent and strong association was found between hyperactivity disorder and delinquency.  Differences between respondents with low, moderate and high levels of hyperactivity disorder were not as large as for conduct disorder, but clearly respondents with lower levels of hyperactivity were also less likely to report having engaged in delinquent behaviour.  Notably, 1.7% of students with low hyperactivity reported they had threatened someone with a weapon in the past year while 4.6% with a moderate and 8.6% with a high level of hyperactivity disorder reported threatening with a weapon.  Also, respondents with a high level of hyperactivity disorder were also much more likely to have taken a car or motorcycle without permission (15.8%) as compared to those with moderate (8.5%) or low levels (3.4%).  


The relationship between emotional disorder and engaging in delinquent behaviour was not as strong as for the two other types of psychological disorder.  For example, the two delinquency items on sexual touching and sexual remarks were not statistically significantly related to emotional disorder.  The differences between low, moderate and high levels of emotional disorder were not as great as for the two other disorders, but were consistent in showing that lower levels of emotional disorder tended also to indicate lower likelihoods of reported delinquency.  For example, 2.5% of students who had a low level of emotional disorder reported they had threatened someone with a weapon while 3.9% with  moderate levels 7.4% with high levels of emotional disorder reported threatening someone with a weapon.  As noted, the differences between levels of emotional disorder were not as wide as for the other two disorders.  One delinquency item revealed a reverse of the relationship between low levels of emotional disorder and less engagement in delinquency.  Students with a moderate level of emotional disorder (19%) were more likely to report they had damaged someone's property  than were students with a high level of emotional disorder (17.4%).


The relationship between sexual experience and delinquency was also statistically significant.  For a considerable number of delinquent behaviours, there were no apparent differences, or even a reverse of what was expected, when comparing respondents who indicated they had engaged in petting or sexual intercourse once or a few times.  For example, for respondents who had damaged someone's property, 8% of students who  reported they had never engaged in sexual petting also reported damaging property while 31.1% who had often engaged in sexual petting reported carrying out this act.  But when the other two frequency levels were included in the analysis, the relationship became less clear because 20.4% of respondents who engaged in sexual petting once, and a lower 15% who engaged in petting a few times reported they damaged property.  Similarly for sexual intercourse, 16% of respondents who had never engaged in sexual intercourse reported they had thrown something at someone; yet for the same delinquent behaviour 15.9% of the respondents who indicated they had engaged once, 30.2% who indicated they had engaged a few times, and 29.4% who indicated they had engaged often in sexual intercourse reported throwing something at someone.

3.5
Prevalence of and Factors Related to Having Weapons at School

The previous sections on victimization experiences and delinquency presented findings related to incidents involving weapons (such as being threatened or threatening with a knife) as well as objects intentionally used as weapons (such as throwing or being hit with a baseball or a rock).  In order to more fully describe the nature and type of delinquent behaviour among youth, more specific information was gathered in the survey regarding possession of weapons at school.  A separate question dealing with the possession of specific types of weapons at school was included in the questionnaire.  Respondents were asked to indicate if they had carried or kept different kinds of weapons in school within the past year and if they did, how often they did so (that is, once, a few times, or often).  Frequency of possession was then recoded dichotomously (that is, yes/no)  and analyzed with the same kinds of respondent characteristics as utilized earlier for victimization and delinquency.

3.5.1
Prevalence of Having Weapons at School


Students were asked whether they had ever carried or kept various types of weapons at school over the past year.  Six different types of weapons were listed in the questionnaire:  illegal knife, replica, homemade weapon, club or bat,  pellet gun, and handgun. As well, a category for "other" type of weapon with a space for students to describe the item was included in the list.  Figure 3.3 shows the percentage of respondents who reported having weapons at school within the past year.  First, it should be noted that the vast majority of students (84.4%) reported that they never carried or kept any weapons at school.  However, of the total 2,001 students, 15.6%, or 313 respondents, indicated they had at least one of the seven types of weapons at school in the past year.  The most common type of weapon reported was an illegal knife (7.3%), followed by "other" type of weapon (5.6%).  In the open-ended comments, a wide variety of objects were listed.  The most frequently cited included: unspecified knife, pocket knife/Swiss Army knife, bomb/pipe bomb, lighter, and water gun.  The least prevalent types of weapons were handguns (0.6% or 12 students) and pellet guns (1% or 21 students).


The frequency with which students carried or kept the seven types of weapons at school are shown in Table 3.3.  For students who reported having the weapon at school, most reported doing this only one time.  The exception was homemade weapon where 1.5% of students had this at school a few times as compared to 1.4% who had it at school only once.  The highest frequencies were reported for illegal knives and other weapons where 1.4% of respondents indicated they had often carried or kept illegal knives and 1.9% indicated they had often kept other types of weapons at school over the past year.  
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3.5.2
Relationship between Having Weapons and Demographic Characteristics


Students having weapons at school were further analyzed on three respondent characteristics:  gender, grade level and site size. Of the three, only gender was found to be strongly associated with the various weapons.
  Having illegal knives at school and grade level was the only other statistically significant relationship found.  Proportionately more males than females were likely to report having a weapon at school.  There were considerable gender differences for respondents who reported having pellet guns, or clubs or bats at school.  While 2.1% of males indicated they had a pellet gun at school on one or more occasions, only 0.2% (or two) females reported they had done the same.  Similarly, compared to 7.2% of males, only 1% of females indicated they had kept or carried a club or bat on one or more occasions at school within the past year.  As indicated in the previous section, carrying an illegal knife and "other" type of weapon were the most commonly reported weapons at school.  On these items, 11.5% of males as compared to 3.8% of females reported having an illegal knife at school and 9.1% of males as compared to 2.7% of females reported carrying other types of weapons in school over the past year.  Keeping illegal knives was also found to be significantly associated with grade level where,  generally, older students were more likely to report possessing a knife than younger students.  It is important to note, however, that proportionately more Grade 9 students (12.2% of this group) as compared to other respondents, indicated they carried an illegal knife at least once in school.

3.5.3
Relationship between Having Weapons and Family Factors


Family factors included:  family composition, family functioning, parental monitoring, and frequency of activities with parents.  As described in Chapter 2, these factors were selected in order to measure different dimensions of family cohesion or family strength.  Family functioning and parental monitoring were found to be more strongly associated with weapons such that students with lower scores on these family factors were more likely to report carrying weapons.
  Family composition was significantly associated only with having an illegal knife and having a club or bat at school.  Frequency of activities with parents was not found to be significantly related to having weapons at school.


As noted, family composition was associated with carrying an illegal knife  and weakly related to carrying a club or bat in school.  Respondents from single family households (12.6%) were proportionately more likely to report having carried an illegal knife than were students living with both parents (6.1%), students living in reconstituted families (6.4%), or students living in other types of households (7.6%).  This pattern did not hold for other weapon types, however.  While 8.4% of students from other types of families carried a club or bat to school, 5.6% from reconstituted families, 4.1% from single parent families, and 3.2% of students living with both parents, reported having done so.


Respondents with lower levels of family functioning were also more likely to report having carried a weapon at school over the past year.  For example, 17% of students who indicated a low level of family functioning also reported having an illegal knife at school.  In comparison, 6.6% of students with a moderate level, and 1.5% with a high level of family functioning, reported keeping an illegal knife.  Notably, students with high family functioning did not report on carrying clubs or bats in school at all in the past year as compared to 3.9% of students with moderate functioning and 7% with low functioning families.


Parental monitoring was more strongly associated with weapons than family functioning. Again, carrying an illegal knife in school was particularly noteworthy because of the wider difference between respondent groups.  As compared to the 13.7% of students with a low level of parental monitoring, 7.4% with a moderate level and 1.3% with a high level of monitoring reported carrying an illegal knife to school in the past year.  Similarly, 9.8% of respondents with low  parental monitoring reported carrying a club or bat on at least one occasion in school, while lower proportions of respondents with moderate (3.5%) and high (1.3%) parental monitoring levels reported carrying this type of weapon.

3.5.4
Relationship between Having Weapons and Peer-Related Factors


In examining the relationship between having a weapon at school and peer-related factors, three factors were analyzed:  extent of peer delinquency, frequency of activities with peers, and parents' opinion of friends.  Two of the factors, peer delinquency and parents' opinion of friends, were found to be strongly associated with carrying a weapon.
  Frequency of activities with peers was statistically significant with only three types of weapons: illegal knife, homemade weapon, and club or bat.


Findings related to the extent of peer delinquency indicated that respondents who reported a high degree of delinquency among friends as compared to no or moderate delinquency were more likely to carry a weapon at school.  Responses were especially divided such that students with no delinquent peers and students who reported  a moderate level of peer delinquency were more alike than respondents with highly delinquent friends.  On most of the items the pattern consistently revealed that when comparing "none" with "moderate" and with "high" peer delinquency, increasing proportions of respondents reported carrying a weapon.  For example, 3.1% of students who did not have any delinquent friends and 3.9% with a moderate degree of peer delinquency indicated having an illegal knife at school in the past year as compared to a considerably higher 19.9% of students with a high degree of peer delinquency.   Similarly, large differences between respondent groups were found for having a homemade weapon and for carrying a club or bat at school. 


Frequency of activities with peers was not strongly associated with carrying a weapon at school; however, statistically significant results were found for three types of weapons:  illegal knife, homemade weapon, and club or bat.  Respondents who reported they often participated in peer activities were more likely to report they carried a weapon at school.  Less consistent were groups who indicated they seldom or occasionally participated in peer activities.  For example, 8.4% of the students who often engaged in peer activities indicated they carried an illegal knife at school and while 3.8% of the respondents who occasionally participated reported they carried this kind of weapon, 6.6% who seldom participated with peers reported carrying an illegal knife.


Parental opinion of friends was found to be strongly associated with having a weapon at school.  Students who indicated parental approval of friends were less likely to report weapon possession.  For example, as compared to 3% of respondents whose parents approved of their friends, 19.6% whose parents did not approve of their friends indicated they had a club or bat at school.  For all types of weapons, respondents who stated that they did not know how their parents felt about their friends were more likely to report weapon possession than were students who indicated that their parents did not know most of their friends.  For example, 9.3% of the respondents who did not know what their parents' opinion was reported having a club or bat to school at least once in the past year, while 4% of respondents who stated their parents did not know most of their friends reported on the same kind of weapon possession.

3.5.5
Relationship between Having Weapons and School-Related Factors


A strong association was found for weapon possession in school and school-related factors.  The findings indicated that students with school-related problems were more likely to report having a weapon in school in the past year.
 Six school-related factors were analyzed:  academic performance; time spent on homework; truancy; school suspensions; thoughts about dropping out of school; and attitude about school.


Overall, students attaining a high level of academic performance as compared to those who were doing poorly and especially those who were failing academically were less likely to report carrying a weapon in the past year at school.  There was a considerable difference between respondents who were failing in school and the other respondents in reporting weapon possession.  For example, in the strong relationship between academic performance and carrying a homemade weapon in school, 19% of respondents who were failing in school reported weapon possession as compared to 7.6% of respondents with grade averages in the 50 to 59% range.  Differences between the other respondent groups and the group with the 50 to 59% average were considerably smaller.


Generally, time spent doing homework was related to weapon possession such that students who reported spending any amount of time doing their homework were less likely to indicate they had a weapon at school in the past year.  For example, while 2.8% of students who spent at least 5 hours per week doing homework reported having a club or bat at school and 3.8% of respondents who spent 1 to 4 hours per week on homework reported carrying the same kind of weapon, a considerably higher 13.3% of respondents who did not spend any time on homework reported having a club or bat.


Truancy was related to having a weapon at school for all types of weapons except handguns.  Comparisons were made with respondents who indicated they never skipped classes with those who occasionally skipped and those who often skipped.  Students who never skipped classes were the least likely to report carrying a weapon while higher proportions of students who occasionally skipped reported carrying a weapon often.  Thus, for example, while 2% of students who never skipped classes reported carrying a club or bat, 6.3% of respondents who occasionally skipped and 10% who often skipped classes reported having a club or bat at school in the past year.


When asked about school suspensions and thoughts about dropping out of school, respondents who had been suspended or who had thought about dropping out were more likely to report having a weapon at school.   Thus, while 12.4% of students who had been suspended from school reported having a club or bat in the past year, 2.5% of students who had never been suspended reported carrying the same kind of weapon.  Even wider differences between respondent groups were found for students who had thought about dropping out of school and those who had not thought about it.  For example, while 5.7% of respondents who had thought about dropping out reported having a pellet gun at school, a considerably lower 0.7% who had not thought about dropping out reported having a pellet gun.

Students who held negative attitudes about their school were considerably more likely to report having a weapon than students with neutral or positive views of their school and those with neutral attitudes were more likely to report weapon possession than those with positive school attitudes.  Indeed, with regard to replica, club or bat, pellet gun, and handgun, respondents with positive school attitudes reported they never carried the weapon at school.

3.5.6
Relationship between Having Weapons and Involvement in Leisure and Extracurricular Activities


Compared to other respondent characteristics, findings indicated a fairly weak relationship between involvement in leisure and extracurricular activities and weapon possession.  Of the five different kinds of activities (commercial/entertainment, cultural/educational, coached sports, supervised non-sports, and clubs), only coached sports was not found to be significantly associated with weapon possession.

Students who reported low levels of engaging in commercial/entertainment activities were also less likely to report having an illegal knife (2.8%), while those engaged in moderate or high levels of activities (7.3% and 12.8%, respectively) were more likely to report having this weapon at school in the past year.  Similarly, for having a club or bat at school 2.1% of respondents with a low level of participation in commercial/entertainment activities reported having this type of weapon while 3.4% with moderate participation and 9.3% with high participation in commercial/entertainment activities reported having a club or bat.  Similar, albeit weaker, relationships were found for having a replica, pellet gun, and handgun in school.


The reverse pattern was found for cultural/educational activities.  Students who had a low level of engaging in these activities were more likely to report having a weapon.  Statistically significant relationships were found for having an illegal knife, homemade weapon and having a club or bat at school.  The largest difference between respondent groups was found for having a homemade weapon.  While 6.7% of students with a low level of participation in cultural/educational activities reported having a homemade weapon at school in the past year, 3.5% of students with a moderate level and 0.9% with a high level of participation reported having the same type of weapon.


There was some evidence that respondents who participated in supervised non-sports and in clubs were less likely to report having a weapon.  However, significant findings were obtained only for carrying a club or bat, pellet gun, and (for participation in clubs) handgun.

3.5.7
Relationship between Having Weapons and Intrapersonal Factors


Intrapersonal factors included five different items:  three were measures of psychological disorders (conduct, hyperactivity, and emotional disorders) and two represented degree of sexual experience (frequency of petting and frequency of sexual intercourse).  The factors were related to each of the types of weapons.
  On all but emotional disorder, relationships with weapon possession were found to be fairly strong and consistent in indicating that a higher level of psychological disorder was associated with having a weapon at school.  As well, a higher degree of sexual experience was associated with weapon possession.


Both conduct and hyperactivity disorder had strong associations with having a weapon at school.  Wider differences between respondent groups were found for conduct disorder and weapon possession as compared to hyperactivity disorder and carrying weapons.  Notably, 0.5% of students with low conduct disorder reported carrying a homemade weapon at least once at school in the past year.  Considerably higher rates of 2.6% for students with moderate and 15.6% for students with high levels of conduct disorder reported having this type of weapon at school.  For hyperactivity disorder, 1.4% of students with low disorder reported having a homemade weapon at school while 3.9% with moderate and 9.4% with high levels of hyperactivity disorder reported keeping a homemade  weapon at school.  Emotional disorder and weapons were only weakly related; however, for the three types of weapons for which significant findings were obtained (that is, illegal knife, homemade weapon, and "other" weapons), the pattern described above was supported.


Degree of sexual experience was fairly strongly related to carrying weapons, with students who had more sexual experience being also more likely to report that they had a weapon at school on at least one occasion in the past year (except for frequency of petting and possession of other weapons).  However, as was the case in previous findings related to sexual experience, the pattern of the relationship was strongest for respondents with no sexual experience as compared to those with a high degree of experience.  The relationship became less clear when responses for "once" and "a few times" were included in the analysis.  For example, while 1.2% of students who had never engaged in sexual petting reported having a club or bat at school in the past year, 10.5% of respondents who reported they had often engaged in sexual petting also indicated carrying a club or bat.  However, the relationship was not consistent for the other respondent groups.  A lower, rather than higher, proportion of students (1%) who indicated having engaged only once in sexual petting reported having a club or bat.  Findings related to frequency of sexual intercourse were also inconsistent.  For example, while 6.8% of respondents who had sexual intercourse once reported having a replica at school, 5.8% who had sexual intercourse a few times reported on the same type of weapon.

3.6
Comparison of Victimization and Delinquency
Figure 3.4 shows a comparison of the rates of victimization and delinquency in the past year as reported by the respondents.  Overall, the same  kinds of incidents were reported as being most prevalent by both groups.  These incidents included:  slapping, punching or kicking; theft; damage to property; threats to hurt or harm; and having something thrown.  For all of these incidents, except something thrown, report rates were higher for victimization than for delinquency.  

The rate of students reporting that they had slapped, punched or kicked someone was close to the rate reported by students stating that they had been slapped, punched or kicked by someone in the past year (34.6% for delinquency and 35.4% victimization).  Many of the comments related to this type of incident described the respondent as being engaged in fights with others where presumably, they were being attacked as well as attacking or defending themselves.

While theft was highly reported in both groups, 37.2% of respondents indicated someone had stolen something from them as compared to 27.5% who reported they had stolen something.  The majority of respondent descriptions of the incidents concerned theft of relatively less valuable items such as clothing and stationery; as well, higher report rates were made for delinquency related to stealing something worth less than $50.

Victimization rates were also higher for damage to property.  While 24.7% of the students indicated that someone had damaged something belonging to them, 16.5% reported damaging someone's property.  A considerable number of comments made by students who had engaged in this behaviour referred to damage to buildings as well as damage to small property such as stationery or clothing.   Comments about victimization incidents, however, largely focused on small property.

The prevalence of threats was considerably higher for victimization than for delinquency (30.7% as compared to 16.5%).  In both cases, threats involved beating up someone or being beaten up.

While throwing something to hurt someone represented one of the highest prevalence rates for delinquency, the rate for victimization was slightly lower than that  for delinquency (14.6% as compared to 16.6%).


The incident describing a gang or group attack had a considerably higher delinquency rate than victimization rate (14.1% as compared to 3.7%).  It should be noted that in the survey respondents had been asked specifically if they had been attacked by a group or gang, while the question related to delinquent behaviour asked the respondent if, with a group of friends, the respondent fought with others.
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The overall pattern of findings indicates that, for most types of incidents, the prevalence rates were higher for victimization than for delinquency.  This pattern suggests that there was a smaller number of youth engaging in delinquent behaviours than were being victimized; however, these delinquent youth tended to be victimizing a greater number of young people.

3.7
Perception of the Police and Contact with the Police and Criminal Justice System

In order to address this study's objective regarding perceptions regarding police and other community agencies involved in youth violence prevention and intervention efforts, a section of the questionnaire focused on obtaining information on the various types of contact that respondents may have had with police both in school and outside of school.  More serious contact with the police and the criminal justice system (for example, being in jail) was also included.   Finally, besides their experience with the police, respondents were asked to rate the quality of police performance on a variety of selected job components.  A separate part of the questionnaire was directed at respondents' awareness of agencies or programs involved in youth violence prevention and intervention efforts, and respondents' opinions on how schools and communities could be made safer.

3.7.1
Contact with the Police and the Criminal Justice System


Respondents reporting on their contact with the police and the criminal justice system were asked first about different kinds of contact they had with the police and whether the contact(s) took place in school or outside of school.  Students were also asked if there was a police officer in their school full-time or regularly visiting.  Over half of the students (52.5%) indicated they had a school resource officer or a police officer who regularly visited their school; however, it should be noted that considerable differences may exist between school sites regarding police programs.


Table 3.4 shows the types of in-school and outside-school contact respondents had with the police.  For contacts occurring in school, the majority took place due to police presentations on youth crime and violence prevention (56.4%) and presentations on personal safety (53.3%).  The least frequent types of contacts at school involved reporting crimes that happened while the respondent was away from school (12.1%) and as a witness to a crime (13%).
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TABLE 3.4

CONTACT BETWEEN RESPONDENTS AND THE POLICE

BY TYPE OF CONTACT AT SCHOOL AND NOT AT SCHOOL


While occurring relatively infrequently, it is interesting to note from these rates that the school may provide an avenue for students to seek police assistance for something that happened while they were away from school.  A low proportion of respondents checked "other" reason (3.5%).  The reasons included activities such as interviewing the police, research, volunteer activities, and presentation of a program.


Contacts with the police that occurred outside of school tended to be the result of crime-related events.  In particular, 19.7% of respondents were a witness to a crime and therefore were in contact with the police.  Reporting a crime that happened outside of school (18.8%) had the second highest report rate.  A number of respondents also indicated they approached the police to ask for information or advice (15.1%).  For the 7.9% of respondents who indicated  "other" reason, contact involved interviewing the police, research, volunteer activities, and reporting an accident.


Information was collected on four types of contact the respondents might have had with the criminal justice system:  being arrested, being charged, being found guilty of an offence, and spending a night in jail or a detention centre.  The two most prevalent types of contact were being arrested by police (5.9%) and being charged by police (4.5%).  A lower proportion of respondents were found guilty of an offence (3.8%) while the lowest rate was reported for spending a night in jail or a detention centre (1.6%).  

3.7.2
Perceptions of Police Performance


Respondents were asked to rate how good a job they felt the police were doing on selected job components.  As shown in Figure 3.5, overall, students had quite positive opinions about police performance.  For enforcing the law and making the community a safe place to live in over three-quarters of the respondents rated police performance as good or very good.  High ratings were also found for preventing crime in the community (over 68% of students rated the police as good or very good) and keeping schools safe for students (over 67% chose good or very good).  The least positive ratings were found for dealing with problems that concern young people where 53% rated police performance as good or very good, and treating young people politely, where 57% of respondents gave the police a positive rating.

3.7.3
Knowledge and Perception of Intervention/Prevention Efforts


Students were asked if they were aware of any clubs, agencies or special programs for troubled youth in their school or community and to list the names of the organizations or programs.  As well, respondents were asked for suggestions on how their school and community could be made safer.  Of the 2,001 respondents, 452 or 22.6% indicated they were aware of at least one of these services, and 402 students contributed write-in responses.
  In total, 559 comments were made.  Among the most cited were school counsellors (or counsellors) which was named in 89 comments by 22.1% of the 402 students.  The Kid's Help Phone was the second frequently identified youth support service with 66 comments, or 16.4% of respondents.  Other agencies or clubs that were mentioned numerous times included:  Peer Support (37 comments, 9.2% of respondents), Teen Hotline or Teen Distress Line (25 comments, 6.2% of respondents), and the Boys and Girls Club (22 comments, 5.5% of respondents).
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When asked for their opinion on what kinds of things could be done to make their school a safer place, 1,392 students responded and a total of 1,682 comments were made.
  Comments often identified that the school the respondent attended was safe (215 comments, 15.4% of respondents).  Rather than skip the question, a considerable number of students wrote that they did not know what could be done (215 comments, 15.4% of respondents) or that they felt nothing could be done (158 comments, 11.4% of respondents).  With respect to suggestions on how to make the school safer, the most common write-in responses as made by 5.2% of respondents indicated that more police officers were needed (72 comments).  As well, 3.2% of students specified that more school resource officers were needed (45 comments).  In a number of cases, students identified various locations and roles for the police such as patrolling the hallways or school grounds, or giving more lectures and presentations on youth violence.  Some students also felt that laws needed to be more strict.  For example, 4.2% of respondents believed zero tolerance, tougher Young Offenders Act, and stricter laws (58 comments) would create a safer school environment.  As well, 4.7% called for more severe punishment (66 comments).  Comments related to the school security system included 3.5% of students suggesting metal detectors (49 comments) and 3.1% who felt more surveillance cameras were needed (43 comments).  Interestingly, given current public attention in the province in regard to adopting the use of school uniforms in the public school system, only 0.6% of students thought a dress code or school uniforms (9 comments) would be helpful in making their school safer.


Finally, respondents were asked for opinions on how their community could be a more safe place live.  A total of 1,329 students contributed 1,535 comments.
  As with responses to the question about making the school safer, the most common comments indicated that the respondent did not know what could be done (246 comments, 18.5% of 1,329 respondents) and 156 comments indicated that nothing could be done (11.7% of respondents).  A considerable number of responses stated that the community the respondent lived in was already safe (181 comments made by 13.6% of respondents).  Suggestions on how to make the community safer often pointed to the need for more police presence.  While 172 comments made by 12.9% of respondents indicated that more police patrols (especially on weekends) would make the community safer, another 145 comments provided by 10.9% of respondents simply described the increased need for greater presence of police officers in general.  Various other police-related comments included the need for more involvement in community matters and faster police response time.  A number of respondents also identified community-based programs such as Block Watch or Neighbourhood Watch as being helpful (69 comments, 5.2% of respondents).  Some students also felt tougher laws were needed:  4% of the respondents made 53 comments related to the need for a tougher Young Offenders Act, and more strict laws and rules.  The safety of streets in the community were of concern to 2.1% of respondents who noted that better lighting was needed (28 comments).

4.0
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS


This section of the report provides highlights of the survey findings presented in Chapter 3.  Summaries are provided for each of the six major content areas:  (1) perceptions of youth crime, violence, and personal safety; (2) victimization experiences occurring while at school; (3) victimization experiences occurring while not at school; (4) engaging in delinquent behaviours; (5) prevalence of weapons at school; and (6) contact with the police and criminal justice system, and perceptions of police performance.

4.1
Perceptions of Youth Crime, Violence and Personal Safety

· Respondents were fairly evenly split on whether they perceived crime in their communities to be rising.  However, students living in smaller cities were most likely to believe that youth crime in their community was rising.

· Over half of the respondents (56.3%) believed that the level of youth crime in their own community was lower than in other areas of their town or city.

· In responding to four different situations describing scenarios where the respondent would be alone after dark, almost all respondents felt safe at home alone and about three-quarters felt safe walking in their community.  Students clearly felt less safe using public transportation.  Compared to over one-third of the students who rated taking a bus as somewhat safe, over half of the respondents felt unsafe using the LRT.

· In all situations, females were much less positive in their ratings on feelings of safety than males.  As well, when rating public transportation the majority of females felt using the LRT alone at night was unsafe while almost half of the males felt it was a safe way to travel.

4.2
Youth Victimization


Victimization rates reported in this study were considerably lower than those found in a previous similar study on youth violence conducted only in Calgary.
  Since the 1995 publication of the earlier research, official report data indicate a continuing decline in youth crime.  Youth violence in communities and schools has received considerably more publicity in recent years which has led to greater public awareness.  Policies of zero tolerance and safe school programs have become more prevalent.  Given these factors, the lower rates reported in this study appear to reflect the changing climate of youth violence.  

Students were asked to report on 11 different types of victimization in measuring prevalence of victimization at school and not at school within the past year.  Highlights of the findings are presented as follows:

· Prevalence of victimization was higher at school than not at school.  Over half (54%) of the respondents indicated they had been victimized at least once within the past year at school while under half (47%) reported they had been victimized while not at school.  Findings provided some evidence that respondent characteristics were more strongly related to report of victimization while not at school than at school.

· The patterns of victimization were similar across locations.  The most prevalent incidents included: being slapped, punched, or kicked; having something stolen; being threatened with bodily harm; and having something damaged.  Least prevalent incidents included being attacked by a group or gang, and being threatened with a weapon.

· Findings associated with demographic characteristics tended to vary considerably.  Gender differences in victimization were significant both at school and not at school; however, they were even greater for incidents which occurred at school.  Males were more likely to report they were victimized than females.  Females, however, were more likely than males to report being sexually victimized for incidents involving being sexually touched against the respondent's will and being offended by a remark of a sexual nature.

· Younger students were more likely to report they were victimized than older students.  In particular, proportionately more respondents in Grade 9 reported being victimized compared to other respondent groups.  There was some indication from the findings related to victimization outside of school that older students were more likely to be sexually victimized than younger ones.

· Overall, site size was not related to victimization.  There were two significant findings worth mentioning, however.  Students in larger cities were more likely to report having something taken by force and being offended with a comment of a sexual nature.

· Family factors were generally weakly related to victimization.  A stronger relationship was found between the factors and victimization not at school than at school.  There was some indication that students living with both parents tended to be less likely to report being victimized.  A strong relationship existed between family functioning and victimization occurring not at school, such that respondents with low family functioning were more likely to report being victimized.

· Peer factors, in general, were fairly strongly related to report of victimization, especially for incidents outside of school.  It was found that peer delinquency was most strongly related while other factors were more weakly related to victimization:  respondents whose peers were described as highly delinquent were more likely to report being victimized.

· School factors were strongly related to victimization.  In particular, school suspension, thoughts about dropping out, and attitude about school were all found to be strongly associated with victimization in school and outside of school.  Students who had ever been suspended, ever thought about dropping out, or who had negative attitudes about their school were much more likely to report they were victimized.  Truancy, however, was found to be more weakly associated with victimization at school than outside of school.  As explained earlier, this likely reflects lack of opportunity, that is, that the student is not at school enough of the time to be victimized.

· Respondents' participation in leisure and extracurricular activities were only weakly related to victimization.

· Overall, intrapersonal factors were strongly related to victimization.  Findings related to psychological factors (conduct disorder, hyperactivity, and emotional disorder) clearly indicated that students with higher scores on any disorder were more likely to report being victimized.  Degree of sexual experience was weakly related to victimization.  However, in general students with no sexual experience were less likely to report they were victimized.

4.3
Youth Delinquency


Students were asked to report on 14 different items measuring the extent to which they had engaged in delinquent behaviour both within their lifetime and within the past year.  The items included both property- and violence-related behaviours.  No consistent differences were found between property- and violence-related behaviours.


Compared to the previous study in Calgary,
 results from this survey indicate that delinquency rates have fallen considerably.  Official rates of reported youth crime have shown that since 1995 youth crime rates have been declining.  Thus, findings from the current survey appear to be consistent with this trend.  Highlights are presented below:

· Two-thirds of the respondents reported they had engaged in at least one of the delinquent behaviours in their lifetime.

· Over half (56%) of respondents reported they had engaged in at least one of the delinquent behaviours in the past year.

· The pattern of delinquent behaviours were comparable for lifetime and past year.  The most prevalent forms of delinquent behaviour were:  slapping, punching or kicking someone in anger; stealing something worth less than $50; throwing something to hurt someone; damaging someone's property; and threatening to hurt someone.  The least frequently reported delinquent behaviours were:  sexually touching someone against their will, breaking into a house, threatening with a weapon, and stealing something worth $50 or more.

· Demographic characteristics were related to engaging in delinquent behaviours for gender and grade level.  As found with victimization, males were more likely to report they had engaged in delinquent behaviour than were females.  However, the most prevalent forms of delinquent behaviours (that is, minor property-related acts) were comparable for both groups. 

· The findings also indicated that males were more likely than females to report on delinquent sexual behaviour, consistent with other research suggesting that males tend to over-report and females to under-report sexual behaviour.

· Grade 9 students were more likely than any other group to report that they had engaged in delinquency for all the violence-related behaviours.  As has been found in numerous other studies, in general younger students were less likely to report delinquent behaviours as compared to older students.

· Consistent with findings on victimization experience, site size was only weakly related to delinquency.  Respondents in smaller cities were more likely to report something was taken by force, and students in larger cities were more likely to report taking a car or motorcycle without the owner's permission.

· For family factors, family functioning and parental monitoring were the only factors strongly associated with reports of delinquency; the others were weakly related.  Respondents with low family functioning were more likely to have engaged in delinquent behaviour.  As well, respondents who indicated a low level of parental monitoring were more likely to also report engaging in delinquent behaviour.  While weakly associated, respondents living with both parents tended to have lower reported delinquency rates than respondents from other kinds of households.  These results were comparable to victimization except that parental monitoring was strongly related to delinquency while it was only weakly related to victimization experience.   

· As was the case with victimization, peer factors were strongly related to delinquency.  A highly delinquent peer group, high involvement in peer activities, and parental disapproval of friends all were found to be related to reporting delinquent behaviour.

· School factors were found to be strongly associated with delinquent behaviour.   Respondents experiencing more school-related problems were more likely to report they had engaged in delinquent behaviour.  Students who had ever been suspended, ever seriously thought about dropping out, or who had negative attitudes about their school were much more likely to report they had engaged in delinquent behaviour.

· While participation in leisure and extracurricular activities was generally weakly associated with delinquency, involvement in commercial/entertainment activities (such as going to the mall or video arcade) and cultural/educational activities (such as going to museums) was notable.  Respondents who took part in more entertainment activities were more likely to report they had been delinquent; however, students who took part in more cultural/educational activities were less likely to report delinquent behaviour.  These relationships were not found for victimization experiences.

· Intrapersonal factors were strongly associated with delinquency.  The findings related to conduct disorder and hyperactivity, more so than for emotional disorder, revealed that respondents scoring higher levels of disorder were more likely to report they had engaged in delinquent behaviours.  Results for the degree of sexual experience indicated that students who reported no sexual experience were less likely to report on delinquency. 

4.4
Having Weapons at School

Students were asked whether they had carried (any or all of) six different types of weapons or had the weapons in their lockers within the past year.  An  "other" category was included in which respondents identified a wide variety of objects such as legal knives, slingshots and sharp objects.  Highlights of the findings are presented below:

· Most of the respondents (84%) had never carried a weapon at school.

· Of the total respondents, 15.6% indicated they had a weapon at school on at least one occasion in the past year.  The most prevalent weapons included illegal knives and other types of knives.  The least prevalent were handguns and pellet guns.

· Most students who reported having a weapon at school indicated this happened only one time.

· Findings associated with demographic characteristics indicated gender differences associated with having weapons.   Males were more likely to report having a weapon at school than were females.  Results also indicated that older students were more likely to indicate having an illegal knife than younger students; notably, Grade 9 students were most likely to report weapon possession.

· A fairly strong relationship was found for family factors and having weapons.  Students with lower scores on family factors were more likely to report weapon possession.  Of all the factors assessed, weak statistical relationships were obtained only for family composition.

· Peer factors were fairly strongly related to having weapons with peer delinquency and parental opinion of the respondent's friends being strongly associated with weapon possession.  Respondents who did not have any delinquent friends or who had a moderate level of peer delinquency were less likely to report having weapons as compared to students with a high number of delinquent peers.  Students whose parents disapproved of their friends were more likely to report having weapons than were those whose parents approved of most friends.

· School factors were strongly associated with having weapons at school.  Respondents experiencing more school-related problems were more likely to report having a weapon at school.  Achieving higher academic grades, spending more time on homework, not skipping classes, and having a positive school attitude were all strongly related to not having weapons.  As well, students who had never been suspended from school and students who had never seriously thought about dropping out of school were least likely to report carrying weapons.

· Leisure and extracurricular activities were weakly related to having weapons at school.  Consistent with findings about engaging in other types of delinquent behaviour, higher levels of participation in entertainment activities were positively related to reporting weapon possession while more involvement in cultural/educational activities tended to be associated with not carrying weapons.

· Intrapersonal factors were strongly associated with weapon possession.  Respondents with high levels of psychological disorder were more likely to report having a weapon.  Conduct disorder, hyperactivity and, to a lesser extent, emotional disorder were highly related to likelihood of reporting.  Respondents who indicated a high degree of sexual experience were also more likely to report having a weapon at school.  

4.5
Police and Youth Service Agencies


Responses were collected regarding students' in-school and outside-school contact with the police and their experience with the criminal justice system.  Respondents were also asked for their opinion on the quality of police performance on various job components.  Data on the students' awareness of youth service agencies and suggestions for making the school and community safer places were also obtained.  Highlights of the findings are presented below:

· Over half (53%) of the students reported they had a school resource officer or an officer who regularly visited their school.

· With regard to contact with the police occurring at school, police presentations on youth crime and violence prevention, and on personal safety were the most prevalent reasons cited.

· With regard to contact with the police occurring while not at school, meetings tended to be related to crime events.  The most prevalent reasons given for contact included being a witness to a crime and reporting a crime.

· Relatively few respondents reported having any contact with the criminal justice system.  Of the total respondents, under 6% had been arrested, less than 5% had been charged, about 4% were found guilty of an offence, and under 2% spent a night in jail or a detention centre.

· In rating police performance, the majority of students had quite positive opinions about the police.  Over three-quarters of the respondents felt the police were doing a good or very good job in enforcing the law and making the community a safe place to live in.

· The majority of respondents did not identify any of the clubs, agencies or special programs for troubled youth in their school or community.  Of the 23% who indicated they were aware of at least one service, the most frequently cited included school (and other) counsellors, and the Kid's Help Phone.

· With respect to suggestions regarding how the school or community could be made safer, the majority of comments noted that the school the student attended or the community the student lived in was already safe.  While quite a high number of respondents actually indicated they did not know what could be done, or that they felt nothing could be done, students who did offer suggestions mostly indicated that increased police presence would provide a safer environment.  Also cited was the need for tougher laws and rules and more community surveillance programs (such as Block Watch).
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Characteristic

**

*

***

***

***

***

**

**

**

***

***

**

Something

Sexually

Offensive

1

***

***

***

Themselves

1

***

**

***

*

Touched

Sexually

Against

Will

1

Attacked

by a

Group

Someone

Sexually

Exposed

Was

Threatened

with a

Weapon

or Kicked

Something

Thrown at

Them

Someone

Threatened

to Hurt

Was

Slapped, 

Punched, 

Purpose

Something

Stolen

Something

Taken by

Force or

Threat

or Gang

TABLE A-7

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

AT SCHOOL BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Type of Victimization



Demographic

Something

Damaged

on
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%

n

%

n

%

n

%
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%
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%
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%
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%
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%

n
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Family Composition

Both Parents

196

14.0

295

21.1

72

5.2

283

20.2

290

20.7

111

7.9

27

1.9

26

1.9

30

2.8

53

5.0

112

10.5

(n=1,398)

Single Parent

64

18.8

86

25.2

19

5.6

79

23.2

81

23.8

31

9.1

15

4.4

3

0.9

11

4.3

15

5.8

25

9.7

(n=341)

Reconstituted

18

14.4

27

21.6

8

6.4

38

30.4

35

28.0

13

10.4

1

0.8

4

3.2

4

4.0

1

1.0

12

12.0

Family   (n=125)

Other

2

   (n=119)

24

20.2

26

21.8

6

5.0

31

26.1

31

26.1

12

10.1

4

3.4

0

0.0

2

2.6

4

5.1

12

15.4

missing cases=18

Family Functioning

Low (n=229)

47

20.5

63

27.5

23

10.0

77

33.6

65

28.4

33

14.4

11

4.8

6

2.6

7

4.1

11

6.5

26

15.4

Moderate (n=1,567)

229

14.6

342

21.8

77

4.9

332

21.2

338

21.6

124

7.9

35

2.2

27

1.7

35

2.9

54

4.5

118

9.9

High (n=205)

30

14.6

36

17.6

6

2.9

28

13.7

38

18.5

13

6.3

2

1.0

0

0.0

5

3.2

8

5.2

18

11.6

Parental Monitoring

Low (n=183)

29

15.8

41

22.4

5

2.7

50

27.3

42

23.0

22

12.0

7

3.8

3

1.6

5

3.8

5

3.8

14

10.6

Moderate (n=1,594)

236

14.8

360

22.6

86

5.4

352

22.1

353

22.1

129

8.1

37

2.3

28

1.8

38

3.2

58

4.8

125

10.4

High (n=224)

41

18.3

40

17.9

15

6.7

35

15.6

46

20.5

19

8.5

4

1.8

2

0.9

4

2.2

10

5.6

23

12.9

Frequency of

Activities with Parents

Seldom (n=503)

83

16.5

114

22.7

23

4.6

131

26.0

116

23.1

40

8.0

18

3.6

3

0.6

16

4.2

24

6.3

48

12.7

Occasionally (n=911)

130

14.3

193

21.2

52

5.7

190

20.9

199

21.8

87

9.5

18

2.0

20

2.2

22

3.1

26

3.7

76

10.7

Often (n=563)

91

16.2

127

22.6

30

5.3

115

20.4

123

21.8

41

7.3

12

2.1

10

1.8

9

2.2

23

5.7

38

9.4

missing cases=24

1

  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Family Factors excluding Edmonton.

2

  Examples of "Other" family compositions include single parent and grandparent or other relative; and, single parent and non-relative.

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

*

Someone Said

Something

Sexually

Offensive

1

Touched

Sexually

Against

Will

1

Someone

Sexually

Exposed

Themselves

1

Attacked

by a

Group

or Gang

Was

Threatened

with a

Weapon

or Kicked

Something

Thrown at

Them

Someone

Threatened

to Hurt

Was

Slapped, 

Punched, 

Something

Taken by

Force or

Threat



Type of Victimization

TABLE A-8

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

AT SCHOOL BY FAMILY FACTORS

*

**

*

*

***

***

*

Family Factor

*



*

Something

Damaged

on

Purpose

Something

Stolen
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n
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n

%

Extent of Peer

Delinquency

None (n=516)

56

10.9

88

17.1

16

3.1

64

12.4

66

12.8

24

4.7

5

1.0

4

0.8

6

1.5

7

1.8

31

7.9

Moderate (n=1,038)

166

16.0

238

22.9

47

4.5

228

22.0

240

23.1

89

8.6

17

1.6

16

1.5

17

2.2

33

4.2

86

11.0

High (n=447)

84

18.8

115

25.7

43

9.6

145

32.4

135

30.2

57

12.8

26

5.8

13

2.9

24

7.0

33

9.7

45

13.2

Frequency of

Activities with Peers

Seldom (n=122)

13

10.7

18

14.8

6

4.9

25

20.5

25

20.5

8

6.6

3

2.5

2

1.6

2

2.2

3

3.3

15

16.5

Occasionally (n=475)

63

13.3

107

22.5

20

4.2

90

18.9

96

20.2

40

8.4

12

2.5

10

2.1

6

1.7

9

2.5

42

11.9

Often (n=1,372)

226

16.5

310

22.6

79

5.8

320

23.3

317

23.1

120

8.7

33

2.4

20

1.5

39

3.7

61

5.8

105

10.1

missing cases=32

Parents' Opinion

of Friends

Disapprove (n=56)

14

25.0

20

35.7

8

14.3

21

37.5

19

33.9

11

19.6

3

5.4

3

5.4

2

6.1

2

6.1

1

3.0

Approve (n=1,724)

257

14.9

362

21.0

85

4.9

352

20.4

351

20.4

132

7.7

37

2.1

22

1.3

38

2.9

63

4.8

142

10.9

Don't Know Friends

18

14.5

29

23.4

8

6.5

36

29.0

39

31.5

16

12.9

4

3.2

5

4.0

5

5.1

7

7.1

10

10.2

(n=124)

Don't Know (n=97)

17

17.5

30

30.9

5

5.2

28

28.9

32

33.0

11

11.3

4

4.1

3

3.1

2

2.6

1

1.3

9

11.7

1

  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Peer-Related Factors excluding Edmonton.

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

**

**

*



**

*

***

***

**

**

***

***

***















***

***









Offensive

1

Sexually











***

***

*

Exposed

Themselves

1

Touched

Sexually

Against

Will

1

with a

Weapon

Attacked

by a

Group

or Gang

Punched, 

or Kicked

Something

Thrown at

Them

Force or

Threat

Someone

Threatened

to Hurt

on

Purpose

Something

Stolen

TABLE A-9

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

AT SCHOOL BY PEER-RELATED FACTORS

Something

Something

Was

Was

Someone

Someone Said

Factor



Peer-Related

Type of Victimization

Damaged

Taken by

Slapped, 

Threatened

Sexually

Something


[image: image45.emf]n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

Academic

Performance

< 50% (n=21) 3 14.3 4 19.0 1 4.8 4 19.0 6 28.6 3 14.3 2 9.5 1 4.8 1 6.7 1 6.7 1 6.7

50-59% (n=132) 20 15.2 37 28.0 10 7.6 34 25.8 39 29.5 10 7.6 5 3.8 3 2.3 3 3.0 4 4.0 9 8.9

60-69% (n=376) 68 18.1 88 23.4 28 7.4 112 29.8 86 22.9 43 11.4 16 4.3 7 1.9 14 5.1 14 5.1 26 9.4

70-79% (n=656) 92 14.0 150 22.9 32 4.9 150 22.9 161 24.5 53 8.1 14 2.1 10 1.5 10 2.0 21 4.2 53 10.7

80-89% (n=642) 92 14.3 127 19.8 29 4.5 101 15.7 123 19.2 51 7.9 10 1.6 7 1.1 17 3.4 25 5.0 61 12.2

90-100% (n=151) 27 17.9 31 20.5 6 4.0 28 18.5 21 13.9 7 4.6 0 0.0 3 2.0 1 0.9 6 5.4 10 9.0

missing cases=23

Hours Spent on

Homework/week

None (n=105) 22 21.0 29 27.6 5 4.8 32 30.5 36 34.3 13 12.4 6 5.7 3 2.9 3 4.1 5 6.8 9 12.2

1 - 4 (n=1,026) 156 15.2 227 22.1 60 5.8 241 23.5 228 22.2 92 9.0 28 2.7 20 1.9 24 3.0 34 4.3 76 9.5

5 or More (n=863) 128 14.8 184 21.3 40 4.6 164 19.0 177 20.5 65 7.5 14 1.6 10 1.2 20 3.2 34 5.4 77 12.1

missing cases=7

How Often Skipped

Classes

Never (n=1,316) 202 15.3 282 21.4 67 5.1 247 18.8 285 21.7 104 7.9 23 1.7 22 1.7 26 2.5 42 4.1 107 10.4

Occasionally (n=457) 77 16.8 121 26.5 33 7.2 126 27.6 110 24.1 53 11.6 14 3.1 5 1.1 16 4.9 18 5.5 36 11.1

Often (n=219) 27 12.3 38 17.4 6 2.7 63 28.8 46 21.0 13 5.9 11 5.0 6 2.7 5 3.4 12 8.1 18 12.1

missing cases=9

Ever Been

Suspended

Yes (n=266) 52 19.5 81 30.5 20 7.5 88 33.1 89 33.5 28 10.5 17 6.4 9 3.4 12 6.1 13 6.6 20 10.2

No (n=1,730) 253 14.6 360 20.8 86 5.0 348 20.1 352 20.3 142 8.2 31 1.8 24 1.4 35 2.7 60 4.6 142 10.8

missing cases=5

Thought About

Dropping Out

Yes (n=159) 35 22.0 53 33.3 18 11.3 65 40.9 51 32.1 25 15.7 15 9.4 9 5.7 8 6.4 7 5.6 13 10.4

No (n=1,837) 270 14.7 387 21.1 88 4.8 371 20.2 390 21.2 145 7.9 33 1.8 24 1.3 39 2.8 66 4.8 149 10.8

missing cases=5

Attitude About

School Attended

Negative (n=267) 70 26.2 86 32.2 23 8.6 99 37.1 101 37.8 43 16.1 22 8.2 9 3.4 9 5.0 18 10.0 37 20.6

Neutral (n=1,596) 226 14.2 333 20.9 82 5.1 326 20.4 320 20.1 119 7.5 26 1.6 22 1.4 36 2.9 51 4.2 120 9.8

Positive (n=138) 10 7.2 22 15.9 1 0.7 12 8.7 20 14.5 8 5.8 0 0.0 2 1.4 2 1.8 4 3.6 5 4.5

1

  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for School-Related Factors excluding Edmonton.

*** p < .001;  ** p < .01;  * p < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

Factor



**



Someone Said

Something

Sexually

Offensive

1

Sexually

Exposed

Themselves

1

Touched

Sexually

Against

Will

1

Threatened

with a

Weapon

Attacked

by a

Group

or Gang

Slapped, 

Punched, 

or Kicked

Something

Thrown at

Them

Taken by

Force or

Threat

Someone

Threatened

to Hurt

Damaged

on

Purpose

Something

Stolen

School-Related

TABLE A-10

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

AT SCHOOL BY SCHOOL-RELATED FACTORS

Type of Victimization

Something Something Was Was Someone

*

*** ** **

** ** *

*** *** ***

* * ***



* **

* *** *** *** ** *** ***

*

*** *** ***

***



*** *** ** *** ** ***

*** *
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Commercial/

Entertainment

Low (n=286)

37

12.9

50

17.5

10

3.5

43

15.0

55

19.2

21

7.3

3

1.0

2

0.7

5

2.1

5

2.1

11

4.5

Moderate (n=1,489)

225

15.1

329

22.1

80

5.4

329

22.1

322

21.6

126

8.5

34

2.3

27

1.8

34

3.0

60

5.4

136

12.2

High (n=226)

44

19.5

62

27.4

16

7.1

65

28.8

64

28.3

23

10.2

11

4.9

4

1.8

8

5.3

8

5.3

15

10.0

Cultural/Educational

Low (n=327)

42

12.8

57

17.4

16

4.9

67

20.5

68

20.8

25

7.6

9

2.8

4

1.2

11

4.3

7

2.8

21

8.3

Moderate (n=1,221)

195

16.0

281

23.0

69

5.7

283

23.2

289

23.7

109

8.9

32

2.6

20

1.6

23

2.5

47

5.1

104

11.2

High (n=453)

69

15.2

103

22.7

21

4.6

87

19.2

84

18.5

36

7.9

7

1.5

9

2.0

13

3.9

19

5.8

37

11.2

Participation in 

Coached Sports

Yes (n=1,301)

197

15.1

301

23.1

70

5.4

266

20.4

304

23.4

117

9.0

26

2.0

18

1.4

38

3.8

52

5.2

108

10.7

No (n=666)

104

15.6

134

20.1

35

5.3

167

25.1

129

19.4

48

7.2

20

3.0

13

2.0

9

1.9

21

4.4

53

11.1

missing cases=34

Participation in

Supervised Nonsports

Yes (n=841)

132

15.7

185

22.0

47

5.6

182

21.6

185

22.0

82

9.8

17

2.0

13

1.5

19

2.9

41

6.3

83

12.8

No (n=1,111)

166

14.9

244

22.0

58

5.2

246

22.1

246

22.1

83

7.5

29

2.6

19

1.7

28

3.4

30

3.6

77

9.3

missing values=49

Participation in

Clubs

Yes (n=778)

130

16.7

178

22.9

46

5.9

167

21.5

164

21.1

77

9.9

22

2.8

14

1.8

23

3.8

40

6.7

81

13.5

No (n=1,183)

168

14.2

255

21.6

60

5.1

264

22.3

269

22.7

89

7.5

25

2.1

18

1.5

24

2.7

33

3.7

81

9.2

missing cases=40

1

  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Leisure and Extracurricular Activities excluding Edmonton.

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

*

*

*

*

*

***

*

*

Activity

Type of Victimization



Leisure/

Extracurricular

Something

Damaged

Something

Taken by

Slapped, 

Force or

Threat

Someone

Threatened

to Hurt

on

Purpose

Something

Stolen

Punched, 

or Kicked

Something

Thrown at

Them

Was

Attacked

by a

Group

Someone

Sexually

Was

Threatened

with a

Weapon

TABLE A-11













Someone Said

Something

Exposed

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

AT SCHOOL BY LEISURE AND EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES





Offensive

1

Will

1

Touched

Sexually

Against

Themselves

1

Sexually

or Gang









*

**

**

**
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Conduct Disorder

Low (n=805)

95

11.8

133

16.5

16

2.0

103

12.8

106

13.2

37

4.6

4

0.5

5

0.6

8

1.3

23

3.6

57

9.0

Moderate (n=934)

146

15.6

225

24.1

49

5.2

234

25.1

229

24.5

81

8.7

27

2.9

19

2.0

26

3.8

38

5.6

76

11.1

High (n=262)

65

24.8

83

31.7

41

15.6

100

38.2

106

40.5

52

19.8

17

6.5

9

3.4

13

6.7

12

6.2

29

15.0

Hyperactivity Disorder

Low (n=969)

126

13.0

184

19.0

30

3.1

159

16.4

170

17.5

56

5.8

15

1.5

10

1.0

14

1.9

20

2.8

62

8.6

Moderate (n=766)

131

17.1

181

23.6

45

5.9

193

25.2

181

23.6

72

9.4

20

2.6

16

2.1

24

4.2

32

5.7

63

11.1

High (n=266)

49

18.4

76

28.6

31

11.7

85

32.0

90

33.8

42

15.8

13

4.9

7

2.6

9

4.0

21

9.4

37

16.6

Emotional Disorder

Low (n=950)

129

13.6

176

18.5

34

3.6

151

15.9

169

17.8

59

6.2

11

1.2

8

0.8

16

2.2

21

2.9

49

6.7

Moderate (n=793)

120

15.1

187

23.6

47

5.9

204

25.7

197

24.8

80

10.1

23

2.9

15

1.9

24

4.2

33

5.8

75

13.1

High (n=258)

57

22.1

78

30.2

25

9.7

82

31.8

75

29.1

31

12.0

14

5.4

10

3.9

7

3.4

19

9.1

38

18.3

Frequency of Petting

1

Never (n=823)

133

16.2

161

19.6

41

5.0

147

17.9

182

22.1

70

8.5

11

1.3

12

1.5

15

1.8

24

2.9

86

10.4

Once (n=103)

15

14.6

25

24.3

7

6.8

32

31.1

29

28.2

7

6.8

2

1.9

2

1.9

6

5.8

6

5.8

10

9.7

A Few Times (n=187)

22

11.8

44

23.5

8

4.3

33

17.6

26

13.9

12

6.4

3

1.6

2

1.1

4

2.1

14

7.5

16

8.6

Often (n=267)

48

18.0

64

24.0

18

6.7

70

26.2

64

24.0

35

13.1

13

4.9

6

2.2

20

7.5

28

10.5

36

13.5

missing cases=131

Frequency of Sexual

Intercourse

2

Never (n=1,124)

167

14.9

225

20.0

54

4.8

213

19.0

239

21.3

103

9.2

16

1.4

15

1.3

25

2.2

51

4.5

129

11.5

Once (n=44)

10

22.7

16

36.4

3

6.8

14

31.8

11

25.0

3

6.8

6

13.6

1

2.3

1

2.3

2

4.5

1

2.3

A Few Times (n=86)

19

22.1

21

24.4

9

10.5

20

23.3

22

25.6

8

9.3

3

3.5

4

4.7

5

5.8

7

8.1

6

7.0

Often (n=85)

17

20.0

22

25.9

6

7.1

25

29.4

17

20.0

8

9.4

7

8.2

3

3.5

11

12.9

9

10.6

13

15.3

missing cases=98

1

  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Intrapersonal Factors excluding Edmonton.

2

  Item was not included in the Edmonton and Lethbridge Catholic school surveys.  Total N=1,437.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Intrapersonal Factors  

  excluding Edmonton and Lethbridge Catholic school respondents.

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

Factor

TABLE A-12

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

AT SCHOOL BY INTRAPERSONAL FACTORS

Something

Something

Thrown at

Slapped, 

Someone

Damaged









***

***

***

*

*

**

***

***

***

**

**

***

***

***

***

***

***

**

**

***

*

**

***

***

***

***

**

*

Sexually

Offensive

1

Will

1

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

Themselves

1

Weapon

or Kicked

or Gang

Them

Touched

Sexually

Against

Sexually

Exposed

Threatened

with a

by a

Group

Punched, 

Taken by

Force or

Threat

Threatened

to Hurt

on

Purpose

Something

Stolen



Intrapersonal

Type of Victimization

Something

Something

Was

Was

Someone

Someone Said

Attacked

*

*

***

***
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Gender

Male (n=915)

147

16.1

154

16.8

59

6.4

132

14.4

173

18.9

80

8.7

59

6.4

34

3.7

91

13.6

14

2.1

16

2.4

Female (n=1,084)

135

12.5

172

15.9

36

3.3

138

12.7

187

17.3

74

6.8

32

3.0

12

1.1

98

11.7

90

10.7

91

10.8

missing cases=2

Grade

7 (n=454)

60

13.2

64

14.1

15

3.3

35

7.7

61

13.4

22

4.8

13

2.9

10

2.2

12

3.4

3

0.9

12

3.4

8 (n=399)

51

12.8

55

13.8

21

5.3

44

11.0

74

18.5

31

7.8

12

3.0

4

1.0

36

11.7

19

6.2

15

4.9

9 (n=335)

49

14.6

57

17.0

20

6.0

56

16.7

71

21.2

38

11.3

24

7.2

10

3.0

38

15.8

21

8.8

22

9.2

10 (n=282)

42

14.9

44

15.6

14

5.0

54

19.1

50

17.7

22

7.8

20

7.1

5

1.8

29

14.5

17

8.5

12

6.0

11 (n=288)

45

15.6

53

18.4

16

5.6

42

14.6

55

19.1

18

6.3

8

2.8

9

3.1

43

18.6

22

9.5

23

10.0

12 (n=237)

35

14.8

52

21.9

9

3.8

40

16.9

48

20.3

22

9.3

13

5.5

8

3.4

31

17.1

22

12.2

23

12.7

missing cases=6

Site Size

Larger Cities (n=1,235)

182

14.7

211

17.1

58

4.7

181

14.7

208

16.8

82

6.6

56

4.5

32

2.6

79

10.6

48

6.4

58

7.8

Smaller Cities (n=321)

43

13.4

51

15.9

14

4.4

39

12.1

60

18.7

31

9.7

12

3.7

4

1.2

46

14.3

22

6.9

18

5.6

Towns/Rural (n=445)

58

13.0

64

14.4

23

5.2

51

11.5

92

20.7

41

9.2

23

5.2

11

2.5

64

14.4

34

7.6

31

7.0

1

  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Demographic Characteristics excluding Edmonton.

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

TABLE A-13

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

WHILE NOT AT SCHOOL BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Type of Victimization



Demographic

Something

Damaged

Characteristic

on

Purpose

Something

Stolen

Something

Taken by

Force or

Threat

Someone

Threatened

to Hurt

Was

Slapped, 

Punched, 

or Kicked

Something

Thrown at

Them

Was

Threatened

with a

Weapon

Attacked

by a

Group

Someone

Sexually

Exposed

Touched

Sexually

Against

Will

1

Something

Sexually

Offensive

1

Themselves

1

*

***

***

***

***

***

Someone Said

***

*

**

***

or Gang

***

***


[image: image20.wmf]n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%
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n
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n
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Family Composition

Both Parents

183

13.1

210

15.0

55

3.9

161

11.5

238

17.0

93

6.7

53

3.8

33

2.4

122

11.4

63

5.9

59

5.5

(n=1,398)

Single Parent

59

17.3

66

19.4

22

6.5

59

17.3

78

22.9

41

12.0

21

6.2

9

2.6

44

17.1

28

10.9

30

11.6

(n=341)

Reconstituted

21

16.8

24

19.2

8

6.4

26

20.8

20

16.0

8

6.4

8

6.4

2

1.6

12

12.0

9

9.0

13

13.0

Family   (n=125)

Other

2

   (n=119)

18

15.1

21

17.6

9

7.6

21

17.6

20

16.8

10

8.4

9

7.6

2

1.7

10

12.8

4

5.1

5

6.4

missing cases=18

Family Functioning

Low (n=229)

74

32.3

74

32.3

23

10.0

62

27.1

87

38.0

42

18.3

32

14.0

8

3.5

42

24.9

29

17.2

22

13.0

Moderate (n=1,567)

186

11.9

219

14.0

66

4.2

189

12.1

248

15.8

104

6.6

52

3.3

34

2.2

137

11.5

62

5.2

76

6.4

High (n=205)

23

11.2

33

16.1

6

2.9

20

9.8

25

12.2

8

3.9

7

3.4

5

2.4

10

6.5

13

8.4

9

5.8

Parental Monitoring

Low (n=183)

32

17.5

41

22.4

13

7.1

25

13.7

41

22.4

20

10.9

14

7.7

6

3.3

24

18.2

12

9.1

8

6.1

Moderate (n=1,594)

230

14.4

254

15.9

72

4.5

226

14.2

285

17.9

122

7.7

69

4.3

39

2.4

153

12.7

88

7.3

92

7.7

High (n=224)

21

9.4

31

13.8

10

4.5

20

8.9

34

15.2

12

5.4

8

3.6

2

0.9

12

6.7

4

2.2

7

3.9

Frequency of

Activities with Parents

Seldom (n=503)

81

16.1

80

15.9

27

5.4

92

18.3

107

21.3

46

9.1

37

7.4

14

2.8

70

18.5

42

11.1

37

9.8

Occasionally (n=911)

136

14.9

168

18.4

49

5.4

127

13.9

175

19.2

75

8.2

36

4.0

19

2.1

84

11.8

42

5.9

45

6.3

Often (n=563)

64

11.4

76

13.5

17

3.0

51

9.1

74

13.1

32

5.7

18

3.2

14

2.5

35

8.6

19

4.7

25

6.2

missing cases=24

1

  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Family Factors excluding Edmonton.

2

  Examples of "Other" family compositions include single parent and grandparent or other relative; and, single parent and non-relative.

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

Family Factor



Type of Victimization

Something

Was

Force or

Threat

Someone

Threatened

to Hurt

Something

Taken by

on

Purpose

Something

Stolen

Damaged

Punched, 

or Kicked

Something

Thrown at

Them

Was

Slapped, 

with a

Weapon

Attacked

by a

Group

or Gang

Threatened

Will

1

Someone

Sexually

Exposed

Themselves

1

**

*

***

Someone Said

Something

Sexually

Offensive

1

Touched

Sexually

Against

***

***

***

***

**

*

*

**

*

***

***

***

***

***





TABLE A-14

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

WHILE NOT AT SCHOOL BY FAMILY FACTORS









***

***

***

*

***

***

**
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Extent of Peer

Delinquency

None (n=516)

44

8.5

46

8.9

8

1.6

25

4.8

39

7.6

9

1.7

7

1.4

3

0.6

14

3.6

13

3.3

15

3.8

Moderate (n=1,038)

133

12.8

154

14.8

45

4.3

123

11.8

192

18.5

83

8.0

28

2.7

26

2.5

69

8.9

41

5.3

53

6.8

High (n=447)

106

23.7

126

28.2

42

9.4

123

27.5

129

28.9

62

13.9

56

12.5

18

4.0

106

31.1

50

14.7

39

11.4

Frequency of

Activities with Peers

Seldom (n=122)

15

12.3

13

10.7

2

1.6

5

4.1

9

7.4

5

4.1

4

3.3

1

0.8

4

4.4

2

2.2

5

5.5

Occasionally (n=475)

46

9.7

54

11.4

19

4.0

46

9.7

63

13.3

20

4.2

12

2.5

8

1.7

15

4.2

14

4.0

16

4.5

Often (n=1,372)

220

16.0

256

18.7

72

5.2

220

16.0

284

20.7

127

9.3

75

5.5

38

2.8

170

16.3

87

8.3

86

8.2

missing cases=32

Parents' Opinion

of Friends

Disapprove (n=56)

21

37.5

22

39.3

9

16.1

18

32.1

22

39.3

9

16.1

13

23.2

4

7.1

12

36.4

6

18.2

2

6.1

Approve (n=1,724)

220

12.8

259

15.0

71

4.1

205

11.9

293

17.0

121

7.0

64

3.7

35

2.0

149

11.4

86

6.6

93

7.1

Don't Know Friends

27

21.8

29

23.4

6

4.8

30

24.2

25

20.2

13

10.5

9

7.3

5

4.0

19

19.4

8

8.2

9

9.2

(n=124)

Don't Know (n=97)

15

15.5

16

16.5

9

9.3

18

18.6

20

20.6

11

11.3

5

5.2

3

3.1

9

11.7

4

5.2

3

3.9

1

  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Peer-Related Factors excluding Edmonton.

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

Factor



























**

***































Someone Said

Something

Sexually

Offensive

1

Touched

Sexually

Against

Will

1

Someone

Sexually

Exposed

Themselves

1

Threatened

with a

Weapon

Attacked

by a

Group

or Gang

Slapped, 

Punched, 

or Kicked

Something

Thrown at

Them

Taken by

Force or

Threat

Someone

Threatened

to Hurt

Damaged

on

Purpose

Something

Stolen



Peer-Related

Type of Victimization

TABLE A-15

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

WHILE NOT AT SCHOOL BY PEER-RELATED FACTORS

Something

Something

Was

Was

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

**

***

***

***

**

***

***

***

***

**

***

***

***

***

***

***

*

***

*


[image: image46.emf]n %   n %   n %   n %   n %   n %  

Conduct Disorder

Low (n=805) 35 4.3 84 10.4 4 0.5 27 3.4 6 0.7 15 1.9

Moderate (n=934) 175 18.7 294 31.5 41 4.4 104 11.1 26 2.8 71 7.6

High (n=262) 120 45.8 160 61.1 56 21.4 99 37.8 30 11.5 54 20.6

Hyperactivity Disorder

Low (n=969) 106 10.9 180 18.6 21 2.2 64 6.6 12 1.2 33 3.4

Moderate (n=766) 148 19.3 245 32.0 55 7.2 109 14.2 32 4.2 65 8.5

High (n=266) 76 28.6 113 42.5 25 9.4 57 21.4 18 6.8 42 15.8

Emotional Disorder

Low (n=950) 134 14.1 217 22.8 36 3.8 90 9.5 29 3.1 56 5.9

Moderate (n=793) 151 19.0 222 28.0 40 5.0 91 11.5 25 3.2 59 7.4

High (n=258) 45 17.4 99 38.4 25 9.7 49 19.0 8 3.1 25 9.7

Frequency of Petting

1

Never (n=823) 66 8.0 164 19.9 20 2.4 47 5.7 12 1.5 28 3.4

Once (n=103) 21 20.4 32 31.1 2 1.9 13 12.6 3 2.9 9 8.7

A Few Times (n=187) 28 15.0 63 33.7 11 5.9 36 19.3 9 4.8 22 11.8

Often (n=267) 83 31.1 123 46.1 37 13.9 67 25.1 24 9.0 54 20.2

missing cases=131

Frequency of Sexual

Intercourse

2

Never (n=1,124) 130 11.6 260 23.1 28 2.5 102 9.1 24 2.1 61 5.4

Once (n=44) 11 25.0 16 36.4 7 15.9 7 15.9 2 4.5 7 15.9

A Few Times (n=86) 25 29.1 43 50.0 16 18.6 25 29.1 9 10.5 25 29.1

Often (n=85) 26 30.6 49 57.6 18 21.2 24 28.2 12 14.1 20 23.5

missing cases=98

1

  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Intrapersonal Factors excluding Edmonton.

2

  Item was not included in the Edmonton and Lethbridge Catholic school surveys.  Total N=1,437.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Intrapersonal Factors

    excluding Edmonton and Lethbridge Catholic school respondents.

***  p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

Factor

*** *** *** *** *** ***

Permission



RESPONDENTS REPORTING THAT THEY HAD ENGAGED IN CERTAIN TYPES OF PROPERTY-RELATED

DELINQUENT BEHAVIOURS WITHIN THE PAST YEAR BY INTRAPERSONAL FACTORS

on Purpose



Property



*** *** *** *** ***

*** *** *** ***



Ride Without

a House Motorcyle for

***

*** ***

Stolen with Broken into Taken Car or Stolen <$50 Stolen >$50



*** ***

TABLE A-30

Type of Behaviour



Damaged Intrapersonal

Someone's Friends

*** ***

* *** *** ***



*** ***
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n
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n
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n
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n
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n
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n
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Commercial/

Entertainment

Low (n=286)

31

10.8

29

10.1

5

1.7

20

7.0

39

13.6

17

5.9

7

2.4

1

0.3

5

2.1

3

1.2

9

3.7

Moderate (n=1,489)

204

13.7

242

16.3

77

5.2

210

14.1

271

18.2

111

7.5

61

4.1

36

2.4

149

13.3

85

7.6

85

7.6

High (n=226)

48

21.2

55

24.3

13

5.8

41

18.1

50

22.1

26

11.5

23

10.2

10

4.4

35

23.3

16

10.7

13

8.7

Cultural/Educational

Low (n=327)

49

15.0

55

16.8

20

6.1

45

13.8

65

19.9

22

6.7

24

7.3

10

3.1

43

17.0

16

6.3

15

5.9

Moderate (n=1,221)

177

14.5

196

16.1

53

4.3

173

14.2

221

18.1

103

8.4

53

4.3

28

2.3

114

12.3

70

7.5

67

7.2

High (n=453)

57

12.6

75

16.6

22

4.9

53

11.7

74

16.3

29

6.4

14

3.1

9

2.0

32

9.7

18

5.5

25

7.6

Participation in 

Coached Sports

Yes (n=1,301)

181

13.9

215

16.5

64

4.9

186

14.3

238

18.3

108

8.3

59

4.5

36

2.8

119

11.8

62

6.1

71

7.0

No (n=666)

99

14.9

108

16.2

29

4.4

82

12.3

115

17.3

45

6.8

31

4.7

11

1.7

69

14.5

41

8.6

36

7.5

missing cases=34

Participation in

Supervised Nonsports

Yes (n=841)

130

15.5

147

17.5

42

5.0

110

13.1

155

18.4

69

8.2

33

3.9

16

1.9

85

13.2

52

8.0

52

8.0

No (n=1,111)

145

13.1

170

15.3

49

4.4

157

14.1

192

17.3

82

7.4

56

5.0

30

2.7

103

12.5

49

5.9

54

6.5

missing cases=49

Participation in

Clubs

Yes (n=778)

106

13.6

118

15.2

41

5.3

98

12.6

142

18.3

62

8.0

40
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48
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43
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14.5
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17.7
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7.6

50

4.2

28

2.4

118

13.3

54

6.1

64

7.2

missing cases=40

1

  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Leisure and Extracurricular Activities excluding Edmonton.

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.
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Someone

Threatened

to Hurt

Something

Stolen

Something

Taken by

TABLE A-17

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

WHILE NOT AT SCHOOL BY LEISURE AND EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES

Type of Victimization



Leisure/

Extracurricular

Purpose

Activity

Force or

Threat

Something

Damaged

on

or Kicked

Something

Thrown at

Them

Was

Slapped, 

Punched, 

Was

Threatened

with a

Weapon

by a

Group

Someone

Sexually

Exposed

Sexually

or Gang

Someone Said

Something

Offensive

1

Themselves

1

Touched

Sexually

Against

Will

1

Attacked

**

***

*

***

***

***

*

*

***

*
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PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS WHO REPORTED 

BEING VICTIMIZED IN THE PAST YEAR, BY LOCATION
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3.1

4.8
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7.1
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Any Type of Victimization*

Something Damaged

Something Stolen

Something Taken by Force

Threatened

Slapped/Punched/Kicked

Something Thrown at Them

Threatened with Weapon

Attacked by Group or Gang

Someone Exposed Themselves**

Sexually Touched Against Will**

Someone Said Something Sexual**

Type of Victimization

Percentage

At School

Not at School

* Any Victimization has been estimated to adjust for exclusion of sex-related items from the Edmonton survey.

**  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.

Multiple response items, except for "Any Victimization."

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.
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Said Something Sexually Offensive to Someone

2
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6.9  

1

  Any Type of Delinquent Behaviour has been estimated to adjust for the exclusion of

sex-related items from the Edmonton survey. 

2

  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

Behaviours

TABLE A-19

PREVALENCE OF DELINQUENT BEHAVIOURS IN

LIFETIME AND PAST YEAR

Ever Done

Done in the

Past Year
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missing cases=2
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48
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missing cases=6

Site Size

Larger Cities (n=1,235)

221

17.9

348
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64

5.2
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11.3

31

2.5

67

5.4

Smaller Cities (n=321)
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15.9
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21

4.7

41

9.2

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.
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RESPONDENTS REPORTING THAT THEY HAD ENGAGED IN CERTAIN TYPES OF PROPERTY-RELATED

DELINQUENT BEHAVIOURS WITHIN THE PAST YEAR BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

on Purpose





Property





***

***

***



***

***

***

**





Ride Without

a House

Motorcyle for

***

*

**

Stolen with

Broken into

Taken Car or

Stolen <$50

Stolen >$50





Characteristic

TABLE A-20

Type of Behaviour





Damaged

Demographic

Someone's

Friends


[image: image25.wmf]n

%  

n

%  

n

%  

n

%  

n

% 

n

%  

n

% 

n

%  

Gender

Male (n=915)

59

6.4

186

20.3

337

36.8

165

18.0

54

5.9

149

16.3

23

3.4

78

11.7

Female (n=1,084)

51

4.7

143

13.2

354

32.7

167

15.4

20

1.8

133

12.3

4

0.5

27

3.2

missing cases=2

Grade

7 (n=454)

12

2.6

29

6.4

125

27.5

57

12.6

4

0.9

63

13.9

5

1.4

10

2.8

8 (n=399)

26

6.5

58

14.5

155

38.8

64

16.0

21

5.3

59

14.8

6

2.0

13

4.2

9 (n=335)

26

7.8

77

23.0

142

42.4

75

22.4

20

6.0

59

17.6

8

3.3

17

7.1

10 (n=282)

16

5.7

60

21.3

108

38.3

48

17.0

11

3.9

38

13.5

3

1.5

20

10.0

11 (n=288)

17

5.9

57

19.8

85

29.5

50

17.4

6

2.1

27

9.4

3

1.3

19

8.2

12 (n=237)

13

5.5

48

20.3

75

31.6

36

15.2

12

5.1

34

14.3

2

1.1

26

14.4

missing cases=6

Site Size

Larger Cities (n=1,235)

60

4.9

210

17.0

439

35.5

207

16.8

42

3.4

163

13.2

13

1.7

49

6.6

Smaller Cities (n=321)

29

9.0

59

18.4

117

36.4

60

18.7

11

3.4

52

16.2

10

3.1

23

7.2

Towns/Rural (n=445)

21

4.7

61

13.7

136

30.6

65

14.6

21

4.7

67

15.1

4

0.9

33

7.4

1  

Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Demographic Characteristics excluding Edmonton.

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

Characteristic

**









***



Someone



With a Group of 

Friends, Fought

with Others

TABLE A-21

Someone

Sexually

1

Offensive

1

Type of Behaviour

RESPONDENTS REPORTING THAT THEY HAD ENGAGED IN CERTAIN TYPES OF VIOLENCE-RELATED

DELINQUENT BEHAVIOURS WITHIN THE PAST YEAR BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Said Something

Sexually

Touched

Someone



***

*

***

***

*

***



***





**

***

Someone with

Threat of Force

Kicked

at Someone

a Weapon

by Force or

to Hurt

Punched, or

Something



***





Demographic

Taken Something

Threatened

Slapped

Thrown

Threatened 
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Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.
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Permission



RESPONDENTS REPORTING THAT THEY HAD ENGAGED IN CERTAIN TYPES OF PROPERTY-RELATED

DELINQUENT BEHAVIOURS WITHIN THE PAST YEAR BY FAMILY FACTORS

on Purpose





Property





***

***

***

*

***

**

*

**





Ride Without

a House

Motorcyle for

Someone's





Friends

Damaged

Stolen <$50

Stolen >$50

Family Factor

TABLE A-22

Type of Behaviour



***

*



Stolen with

Broken into

Taken Car or
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  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Family Factors excluding Edmonton.

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.
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***
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Family Factor

Taken Something

Threatened

Slapped

Thrown

Threatened 



Someone with

Threat of Force

Kicked

at Someone

a Weapon

by Force or

to Hurt

Punched, or

Something



Someone











**





Said Something

Sexually

Touched

Someone

With a Group of 

Friends, Fought

with Others

TABLE A-23

Someone

Sexually

1

Offensive

1

Type of Behaviour

RESPONDENTS REPORTING THAT THEY HAD ENGAGED IN CERTAIN TYPES OF VIOLENCE-RELATED

DELINQUENT BEHAVIOURS WITHIN THE PAST YEAR BY FAMILY FACTORS
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RESPONDENTS REPORTING THAT THEY HAD ENGAGED IN CERTAIN TYPES OF PROPERTY-RELATED

DELINQUENT BEHAVIOURS WITHIN THE PAST YEAR BY PEER-RELATED FACTORS

on Purpose





Property





***

***
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***
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Ride Without

a House

Motorcyle for

***
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***

Stolen with

Broken into

Taken Car or

Stolen <$50

Stolen >$50





Factor

TABLE A-24

Type of Behaviour





Damaged

Peer-Related

Someone's

Friends
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  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Peer-related Factors excluding Edmonton.

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

**

***

***

*

***

***

***

***

***

***

*

***

**





Peer-Related

Taken Something

Threatened

Threat of Force

by Force or

to Hurt



***

Someone with

Kicked

at Someone

a Weapon

Punched, or

Something

***

***

***

***

Someone

Someone



***

***

***

TABLE A-25

Someone

Sexually

1

Offensive

1

Type of Behaviour

RESPONDENTS REPORTING THAT THEY HAD ENGAGED IN CERTAIN TYPES OF VIOLENCE-RELATED

DELINQUENT BEHAVIOURS WITHIN THE PAST YEAR BY PEER-RELATED FACTORS

Said Something

Sexually

Touched

Factor

With a Group of 

Friends, Fought

with Others

Slapped

Thrown

Threatened 
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Academic Performance

< 50% (n=21)

12

57.1

10

47.6

5

23.8

5

23.8

3

14.3

6

28.6

50-59% (n=132)

37

28.0

47

35.6

19

14.4

24

18.2

7

5.3

15

11.4

60-69% (n=376)

86

22.9

137

36.4

32

8.5

72

19.1

15

4.0

45

12.0

70-79% (n=656)

104

15.9

173

26.4

29

4.4

76

11.6

18

2.7

47

7.2

80-89% (n=642)

77

12.0

137

21.3

14

2.2

41

6.4

14

2.2

23

3.6

90-100% (n=151)

10

6.6

25

16.6

0

0.0

8

5.3

4

2.6

4

2.6

missing cases=23

Hours Spent on Homework/week

None (n=105)

41

39.0

59

56.2

16

15.2

31

29.5

11

10.5

18

17.1

1 to 4 (n=1,026)

179

17.4

286

27.9

54

5.3

134

13.1

28

2.7

76

7.4

5 or More (n=863)

109

12.6

193

22.4

31

3.6

65

7.5

23

2.7

45

5.2

missing cases=7

How Often Skipped Classes

Never (n=1,316)

125

9.5

226

17.2

21

1.6

77

5.9

18

1.4

34

2.6

Occasionally (n=457)

130

28.4

190

41.6

35

7.7

89

19.5

24

5.3

59

12.9

Often (n=219)

74

33.8

122

55.7

45

20.5

64

29.2

20

9.1

47

21.5

missing cases=9

Ever Been Suspended

Yes (n=266)

87

32.7

120

45.1

40

15.0

66

24.8

20

7.5

38

14.3

No (n=1,730)

242

14.0

418

24.2

61

3.5

164

9.5

42

2.4

102

5.9

missing cases=5

Thought About Dropping Out

Yes (n=159)

66

41.5

81

50.9

31

19.5

47

29.6

18

11.3

33

20.8

No (n=1,837)

264

14.4

456

24.8

70

3.8

182

9.9

43

2.3

107

5.8

missing cases=5

Attitude About School

Negative (n=267)

78

29.2

119

44.6

34

12.7

53

19.9

24

9.0

39

14.6

Neutral (n=1,596)

240

15.0

397

24.9

63

3.9

171

10.7

37

2.3

98

6.1

Positive (n=138)

12

8.7

22

15.9

4

2.9

6

4.3

1

0.7

3

2.2

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

TABLE A-26

Type of Behaviour





RESPONDENTS REPORTING THAT THEY HAD ENGAGED IN CERTAIN TYPES OF PROPERTY-RELATED

DELINQUENT BEHAVIOURS WITHIN THE PAST YEAR BY SCHOOL-RELATED FACTORS

a House

Motorcyle for

Factor

School-Related

Damaged

Someone's





Broken into

Taken Car or

Stolen <$50

Stolen >$50

***

***

on Purpose

Property





***

***





***

***



***

***

***

***

***

*

***

Ride Without

Friends

Stolen with

***

***

***

***

***

Permission

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***
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23.5
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8.3
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22.7

2

2.0
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9.9

60-69% (n=376)
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7.2

83

22.1

157

41.8

81

21.5

26

6.9

68

18.1

6

2.2

38

13.7

70-79% (n=656)

29

4.4

108

16.5

216

32.9

111

16.9

19

2.9

101

15.4

7

1.4

32

6.5

80-89% (n=642)

23

3.6

74

11.5

190

29.6

74

11.5

14

2.2

52

8.1

9

1.8

21

4.2

90-100% (n=151)

6

4.0

15

9.9

53

35.1

24

15.9

0

0.0

20

13.2

2

1.8

2

1.8

missing cases=23

Hours Spent on Homework/week

None (n=105)

17

16.2

32

30.5

44

41.9

30

28.6

7

6.7

28

26.7

5

6.8

9

12.2

1 to 4 (n=1,026)

51

5.0

189

18.4

378

36.8

191

18.6

43

4.2

160

15.6

11

1.4

65

8.2

5 or More (n=863)

42

4.9

108

12.5

269

31.2

111

12.9

24

2.8

93

10.8

11

1.7

31

4.9

missing cases=7

How Often Skipped Classes

Never (n=1,316)

46

3.5

144

10.9

387

29.4

167

12.7

23

1.7

148

11.2

16

1.6

42

4.1

Occasionally (n=457)

34

7.4

113

24.7

206

45.1

105

23.0

33

7.2

83

18.2

8

2.5

40

12.3

Often (n=219)

30

13.7

73

33.3

98

44.7

60

27.4

18

8.2

50

22.8

3

2.0

23

15.4

missing cases=9

Ever Been Suspended

Yes (n=266)

35

13.2

91

34.2

154

57.9

88

33.1

28

10.5

77

28.9

6

3.0

38

19.3

No (n=1,730)

75

4.3

239

13.8

538

31.1

244

14.1

46

2.7

205

11.8

21

1.6

67

5.1

missing cases=5

Thought About Dropping Out

Yes (n=159)

30

18.9

68

42.8

87

54.7

61

38.4

19

11.9

57

35.8

7

5.6

19

15.2

No (n=1,837)

80

4.4

262

14.3

604

32.9

271

14.8

55

3.0

225

12.2

20

1.4

86

6.2

missing cases=5

Attitude About School

Negative (n=267)

29

10.9

74

27.7

127

47.6

69

25.8

25

9.4

66

24.7

8

4.4

28

15.6

Neutral (n=1,596)

77

4.8

248

15.5

542

34.0

253

15.9

48

3.0

209

13.1

19

1.6

76

6.2

Positive (n=138)

4

2.9

8

5.8

23

16.7

10

7.2

1

0.7

7

5.1

0

0.0

1

0.9

1

  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for School-related Factors excluding Edmonton.

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.





Touched

Someone

Threatened 

With a Group

of Friends,

Factor

School-Related

Slapped

with Others

Fought

TABLE A-27

Someone

Sexually

1

Type of Behaviour

RESPONDENTS REPORTING THAT THEY HAD ENGAGED IN CERTAIN TYPES OF VIOLENCE-RELATED

DELINQUENT BEHAVIOURS WITHIN THE PAST YEAR BY SCHOOL-RELATED FACTORS

Said

Something

***

Someone

Kicked

at Someone

with a

Punched, or

Something

Sexually

Offensive

1

***

Thrown

***

***

Threat of Force

by Force or

to Hurt



Taken Something

Threatened

***

***

***

Weapon

***

***

Someone

***

***

**



***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***



***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

**

*

***

***

***

***

**

***
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Low (n=327)
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6.7
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13.8

Moderate (n=1,221)

203

16.6
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27.6
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4.3

145

11.9

35

2.9

84

6.9

High (n=453)

48

10.6

97

21.4

13

2.9

31

6.8

5

1.1

11

2.4

Participation in Coached

Sports

Yes (n=1,301)

212

16.3

336

25.8

51

3.9

143

11.0

33

2.5

90

6.9

No (n=666)

114

17.1

197

29.6

49

7.4

85

12.8

28

4.2

47

7.1

missing cases=34

Participation in Supervised

Non-sports Activities

Yes (n=841)

124

14.7

225

26.8

40

4.8

90

10.7

21

2.5

59

7.0

No (n=1,111)

203

18.3

301

27.1

59

5.3

136

12.2

39

3.5

78

7.0

missing cases=49

Participation in Clubs

Yes (n=778)

110

14.1

190

24.4

34

4.4

77

9.9

14

1.8

58

7.5

No (n=1,183)

216

18.3

343

29.0

66

5.6

150

12.7

46

3.9

80

6.8

missing cases=40

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

Extracurricular

Activity

**



*

*





Permission



RESPONDENTS REPORTING THAT THEY HAD ENGAGED IN CERTAIN TYPES OF PROPERTY-RELATED

DELINQUENT BEHAVIOURS WITHIN THE PAST YEAR BY INVOLVEMENT IN LEISURE AND EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES

on Purpose





Property





*









***

***

**

**



Ride Without

a House

Motorcyle for



***

***

Stolen with

Broken into

Taken Car or

Stolen <$50

Stolen >$50





***

***

TABLE A-28

Type of Behaviour





Damaged

Leisure/

Someone's

Friends

***

***





***



*



***

**
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1.6

68

6.7

No (n=666)

50

7.5
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18.9
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33.6

123

18.5

33

5.0
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12.2

10

2.1

36

7.5

missing cases=34

Participation in Supervised

Non-sports Activities

Yes (n=841)

47

5.6

122

14.5
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33.2
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16.3
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3.3

113

13.4

13

2.0

44

6.8

No (n=1,111)

60

5.4

203

18.3

402

36.2
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17.3

44

4.0
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14.9

13

1.6

59

7.1

missing cases=49

Participation in Clubs

Yes (n=778)

38

4.9
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33.3
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16.3

25

3.2

101

13.0

9

1.5

46

7.7

No (n=1,183)

70

5.9

221

18.7

427

36.1

203

17.2

48

4.1

178

15.0

17

1.9

58

6.6

missing cases=40

1

  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Leisure and Extracurricular Activities excluding Edmonton.

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

*

**

Offensive

1

Sexually

with Others

Weapon



*

***

***

With a Group

of Friends,

Fought

TABLE A-29

Someone

Sexually

1

Type of Behaviour

RESPONDENTS REPORTING THAT THEY HAD ENGAGED IN CERTAIN TYPES OF VIOLENCE-RELATED

DELINQUENT BEHAVIOURS WITHIN THE PAST YEAR BY INVOLVEMENT IN LEISURE AND EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES

Said

Something

Touched

Someone

of Force

Someone

Someone

Force or Threat

Kicked

at Someone

with a

**

***

***

***

Threatened

Slapped

Thrown

Threatened 





Leisure/

Taken

**

*

*

**

***

*

Extracurricular

Activity



*

***

*

Something by

to Hurt

Punched, or

Something



[image: image48.emf]n %   n %   n %   n %   n %  n %   n %  n %  

Conduct Disorder

Low (n=805) 10 1.2 35 4.3 136 16.9 46 5.7 1 0.1 50 6.2 1 0.2 18 2.8

Moderate (n=934) 44 4.7 160 17.1 387 41.4 170 18.2 27 2.9 135 14.5 12 1.8 44 6.4

High (n=262) 56 21.4 135 51.5 169 64.5 116 44.3 46 17.6 97 37.0 14 7.3 43 22.3

Hyperactivity Disorder

Low (n=969) 27 2.8 97 10.0 243 25.1 96 9.9 16 1.7 85 8.8 6 0.8 28 3.9

Moderate (n=766) 50 6.5 147 19.2 315 41.1 158 20.6 35 4.6 133 17.4 12 2.1 42 7.4

High (n=266) 33 12.4 86 32.3 134 50.4 78 29.3 23 8.6 64 24.1 9 4.0 35 15.7

Emotional Disorder

Low (n=950) 39 4.1 117 12.3 268 28.2 115 12.1 24 2.5 106 11.2 8 1.1 43 5.9

Moderate (n=793) 46 5.8 147 18.5 304 38.3 144 18.2 31 3.9 127 16.0 14 2.4 43 7.5

High (n=258) 25 9.7 66 25.6 120 46.5 73 28.3 19 7.4 49 19.0 5 2.4 19 9.1

Frequency of Petting

1

Never (n=823) 32 3.9 91 11.1 249 30.3 114 13.9 19 2.3 89 10.8 7 0.9 28 3.4

Once (n=103) 4 3.9 15 14.6 32 31.1 19 18.4 3 2.9 18 17.5 1 1.0 3 2.9

A Few Times (n=187) 12 6.4 44 23.5 83 44.4 33 17.6 6 3.2 28 15.0 3 1.6 18 9.6

Often (n=267) 35 13.1 92 34.5 127 47.6 78 29.2 29 10.9 74 27.7 16 6.0 51 19.1

missing cases=131

Frequency of Sexual

Intercourse2

Never (n=1,124) 49 4.4 158 14.1 369 32.8 180 16.0 35 3.1 128 11.4 18 1.6 63 5.6

Once (n=44) 4 9.1 11 25.0 21 47.7 7 15.9 2 4.5 13 29.5 0 0.0 4 9.1

A Few Times (n=86) 13 15.1 29 33.7 45 52.3 26 30.2 9 10.5 24 27.9 3 3.5 14 16.3

Often (n=85) 14 16.5 32 37.6 42 49.4 25 29.4 10 11.8 30 35.3 5 5.9 18 21.2

missing cases=98

1

  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Intrapersonal Factors excluding Edmonton.

2

  Item was not included in the Edmonton and Lethbridge Catholic school surveys.  Total N=1,437.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Intrapersonal Factors

    excluding Edmonton and Lethbridge Catholic school respondents.

***  p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

Factor

*** ***

*** ***

** ***



Intrapersonal Taken

***

Someone

Force or Threat Kicked

Something by to Hurt Punched, or Something

*** *** *** *** *** *** ***

Touched

Someone

of Force Someone

Threatened Slapped Thrown Threatened  With a Group

at Someone

of Friends,

Fought

TABLE A-31

Someone Sexually

1

Type of Behaviour

RESPONDENTS REPORTING THAT THEY HAD ENGAGED IN CERTAIN TYPES OF VIOLENCE-RELATED

DELINQUENT BEHAVIOURS WITHIN THE PAST YEAR BY INTRAPERSONAL FACTORS

Said

Something

Offensive

1

Sexually

with Others Weapon

with a

*** *** *** ***

*** ***

** ***

*** *** *** ***

*** ***

*** ***

*** *** *** *** *** *** * ***
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Academic

Performance

< 50% (n=21) 7 33.3 3 14.3 2 9.5 4 19.0 5 23.8 4 19.0 4 19.0 1 4.8 5 33.3 2 13.3 0 0.0

50-59% (n=132) 29 22.0 33 25.0 12 9.1 34 25.8 39 29.5 17 12.9 13 9.8 4 3.0 18 17.8 13 12.9 8 7.9

60-69% (n=376) 71 18.9 69 18.4 23 6.1 75 19.9 76 20.2 38 10.1 30 8.0 17 4.5 58 20.9 24 8.7 19 6.9

70-79% (n=656) 91 13.9 120 18.3 34 5.2 81 12.3 108 16.5 42 6.4 21 3.2 17 2.6 53 10.7 33 6.7 39 7.9

80-89% (n=642) 67 10.4 82 12.8 20 3.1 62 9.7 106 16.5 46 7.2 20 3.1 7 1.1 42 8.4 27 5.4 35 7.0

90-100% (n=151) 15 9.9 14 9.3 3 2.0 12 7.9 25 16.6 6 4.0 3 2.0 1 0.7 11 9.9 5 4.5 6 5.4

missing cases=23

Hours Spent on

Homework/week

None (n=105) 20 19.0 28 26.7 7 6.7 23 21.9 25 23.8 14 13.3 13 12.4 6 5.7 14 18.9 6 8.1 7 9.5

1 - 4 (n=1,026) 163 15.9 181 17.6 60 5.8 148 14.4 200 19.5 83 8.1 45 4.4 25 2.4 107 13.4 48 6.0 47 5.9

5 or More (n=863) 100 11.6 117 13.6 28 3.2 99 11.5 134 15.5 57 6.6 33 3.8 16 1.9 68 10.7 50 7.9 53 8.4

missing cases=7

How Often Skipped

Classes

Never (n=1,316) 152 11.6 159 12.1 43 3.3 117 8.9 192 14.6 76 5.8 39 3.0 19 1.4 74 7.2 48 4.7 57 5.5

Occasionally (n=457) 81 17.7 104 22.8 37 8.1 96 21.0 108 23.6 54 11.8 32 7.0 19 4.2 76 23.4 33 10.2 34 10.5

Often (n=219) 49 22.4 63 28.8 15 6.8 58 26.5 58 26.5 24 11.0 20 9.1 9 4.1 39 26.2 23 15.4 16 10.7

missing cases=9

Ever Been

Suspended

Yes (n=266) 60 22.6 74 27.8 23 8.6 57 21.4 63 23.7 28 10.5 31 11.7 12 4.5 46 23.4 14 7.1 13 6.6

No (n=1,730) 223 12.9 252 14.6 72 4.2 214 12.4 296 17.1 126 7.3 60 3.5 35 2.0 143 10.9 90 6.9 94 7.2

missing cases=5

Thought About

Dropping Out

Yes (n=159) 48 30.2 52 32.7 22 13.8 49 30.8 61 38.4 30 18.9 26 16.4 12 7.5 37 29.6 17 13.6 11 8.8

No (n=1,837) 235 12.8 274 14.9 73 4.0 222 12.1 297 16.2 124 6.8 65 3.5 35 1.9 152 11.0 87 6.3 96 6.9

missing cases=5

Attitude About

School Attended

Negative (n=267) 57 21.3 55 20.6 18 6.7 50 18.7 59 22.1 30 11.2 28 10.5 14 5.2 43 23.9 19 10.6 13 7.2

Neutral (n=1,596) 212 13.3 254 15.9 72 4.5 210 13.2 283 17.7 118 7.4 58 3.6 30 1.9 143 11.7 82 6.7 88 7.2

Positive (n=138) 14 10.1 17 12.3 5 3.6 11 8.0 18 13.0 6 4.3 5 3.6 3 2.2 3 2.7 3 2.7 6 5.5

1

  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for School-Related Factors excluding Edmonton.

*** p < .001;  ** p < .01;  * p < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.
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School-Related

TABLE A-16

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

WHILE NOT AT SCHOOL BY SCHOOL-RELATED FACTORS

Type of Victimization

Something Something Was Was

Damaged

on

Purpose

Something

Stolen Taken by

Force or

Threat

Someone

Threatened

to Hurt

or Kicked

Something

Thrown at

Them

Themselves

1

Threatened

with a

Weapon

by a

Group

or Gang Offensive

1

Sexually

Touched

Against

Will

1

Factor

Someone Said

Sexually

Something

Someone

Sexually

Exposed

Attacked

Slapped, 

Punched, 
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Gender

Male (n=915)

105

11.5

70

7.7

58

6.3

66

7.2

19

2.1

9

1.0

83

9.1

Female (n=1,084)

41

3.8

17

1.6

11

1.0

11

1.0

2

0.2

3

0.3

29

2.7

missing cases=2

Grade

7 (n=454)

25

5.5

17

3.7

12

2.6

13

2.9

6

1.3

4

0.9

17

3.7

8 (n=399)

26

6.5

24

6.0

7

1.8

14

3.5

2

0.5

2

0.5

24

6.0

9 (n=335)

41

12.2

19

5.7

18

5.4

16

4.8

4

1.2

4

1.2

24

7.2

10 (n=282)

14

5.0

14

5.0

8

2.8

10

3.5

3

1.1

1

0.4

14

5.0

11 (n=288)

21

7.3

7

2.4

12

4.2

9

3.1

0

0.0

0

0.0

21

7.3

12 (n=237)

18

7.6

6

2.5

11

4.6

13

5.5

5

2.1

1

0.4

12

5.1

missing cases=6

Site Size

Larger Cities (n=1,235)

95

7.7

53

4.3

43

3.5

49

4.0

13

1.1

7

0.6

74

6.0

Smaller Cities (n=321)

18

5.6

13

4.0

8

2.5

7

2.2

4

1.2

2

0.6

11

3.4

Towns/Rural (n=445)

33

7.4

21

4.7

18

4.0

21

4.7

4

0.9

3

0.7

27

6.1

1  

Examples of "Other" weapons include legal knives, slingshots, and sharp objects.

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.





Illegal Knife

Replica

Homemade

Club or Bat

Pellet Gun

***

***

***

***

***

*



***

**







Handgun

TABLE A-32

RESPONDENTS REPORTING HAVING VARIOUS TYPES OF WEAPONS

AT SCHOOL WITHIN THE PAST YEAR BY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Type of Weapon

Other Weapons

1

Demographic



Characteristic













Weapon
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Family Composition

Both Parents (n=1,398)

85

6.1

53

3.8

41

2.9

45

3.2

11

0.8

8

0.6

76

5.4

Single Parent (n=341)

43

12.6

21

6.2

15

4.0

14

4.1

5

1.5

0

0.0

17

5.0

Reconstituted Family (n=125)

8

6.4

8

6.4

5

4.4

7

5.6

3

2.4

2

1.6

8

6.4

Other (n=119)

9

7.6

4

3.4

7

5.9

10

8.4

1

0.8

2

1.7

10

8.4

missing cases=18

Family Functioning

Low (n=229)

39

17.0

20

8.7

15

6.6

16

7.0

5

2.2

4

1.7

21

9.2

Moderate (n=1,567)

104

6.6

65

4.1

53

3.4

61

3.9

16

1.0

8

0.5

87

5.6

High (n=205)

3

1.5

2

1.0

1

0.5

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

4

2.0

Parental Monitoring

Low (n=183)

25

13.7

13

7.1

12

6.6

18

9.8

7

3.8

4

2.2

13

7.1

Moderate (n=1,594)

118

7.4

69

4.3

54

3.4

56

3.5

13

0.8

5

0.3

92

5.8

High (n=224)

3

1.3

5

2.2

3

1.3

3

1.3

1

0.4

3

1.3

7

3.1

Frequency of Activities

with Parents

Seldom (n=503)

42

8.3

20

4.0

22

4.4

25

5.0

7

1.4

5

1.0

32

6.4

Occasionally (n=911)

64

7.0

45

4.9

29

3.2

30

3.3

9

1.0

4

0.4

51

5.6

Often (n=563)

35

6.2

22

3.9

18

3.2

19

3.4

3

0.5

3

0.5

29

5.2

missing cases=24

1  

Examples of "Other" weapons include legal knives, slingshots, and sharp objects.

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

Weapon





Family Factor

Illegal Knife

Replica

Homemade







***





*

**

***

***

**

***

***

*

***

***

*

Handgun

TABLE A-33

RESPONDENTS REPORTING HAVING VARIOUS TYPES OF WEAPONS

AT SCHOOL WITHIN THE PAST YEAR BY FAMILY FACTORS

Type of Weapon

Other Weapons

1

Club or Bat

Pellet Gun

**
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Extent of Peer Delinquency

None (n=516)

16

3.1

12

2.3

7

1.4

9

1.7

4

0.8

2

0.4

12

2.3

Moderate (n=1,038)

41

3.9

32

3.1

14

1.3

20

1.9

1

0.1

1

0.1

50

4.8

High (n=447)

89

19.9

43

9.6

48

10.7

48

10.7

16

3.6

9

2.0

50

11.2

Frequency of Activities

with Peers

Seldom (n=122)

8

6.6

2

1.6

2

1.6

1

0.8

0

0.0

0

0.0

5

4.1

Occasionally (n=475)

18

3.8

22

4.6

7

1.5

9

1.9

3

0.6

3

0.6

23

4.8

Often (n=1,372)

115

8.4

63

4.6

58

4.2

63

4.6

15

1.1

9

0.7

83

6.0

missing cases=32

Parents' Opinion 

of Friends

Disapprove (n=56)

20

35.7

12

21.4

9

16.1

11

19.6

6

10.7

4

7.1

8

14.3

Approve (n=1,724)

98

5.7

57

3.3

48

2.8

52

3.0

9

0.5

6

0.3

78

4.5

Don't Know Friends (n=124)

14

11.3

9

7.3

6

4.8

5

4.0

4

3.2

2

1.6

14

11.3

Don't Know (n=97)

14

14.4

9

9.3

6

6.2

9

9.3

2

2.1

0

0.0

12

12.4

1  

Examples of "Other" weapons include legal knives, slingshots, and sharp objects.

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

Weapon





Illegal Knife

Replica

Homemade

Factor

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

Handgun

TABLE A-34

RESPONDENTS REPORTING HAVING VARIOUS TYPES OF WEAPONS

AT SCHOOL WITHIN THE PAST YEAR BY PEER-RELATED FACTORS

Type of Weapon

Other Weapons

1

Club or Bat

Pellet Gun

Peer-Related

**

**

**

***

***

***

***
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Academic Performance

< 50% (n=21)

5

23.8

3

14.3

4

19.0

2

9.5

1

4.8

2

9.5

5

23.8

50-59% (n=132)

20

15.2

6

4.5

10

7.6

14

10.6

6

4.5

1

0.8

12

9.1

60-69% (n=376)

40

10.6

21

5.6

16

4.3

21

5.6

5

1.3

2

0.5

27

7.2

70-79% (n=656)

49

7.5

31

4.7

21

3.2

25

3.8

5

0.8

4

0.6

36

5.5

80-89% (n=642)

29

4.5

20

3.1

12

1.9

11

1.7

2

0.3

2

0.3

28

4.4

90-100% (n=151)

1

0.7

3

2.0

3

2.0

2

1.3

0

0.0

1

0.7

1

0.7

missing cases=23

Hours Spent on Homework/wk

None (n=105)

20

19.0

12

11.4

11

10.5

14

13.3

5

4.8

6

5.7

16

15.2

1 to 4 (n=1,026)

84

8.2

48

4.7

34

3.3

39

3.8

8

0.8

1

0.1

59

5.8

5 or More (n=863)

41

4.8

27

3.1

24

2.8

24

2.8

8

0.9

5

0.6

37

4.3

missing cases=7

How Often Skipped Classes

Never (n=1,316)

56

4.3

43

3.3

22

1.7

26

2.0

4

0.3

5

0.4

53

4.0

Occasionally (n=457)

64

14.0

26

5.7

30

6.6

29

6.3

10

2.2

4

0.9

39

8.5

Often (n=219)

26

11.9

18

8.2

17

7.8

22

10.0

7

3.2

3

1.4

20

9.1

missing cases=9

Ever Been Suspended

Yes (n=266)

51

19.2

28

10.5

30

11.3

33

12.4

15

5.6

7

2.6

35

13.2

No (n=1,730)

95

5.5

59

3.4

39

2.3

44

2.5

6

0.3

5

0.3

77

4.5

missing cases=5

Thought About Dropping Out

Yes (n=159)

41

25.8

20

12.6

22

13.8

24

15.1

9

5.7

5

3.1

20

12.6

No (n=1,837)

104

5.7

66

3.6

47

2.6

53

2.9

12

0.7

7

0.4

92

5.0

missing cases=5

Attitude About School

Negative (n=267)

49

18.4

23

8.6

31

11.6

32

12.0

8

3.0

7

2.6

28

10.5

Neutral (n=1,596)

94

5.9

64

4.0

37

2.3

45

2.8

13

0.8

5

0.3

81

5.1

Positive (n=138)

3

2.2

0

0.0

1

0.7

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

3

2.2

1  

Examples of "Other" weapons include legal knives, slingshots, and sharp objects.

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

**

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

Club or Bat

Pellet Gun

Weapons

1

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

TABLE A-35

RESPONDENTS REPORTING HAVING VARIOUS TYPES OF WEAPONS

AT SCHOOL WITHIN THE PAST YEAR BY SCHOOL-RELATED FACTORS

Type of Weapon



***

***

*

***

***

***

***

Handgun

***

Other



School-Related

Illegal Knife

Weapon

Replica

Homemade

Factor

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

***
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Commercial/Entertainment

Activities

Low (n=286)

8

2.8

6

2.1

6

2.1

6

2.1

4

1.4

0

0.0

18

6.3

Moderate (n=1,489)

109

7.3

64

4.3

50

3.4

50

3.4

11

0.7

8

0.5

82

5.5

High (n=226)

29

12.8

17

7.5

13

5.8

21

9.3

6

2.7

4

1.8

12

5.3

Cultural/Educational

Activities

Low (n=327)

43

13.1

18

5.5

22

6.7

28

8.6

6

1.8

2

0.6

22

6.7

Moderate (n=1,221)

84

6.9

55

4.5

43

3.5

42

3.4

13

1.1

10

0.8

64

5.2

High (n=453)

19

4.2

14

3.1

4

0.9

7

1.5

2

0.4

0

0.0

26

5.7

Participation in Coached

Sports

Yes (n=1,301)

86

6.6

52

4.0

41

3.2

45

3.5

10

0.8

6

0.5

72

5.5

No (n=666)

54

8.1

35

5.3

26

3.9

28

4.2

8

1.2

6

0.9

38

5.7

missing cases=34

Participation in Supervised

Non-sports Activities

Yes (n=841)

54

6.4

32

3.8

23

2.7

23

2.7

3

0.4

2

0.2

41

4.9

No (n=1,111)

84

7.6

55

5.0

45

4.1

50

4.5

15

1.4

10

0.9

66

5.9

missing cases=49

Participation in Clubs

Yes (n=778)

45

5.8

26

3.3

23

3.0

21

2.7

0

0.0

1

0.1

48

6.2

No (n=1,183)

95

8.0

61

5.2

45

3.8

52

4.4

18

1.5

11

0.9

61

5.2

missing cases=40

1  

Examples of "Other" weapons include legal knives, slingshots, and sharp objects.

*** 

p

 < .001;  **

 p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

Other Weapons

1

Club or Bat

Pellet Gun

***

***

***



***

*



TABLE A-36

RESPONDENTS REPORTING HAVING VARIOUS TYPES OF WEAPONS

AT SCHOOL WITHIN THE PAST YEAR BY INVOLVEMENT IN LEISURE AND EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES

Type of Weapon



Handgun











Leisure/Extracurricular

Illegal Knife

*

***

Replica

Homemade

*

Activity

***

*

Weapon



*

*
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Conduct Disorder

Low (n=805)

13

1.6

9

1.1

4

0.5

5

0.6

0

0.0

1

0.1

20

2.5

Moderate (n=934)

65

7.0

39

4.2

24

2.6

27

2.9

4

0.4

3

0.3

54

5.8

High (n=262)

68

26.0

39

14.9

41

15.6

45

17.2

17

6.5

8

3.1

38

14.5

Hyperactivity Disorder

Low (n=969)

38

3.9

22

2.3

14

1.4

20

2.1

2

0.2

0

0.0

37

3.8

Moderate (n=766)

70

9.1

42

5.5

30

3.9

38

5.0

11

1.4

6

0.8

49

6.4

High (n=266)

38

14.3

23

8.6

25

9.4

19

7.1

8

3.0

6

2.3

26

9.8

Emotional Disorder

Low (n=950)

53

5.6

33

3.5

25

2.6

36

3.8

8

0.8

4

0.4

41

4.3

Moderate (n=793)

58

7.3

39

4.9

27

3.4

28

3.5

7

0.9

4

0.5

51

6.4

High (n=258)

35

13.6

15

5.8

17

6.6

13

5.0

6

2.3

4

1.6

20

7.8

Frequency of Petting

2

Never (n=823)

32

3.9

24

2.9

13

1.6

10

1.2

1

0.1

2

0.2

40

4.9

Once (n=103)

6

5.8

4

3.9

1

1.0

1

1.0

1

1.0

0

0.0

6

5.8

A Few Times (n=187)

16

8.6

10

5.3

8

4.3

5

2.7

0

0.0

1

0.5

10

5.3

Often (n=267)

46

17.2

19

7.1

24

9.0

28

10.5

10

3.7

5

1.9

25

9.4

missing cases=131

Frequency of Sexual

Intercourse

3

Never (n=1,124)

57

5.1

39

3.5

22

2.0

15

1.3

4

0.4

4

0.4

56

5.0

Once (n=44)

5

11.4

3

6.8

3

6.8

5

11.4

0

0.0

0

0.0

4

9.1

A Few Times (n=86)

13

15.1

5

5.8

9

10.5

10

11.6

3

3.5

2

2.3

14

16.3

Often (n=85)

23

27.1

8

9.4

11

12.9

13

15.3

5

5.9

2

2.4

7

8.2

missing cases=98

1  

Examples of "Other" weapons include legal knives, slingshots, and sharp objects.

2

  Item was not included in the Edmonton survey.  Total N=1,511.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Intrapersonal Factors excluding Edmonton.

3

  Item was not included in the Edmonton and Lethbridge Catholic school surveys.  Total N=1,437.  The percentages shown are based on numbers for Intrapersonal Factors

    excluding Edmonton and Lethbridge Catholic school respondents.

*** 

p

 < .001;  ** 

p

 < .01;  * 

p

 < .05  

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; Total N=2,001.

***

***

*

***

*

***

Other Weapons

1

Club or Bat

Pellet Gun

***

*

***

***

***

***

*

TABLE A-37

RESPONDENTS REPORTING HAVING VARIOUS TYPES OF WEAPONS

AT SCHOOL WITHIN THE PAST YEAR BY INTRAPERSONAL FACTORS

Type of Weapon



Handgun

***

***

***

***

***

***

***

Weapon

Homemade

***



Intrapersonal

Illegal Knife

Replica

***

Factor

***

***

***

***

**

*

***

***


[image: image40.wmf]Frequency of 

% of Respondents

Comment

Commenting

Comment

(n=402)

School counsellors (and other counsellors)

89         

22.1            

Kid's Help Phone

66         

16.4            

Peer Support

37         

9.2            

Teen Hotline, Teen Distress Line

25         

6.2            

Boys & Girls Club

22         

5.5            

Help phone lines - not specified

21         

5.2            

AADAC

20         

5.0            

Lethbridge: 5th On 5th

17         

4.2            

Know, but cannot recall names

17         

4.2            

School program

15         

3.7            

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey, Total N = 2,001.

TABLE A-38

MOST FREQUENT RESPONSES WHEN ASKED TO IDENTIFY

CLUBS, AGENCIES, OR SPECIAL PROGRAMS FOR TROUBLED YOUTH


[image: image41.wmf]Frequency of

% of Respondents

Comment

Commenting

Comment

(n=1,392)

The school is safe; things are fine

215             

15.4            

I don't know

215             

15.4            

Nothing can be done

158             

11.4            

More police officers

72             

5.2            

More severe punishment

66             

4.7            

Zero tolerance/Tougher YOA/Stricter laws and rules

58             

4.2            

Metal detectors

49             

3.5            

More SROs

45             

3.2            

More surveillance cameras

43             

3.1            

Less bullying/People get along/ Respect

34             

2.4            

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey; N=2,001.

MOST FREQUENT RESPONSES WHEN ASKED WHAT COULD BE DONE

TO MAKE THE SCHOOL SAFER

TABLE A-39


[image: image42.wmf]Frequency of

% of Respondents

Comment

Commenting

Comment

(n=1,329)

I don't know

246           

18.5            

It's safe/Things are fine

181           

13.6            

More patrols driving around

172           

12.9            

Nothing can be done

156           

11.7            

More police officers

145           

10.9            

Block Watch/More watches

69           

5.2            

Tougher YOA/Stricter laws and rules

53           

4.0            

Better street lighting

28           

2.1            

Stop the violence/Reduce crime

23           

1.7            

Curfews

20           

1.5            

Source of Data:  1999 Student Survey, N=2,001.

TABLE A-40

MOST FREQUENT RESPONSES WHEN ASKED WHAT COULD BE DONE TO

MAKE THE COMMUNITY SAFER








� See for example, Graham, J. and Bowling, B. (1995).  Young People and Crime.  London, England: Home Office.


� A review of the literature was conducted by the Canadian Research Institute for Law and the Family (CRILF) for a study of youth violence conducted in 1994/95.  See Smith, R.B., Bertrand, L.D., Arnold, B.A., & Hornick, J.P. (1995). A Study of the Level and Nature of Youth Crime and Violence in Calgary. Calgary, AB: Calgary Police Service.  As described in Chapter 2, the survey instrument developed in this research project  was largely informed by the earlier study.


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


� See for example, Tanner's discussion of the self-report methodology used in youth delinquency research (1996, pp. 47-53), Teenage Troubles - Youth and Deviance in Canada, Toronto, ON: Nelson Canada.


� In most cases, the school principal assisted with scheduling the surveys and notifying the participating students about the survey time and location.  In some cases, the principal designated another faculty member (guidance counsellor or vice-principal) to be the research contact.


� Calgary and Edmonton participants were also provided with a list of telephone numbers of various support and counselling agencies including the police.


� The actual total number of students completing a questionnaire was 2,009; however, eight questionnaires were determined to be not valid and were excluded from the data analysis.


� Calgary Public Board of Education, Calgary Roman Catholic Separate School District No. 1, Edmonton Public School Board, and Edmonton Catholic School Board.


� Using this stratification technique, strata sample sizes (from schools) were made proportional to the strata population sizes (provincial and city).  For a more technical discussion of this technique, see Kalton, G. (1983).  Introduction to Survey Sampling, p.19. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.  For each large city, an initial sample of 3,000 students (2,000 from public schools and 1,000 from Catholic schools) was targeted.  The percentage of students targeted for each grade level was based on population ratios by grade level for all Alberta public and Catholic school enrolments. 


� It should be noted that course-based sampling was used with 12 of the 41 participating schools from the larger cities.  Thus, 15.4% of the initial sample of 4,489 from the larger cities was nonrandom.


� Questions on ethnic/racial identity were not included in the Edmonton survey.


� Smith, Ronald B., Bertrand, L.D., Arnold, B., & Hornick, J.P. (1995).  A Study of the Level and Nature of Youth Crime and Violence in Calgary.  Calgary, AB:  Calgary Police Service.


� Two Advisory Groups were formed to advise on various aspects of the study and survey.  Both of the Calgary and Edmonton Advisory Groups included members representing the school systems, the police, and health agencies.


� In order to stay within the time allotted for completion of the questionnaires, it was necessary to use a shorter version of the original personality/behaviour scale.  Items on somatization were dropped from the original list.


� Two items on suicidal ideation were not included in the Edmonton survey.


� These questions were not included in the Edmonton survey.


� The following three items were not included in the Edmonton survey:  sexually exposed themselves to the respondent, sexually touched respondent against respondent's will, and offensive comment of a sexual nature.


� This question was not included in the Edmonton survey.  The item on sexual intercourse was not included in the Lethbridge Catholic survey.


� The following two items were not included in the Edmonton survey: touched someone against their will in a sexual way, and offensive comment of a sexual nature.


� See Appendix A, Tables A-1 and A-2.


� See Appendix A, Table A-3.


� See Appendix A, Tables A-4 and A-5.


� See Appendix A, Table A-6.


� The Edmonton survey did not include the following items describing sex-related activity:  someone sexually exposed themselves to the respondent; someone sexually touched the respondent against their will; and someone said something sexual that was offensive to the respondent.  Calculation of whether any kind of victimization occurred was estimated in order to account for this exclusion.


� Note that the prevalence rates reflect respondent's self-reports.  Incidents may or may not have been officially or formally reported.


� In some cases the description of a specific event may include acts related to other types of incidents that the respondent was asked about.  The respondent may or may not have reported on the same incident more than once.  For example, for respondents who indicated they had something taken from them with force or the threat of force, a number of comments also described that the respondent was threatened with a variety of things including being threatened with physical harm, being beaten up, and/or being punched or kicked. 





� Most of the respondents did not specify the kind of knife used.  Specified knives include: butcher knife, switchblades/folding knife, butterfly knife, pocket knife, and Swiss Army knife.


� See Appendix A, Table A-7.


� See Appendix A, Table A-8.


� See Appendix A, Table A-9.


� See Appendix A, Table A-10.


� See Appendix A, Table A-11.


� See Appendix A, Table A-12.


� The Edmonton Survey did not include the following items describing sex-related activity:  someone sexually exposed themselves to the respondents; someone sexually touched the respondent against their will; and, someone said something sexual that was offensive to the respondent.  Calculation of whether any kind of victimization occurred was estimated to account for this exclusion.


� Note that the prevalence rates reflect respondent's self-reports.  Incidents may or may not have been officially or formally reported.


� See Appendix A, Table A-13.


� See Appendix A, Table A-14.


� See Appendix A, Table A-15.


� See Appendix A, Table A-16.


� See Appendix A, Table A-17.


� See Appendix A, Table A-18.


� See Appendix A, Table A-19.


� See Appendix A, Tables A-20 and A-21.


� See Appendix A, Tables A-22 and A-23.


� See Appendix A, Tables A-24 and A-25.


� See Appendix A, Tables A-26 and A-27.


� See Appendix A, Tables A-28 and A-29.


� See Appendix A, Tables A-30 and A-31.


� See Appendix A, Table A-32.


� See Appendix A, Table A-33.


� See Appendix A, Table A-34.


� See Appendix A, Table A-35.


� See Appendix A, Table A-36.


� See Appendix A, Table A-37.


� See Appendix A, Table A-38.


� See Appendix A, Table A-39.


� See Appendix A, Table A-40.


� Smith, R. B., Bertrand, L.D., Arnold, B.A., & Hornick, J.P. (1995).  A Study of the Level and Nature of Youth Crime and Violence in Calgary.  Calgary, AB: Calgary Police Service.


� Smith, R. B., Bertrand, L.D., Arnold, B.A., & Hornick, J.P. (1995).  A Study of the Level and Nature of Youth Crime and Violence in Calgary.  Calgary, AB: Calgary Police Service.
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