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National Crime Prevention Strategy’s Mandate
The National Crime Prevention Centre's mission is to:
provide national leadership on effective and cost-efficient ways to both prevent and
reduce crime by addressing known risk factors in high-risk populations and places.

The National Crime Prevention Strategy (NCPS) provides leadership in developing the Canadianmade knowledge base of what is effective in reducing and preventing crime. In doing so, the
National Crime Prevention Centre (NCPC) supports the implementation and evaluation of
model and promising programs to determine their effectiveness in achieving positive outcomes,
particularly with regards to the prevention of offending behaviour among the populations most
at-risk of delinquency. This knowledge is made available to communities, other levels of
government, and crime prevention stakeholders to inform decisions regarding how to invest
limited crime prevention resources.
However, given finite resources and diverse priorities, there is a need to strategically allocate
NCPS funds. To that end, the NCPC must strike a balance between (a) focusing efforts on
areas/communities that have pressing, demonstrable crime prevention needs; (b) addressing
knowledge gaps in the repertoire of effective, evidence-based prevention/intervention
programs, (c) supporting the public safety initiatives of federal and provincial/territorial
governments, and (d) considering issues of program sustainability and/or capacity of
organizations to deliver and maintain programs for the target population.
With this in mind, the NCPC has identified key issues for the 2012 Crime Prevention Action Fund
(CPAF) call for proposals:
•
•
•

Preventing violence among youth aged 12 to 17 years;
Preventing Aboriginal youth delinquency in urban centres; and
Preventing school-based bullying.

The following sections provide an in-depth look at these thematic areas, and examine the
context and rationale for why they have been identified as priorities for the National Crime
Prevention Strategy.
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1. Preventing violence among youth aged 12 to 17 years
1.1

Background

1.1.1 Definition
According to the World Health Organization (2002), youth violence is defined as,
the intentional use of physical force or power, threatened or actual, exerted by or against
children, adolescents or young adults, ages 10–29, which results in or has a high likelihood
of resulting in injury, death, psychological harm, maldevelopment, or deprivation. 1
In Canada, the Public Health Agency of Canada (2005) defines youth violence as:
any intentional physical, sexual or psychological assault on another person (or persons) by
one or more young people aged 12 to 19 years of age. 2
For the purposes of the CPAF call for proposals, the NCPC will retain the followng definition:
any intentional physical, sexual or psychological assault on another person (or persons)
meant to cause injury, committed by, or against, young people aged 12 to 17 years of age.
1.1.2 Context
(a) Canadian statistics
Police-reported rates of offending tend to be higher among youth and young adults, typically
peaking at the age of 18 years. There is a negative relationship between age and crime, such
that as age increases, crime rates decrease. 3
The volume and severity of youth violent crime has declined slightly over the past decade (from
2001 to 2011), despite increases in the rates of youth accused of homicide or hate crime. For
example, from 2001-2011, there has been a decrease (12%) in the youth violent crime rate
(from 1,984 to 1,756 per 100,000). Over the same period, there has been a small decrease (3%)
in the severity of youth violent crime, from a Youth Violent Crime Severity Index (CSI) of 91.4 in
2001 to 88.6 in 2011. 4 The greatest volume of, and the most severe, youth violent crimes tend
to occur in the Northern territories, and the Prairie provinces of Manitoba and Saskatchewan.5
In general, youth tend to commit non-violent crime. Of the 135,647 youth accused of a crime in
2011, 30% (42,799) were accused of a violent crime. This represents approximately 1.8% of the
total youth population aged 12 to 17 years. 6, 7 In 2010-11, only 27% (14,084) of all youth court
cases (total: 52,904) were violent offences. Since 2000-01, the number of youth court cases
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involving violent offences/crimes against the person has decreased by 19%. 8, 9
(b) Characteristics of youth violent crime
Police-reported violent crimes committed by youth is more likely to occur in or around private
residences (34%), outdoor public spaces (25%), and schools (23%). 10
Youth tend to commit violent offences (e.g., physical assault, sexual assault, and robbery) with
slightly greater frequency on weekdays (15-17%) than on weekends (10-12%). On weekdays,
the peak time for violent youth crime to occur was between the hours of 3 p.m. to 6 p.m.
(24%), followed by noon and 3 p.m. (21%). On weekends, however, violent police-reported
youth crime tended to transpire somewhat later in the day, typically in the evening from 6 p.m.
to 9 p.m. (19%) and from 9 p.m. to midnight (19%). 11
Youths tend to victimize young people of about the same age who are known to them. In 2008,
about 6 in 10 victims of a youth crime were children or youth under the age of 18.12
Additionally, physical assaults of teens were most often perpetrated by their peers (44% for 12
to 14 year olds, 43% for 15 to 17 year olds). 13
Assaults against children and youth under 18 typically do not involve the use of a weapon.
When injuries were sustained, they were most often the result of physical force (47%) rather
than a weapon (15%). 14 In 2006, around 5% of all Criminal Code violations committed by youth
involved a weapon, most commonly a knife. 15
More recent statistics have found that youth accused of committing a violent offence are more
likely than adults to use a firearm. In 2010, police reported 1,013 youth accused of a firearmrelated violent offence, accounting for 2.4% of all youth accused of violence. This was higher
than the proportion of adults who had committed a violent firearm offence (1.6%). 16
The number of youth accused of a firearm-related violent crime has generally increased
between 2001 and 2007, except for a decrease of 15% in 2004. Between 2007 and 2010, the
number has decreased by 32%. The rates during this period have shown similar trends with a
decrease of 29% between 2007 and 2010. The overall firearm-related violent crime rates for
youth were driven primarily by robberies, which comprised just over half of all violent crimes
committed with a firearm by youth.17
1.1.3 Rationale
Given that most of youth crime is non-violent, why should there be a focus on youth violence?
First, chronic violent offending, although relatively rare (approximately 14% of the population
of male delinquents, and 2% of the population of female delinquents18), is associated with longterm offending trajectories.
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Most chronic offenders do not commit violent acts, although a substantial proportion of violent
delinquents are also chronic offenders. For example, samples of youth from United States (U.S.)
have revealed that approximately 29-36% of chronic offenders are also violent offenders, but
an estimated 45-53% of violent offenders are chronic offenders. Further, the majority of
chronic and violent offenders are also involved in serious albeit nonviolent offending.19, 20
Among youth classified as violent delinquents, 53% progress to adult offending. This proportion
increases to 63% for violent and frequent youth offenders.21 Thus, a way to reduce future
chronic violence and criminality is to invest in targeted programs designed to reduce and
prevent violent offending behaviour in the first place.
Second, these violent, chronic offenders impose long term consequences to society in terms of
future offending patterns, as well as short and long term financial and social costs related to
victimization, health care costs, criminal justice expenditures, loss of earnings due to
incarceration, fear of crime and so on.
According to the World Health Organization (2002), youth violence has serious negative
impacts on individuals, families, communities and societies:
Homicide and non-fatal assaults involving young people contribute greatly to the global
burden of premature death, injury and disability. Youth violence deeply harms not only its
victims, but also their families, friends and communities. Its effects are seen not only in
death, illness and disability, but also in terms of the quality of life. Violence involving young
people adds greatly to the costs of health and welfare services, reduces productivity,
decreases the value of property, disrupts a range of essential services and generally
undermines the fabric of society. 22
These impacts, which may manifest in the form of physical, psychological, social or economic
costs, have the potential to unfold throughout the lifetime. In the United States, for example,
the Centre for Disease Control and Prevention (2008) estimates that the cost of youth violence
exceeds $158 billion each year.23

1.2

Risk factors for youth violence

Researchers 24, 25, 26 in the area of developmental criminology have identified a number of risk
factors that predict future violent behaviour in youth. Typically, these factors 27 are organized
into five categories - individual, family, school, peers, and community/neighbourhood, for
example:
(a) Individual factors
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An example of an individual risk factor for violence is early aggressive/violent behaviour. Boys
between the ages of 6 and 13 years who engage in aggressive behaviour are more likely to
commit violent acts as adolescents and adults. In fact, young male offenders whose first
offence involves violence will participate in more violent offences throughout adolescence and
adulthood than non-violent young offenders. 28 Other individual risk factors include:
hyperactivity, difficulty concentrating, risk-taking behaviour and general antisocial behaviour
(e.g, substance abuse). Antisocial attitudes (e.g., pro-violence, pro-aggression, hostility towards
authority) also predict later violence in young males.
One of the major predictors of serious and violent offender careers in the adolescent and young
adult years is the age of onset of delinquency. Offenders who begin their delinquency at a very
early age (age 10 and under) have criminal careers of greater duration, that also extend further
into their lifecourse. These individuals will commit more offences and have higher individual
offending rates, and their offences will tend to be more serious and more violent than those of
late onset offenders. 29
(b) Family factors
Children whose parents have been arrested are more likely to commit violent crimes.
Additionally, parents who model physically aggressive, and generally antisocial, behaviour
promote the use of violence as an appropriate problem solving strategy. Children who have
been physically abused and/or neglected are more likely than others to commit violent crimes
in adolescence and adulthood.
Similarly, children of parents who employ coercive or hostile parenting strategies are more
likely to be physically aggressive in childhood and maintain this pattern of behaviour
throughout their lives. Furthermore, lack of parental supervision, inconsistent discipline and
extreme punitiveness all predict future convictions for violent crimes against others. Chronic
exposure to family conflict and/or domestic violence increases the chance that children will be
violent themselves later in life, with family dysfunction being one of the most significant
predictors of future violence. 30
(c) School factors
In the school environment, low levels of achievement predict general delinquency in youth as
well as later involvement in violence for boys. Moreover, children who exhibit early behavioural
problems are disruptive in classroom settings and are typically rejected by their peers making it
more likely they will associate with other antisocial children who have also been rejected. Low
commitment to school and lack of educational goals also puts children at increased risk of
violence. Youth with poor school attendance who eventually drop out of school are at increased
risk of engaging in violent acts as adults.31

Funding priorities under the National Crime Prevention Strategy – 2012

6

(d) Peer factors
Socializing with other youth who engage in delinquent behaviour increases one’s risk of
becoming involved in violent crime. Likewise, belonging to a gang contributes to violent crime
even more than delinquent peers, because gang-related operations (i.e. initiation, robbery,
territory enforcement) often involve the commission of violent crimes32.
(e) Community/neighbourhood factors
Children who are chronically exposed to community violence, particularly involving firearms,
are at higher risk of engaging in violent acts themselves. Chronic exposure to violence is
associated with symptoms of depression and anxiety as well as the perpetration of violence.
The presence of crime, drugs, guns, and gangs in the community also predicts greater
involvement in violent crime; as does other community members’ involvement in violent
crime. 33 Last, but not least, neighbourhood disadvantage (e.g., high rates of poverty,
unemployment) is also associated with an increased likelihood of youth violence. 34
The risk factors associated with violence are similar to those factors related to general
antisocial behaviour, and in fact, there is much overlap in risk factors between violent
delinquency and general delinquency. This comes as no surprise, considering that violent
behaviour is itself considered antisocial.
Once a young person is identified as presenting certain risk factors, it is important to intervene
as early as possible in order to prevent the young person from embarking on a serious, longterm, criminal career. Given that the risk of committing a physically violent crime is highest
from mid-adolescence to early adulthood, and that adult violent crimes are generally linked to a
history of youth violence, reducing youth violence would also reduce the incidence of adult
violence. 35
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2. Preventing Aboriginal youth delinquency in urban centres
2.1

Background

2.1.1 Definition
The NCPC will define preventing Aboriginal youth delinquency in urban population centres as,
preventing children and youth, ages 6 to 17, who live in medium and large population
centres 36 (with populations of over 30,000) from committing antisocial, deviant, and/or
criminal acts.
2.1.2 Context
(a) The Aboriginal population in Canada
In Canada, the number of people who self-identify as Aboriginal is growing. Between 1996 and
2006, this population saw an overall increase of 45%, a rate almost six times faster than the 8%
increase in the non-Aboriginal population. 37 This growth is especially apparent in urban areas
where there is an increasing number of Aboriginal people migrating to cities.
According to Statistics Canada, almost 28% of Aboriginal people live in 10 of the nation’s largest
cities and the growth has more than doubled in most of these cities, and in some cases has
tripled. 38
As of 2006, half of the Aboriginal population in Canada lived in urban centres39 (including large
cities or census metropolitan areas and smaller urban centres), up from 47% in 1996. In turn,
the proportion of the Aboriginal population that lives on-reserve or in rural (off-reserve)
locations has declined.40
In some western cities, including Winnipeg, Regina, Saskatoon and Edmonton, Aboriginal
people make up a substantial portion of the population (between 5% and 10%). And in cities
where Aboriginal populations are smaller, such as in Toronto and Montreal, their numbers have
increased by 30% and 60%, respectively, between 2001 and 2006. 41
The Aboriginal population in Canada is younger than the non-Aboriginal population. Half (48%)
of Aboriginal people in Canada are children and young people under 24 years of age, a much
higher proportion than the 31% of the non-Aboriginal population. This proportion is particularly
high in Regina and Saskatoon, which have more than half (56% and 55% respectively) of their
Aboriginal populations aged 24 or younger.42
Furthermore, urban Aboriginal youth are the fastest growing segment of the Aboriginal
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population in Canada. By 2026, the number of 15–19 year old Aboriginal youth is projected to
be 37% larger than in 2001, compared to 6% for the same age group in the general
population.43
(b) Characteristics of Aboriginal youth offending
Within the delinquent population, the proportion of chronic offenders is higher for Aboriginal
(19%) offenders as compared to Non-Aboriginal offenders (12%). However, Aboriginal young
offenders may embark on serious and persistent criminal careers slightly earlier than their nonAboriginal counterparts. 44
Aboriginal youth continue to be highly overrepresented in youth corrections. Although
representing only 6% of Canada’s youth population, Aboriginal youth accounted for 25% of
youth admitted to remand, 33% admitted to sentenced custody, and 21% admitted to
probation in 2007-08. The increase in the overall rate of admission to remand in Canada
between 2004-2005 and 2007-208 from 23% to 25% is largely explained by increase in remand,
among Aboriginals in Manitoba and. Among admissions to sentenced custody, the greatest
increases in the representation of Aboriginal youth were in New Brunswick (from 6% to 11%),
Ontario (from 10% to 14%) and Manitoba (from 80% to 84%). 45
Currently, there are no existing nation-wide studies in Canada that have explicitly explored the
link between urban Aboriginal populations and crime. However, there is some expectation that
increasing numbers of Aboriginal youth are moving to cities, which, when compounded with
marginalization, may lead to disproportionately high rates of offending and victimization in
those regions.
2.1.3 Rationale
Compared to their non-Aboriginal counterparts, Aboriginal youth are often faced with
situations of extreme marginality and vulnerability due to poverty, homelessness and
intergenerational impacts of residential schooling, effects of placement in foster care, and
substance abuse.46 These factors may increase the risk that those youth engage in deviant and
antisocial acts.
The reality is that the pressing needs of Aboriginal people in urban areas are in part associated
with the growing numbers and the make-up of the population (young population), which have
led to urgent demands from Aboriginal people for new frameworks of governance and calls for
negotiations about new structures, programs, projects and policies.47
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2.2

Risk factors for Aboriginal youth delinquency

Over the years, studies have indicated that Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal youth share many of
the same risk factors for delinquency. 48 However, there is a subset of risk factors which may be
more predictive of Aboriginal youth delinquency:
(a) Individual factors
Offending patterns in Aboriginal youth offenders may be particularly affected by substance
abuse problems, with Aboriginal juvenile probationers who experience major problems in
terms of their consumption of alcohol/drugs being more likely to be chronic offenders.49
Furthermore, the presence of Fetal Alcohol Spectrum Disorder (FASD) in the Aboriginal
population appears to increase the likelihood of criminal involvement.50
(b) Family factors
Among Aboriginal youth who were in custody in Canada, high incarceration rates appear to be
related to a series of interrelated factors, such as high rates of poverty, substance abuse, and
victimization, which in turn leads to family breakdowns. 51
Furthermore, an examination of Native/Métis youth offenders in Calgary reveals that often,
families are negative sources of socialization due to greater incidences of family breakdown,
abuse, and familial criminality. Given this volatility, Native/Métis youth experience a
breakdown in socialization in other areas of life (e.g., school) and are less likely to be
susceptible to the external constraints of social rules and norms. With a lack of pro-social bonds
and external constraints, Native/Métis youth may be more likely to be drawn to negative
sources of socialization, such as gangs and negative peers, and more likely to be involved in
criminal activity. 52
Moreover, research specific to urban Aboriginal populations demonstrates that exposure to
family violence as a child can lead to increased associations with the criminal justice system in
later juvenile or adult life 53. In general, this research has shown that individuals who
experienced exposure to factors such as childhood disadvantage, child abuse, contact with
parental drinking and/or violence, often lead adult lives disproportionately affected by many
similar problems, including victimization and involvement in the criminal justice system. 54, 55
(c) School factors
Poor educational attainment may also be a possible risk factor for deviant and antisocial activity
among Aboriginal youth offenders. A recent Calgary study found that Native/Métis youth had
poor school attendance, struggled with behavioural issues, and were more likely to be
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suspended and use a weapon at school. They also had the highest incidence of being bullied in
school. 56
(d) Peer factors
Negative peer associations are more predictive of a chronic-high offending trajectory for
Aboriginal juvenile probationers compared to their non-Aboriginal counterparts. 57 In addition,
the peer support, interaction, status, and protection that gangs provide make gang involvement
an attractive option for Aboriginal youth who are struggling with self-identity and are having
difficulty connecting with their Aboriginal culture. 58
(e) Community/neighbourhood factors
The fact that Aboriginal people are more disadvantaged and disproportionately concentrated in
high-crime areas (such as inner cores of central metropolitan areas) may mean that they are
more likely to engage in deviant activities, for both demographic and socioeconomic reasons.
Even Aboriginal communities close to, or on the border of, urban centres do not generate as
much Aboriginal crime as these inner city areas. 59 In inner cities, Aboriginal people are
generally not connected to their families, culture and communities, live in disadvantaged
conditions, are poor, and have low skill and education levels.
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3. Preventing school-based bullying
3.1

Background

3.1.1 Definition
Bullying is a form of school violence and is defined as,
acts of intentional harm, repeated over-time, in a relationship where an imbalance of power
exists. 60
Bullying can include physical (e.g., punching, kicking), verbal/written (e.g., threats, name calling)
and psychological/social (e.g., intimidation, exclusion) aggression, as well as sexual, racial
and/or cultural harassment. It is also important to note that bullying behaviours may be
expressed through different means (e.g., cyber-bullying), and can range from mild to severe. 61
3.1.2 Context
Bullying in Canada has become a growing concern and an important issue for many
jurisdictions. This, in part, is due to a number of high profile cases of teen suicides, where
bullying was considered a contributing factor.
Estimates of the prevalence of bullying at Canadian schools vary anywhere from 6 to 30%, and
the frequency of bullying incidents vary as well. 62, 63, 64 Approximately one in seven boys
between the ages of 4 and 11 (14%) bully others, whereas girl bullies in the same age group are
about one in 11 (9%). 65 In comparison to boys, adolescent girls tend to engage in indirect, social
or relational aggression 66 (e.g., gossiping, slandering name calling) rather than physical
aggression. 67
In Canada, data from the 2010 Health Behaviour in School-Aged Children (HBSC) indicates that
the proportion of students who report engaging in bullying behaviour has declined very slightly,
from 15% in 2002 to 12% in 2010. However, over the same period, the number of bully-victims
(youth who both bullied others and were victimized) remained relatively constant at
approximately 40%. 68 In 2011, among a sample of 9,288 students in grades 7-12 in Ontario,
29% reported being bullied at school, while 21% admitted to bullying other students.69
Recently, two provinces have implemented bullying strategies (British Columbia and
Saskatchewan), while other jurisdictions have enacted anti-bullying legislation for schools
(Ontario, Quebec, Manitoba and Nova Scotia) or are in the process of examining bullyingrelated bills (Alberta, Prince-Edward-Island and Northwest Territories). Although provinces and
territories have a key role to play to implement measures that would address bullying, this
issue has elicited discussions on the potential role of the federal government in this domain.
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Although a number of bullying programs are being implemented in schools across Canada, very
few have been rigorously evaluated. This speaks to the reality that there is currently a lack of
knowledge of what works in reducing/preventing bullying in Canada. Schools, however, cannot
be expected to address this social problem alone. In efforts to reduce bullying, schools need the
supportive attitudes and responses of all systems in which children live: at home, in sports and
extracurricular activities, in recreation centres, in the neighbourhood and in the larger society,
including the media.
3.1.3 Rationale
Children and adolescents who bully are more likely to also be involved in delinquent behaviour.
For example, self-report delinquency studies reveal that compared to boys who never or
infrequently bully, boys who engage in frequent bullying are eight times more likely to report
delinquent behaviour (5% vs. 40% respectively). A similar trend is evident for girls, with those
who bully frequently being 10 times more likely to report being involved in delinquent acts. 70
Children who bully may also later engage in sexual harassment behaviours, become involved in
gang-related behaviours, abuse substances, carry weapons, engage in date violence or family
abuse (marital, child, elder). 71, 72, 73, 74 75 Thus, bullying behaviour may be an indicator of a
general violent and aggressive behaviour pattern, and so, efforts to prevent bullying have the
potential to decrease violence among adolescents in the community as well. 76
Longitudinal research indicates that bullying behaviour during childhood is closely associated
with antisocial behaviour in adolescence and adulthood, and predictive of criminal violence,
and contact with police and courts at later ages. 77, 78, 79, 80, 81 Bullies are 37% more likely to
commit offences as adults, 82 and even up to 11 years after being a bully, the probability of
offending is much higher for school bullies than for non-involved students. 83
Other research has revealed that even after controlling for childhood risk factors, bullying at
age 14 is a predictor of violent convictions between ages 15 and 20, self-reported violence at
ages 15 to 18, low job status at age 18, drug use at ages 27 to 32, and an unsuccessful life at age
48. 84 In Canada, bullies are twice as likely to receive a criminal conviction than non-bullies, even
when adjusted for age, gender and other risk factors. 85
Thus, the prevention of bullying behaviour in children and youth is an important factor for
reducing the likelihood of future delinquent and criminal activity.
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3.2

Risk factors for school-based bullying

The literature on risk factors for bullying is rather sparse, and there are few empirically
determined risk factors for school bullying that have been demonstrated consistently. 86
However, the research thus far, in addition to the established relationship between bullying
and later delinquency, suggest that many of the risk factors associated with antisocial and
delinquent acts also apply to bullying behaviours. Some risk factors that have been investigated
thus far include:
(a) Individual factors
Children who bully tend to have aggressive personalities and have developed antisocial
attitudes that are tolerant of aggression.87 They also tend to engage in proactive aggression
from an early age. 88 Low self-control and attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) are
also associated with bullying behaviour, as are higher levels of callous-unemotional traits and
conduct problems.89, 90 Among the range of individual risk factors, impulsivity and low
(affective) empathy appear to be the most associated with bullying. 91
(b) Family factors
Children whose parents provide little emotional support and supervision, and/or who have
scarce involvement in their lives, are at greater risk for engaging in bullying behaviour. An
extremely permissive or excessively harsh disciplinary approach can also increase the risk of
bullying.92 In addition, low parental socio-economic status is linked with bullying. 93
Bullying is especially prevalent among children who have experienced maltreatment by
caregivers, particularly physical or sexual abuse. 94 Witnessing domestic violence by the age of 5
year is also associated with bullying behaviour.95 Lastly, a history of family involvement with
Child Protective Services has been linked to bullying behaviour in girls, but not boys. 96
(c) School factors
Youth who feel disconnected from their academic institutions are more likely to engage in
antisocial behaviour such as bullying and peer aggression. Research has also found that
students who attend schools with high rates of conflict, and who perceive a lack of social
support and nurturing from teachers, faculty, administration, and other students are more
likely to be bullies. 97
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(d) Peer factors
Negative peer-related variables, such as having peers who are delinquent or gang-involved, are
risk factors for bullying behaviour. Children whose friends participated in aggressive behaviour
were more likely to engage in bullying behaviour. 98 Bullies are also strongly disliked by their
peers, although not marginalized. 99
(e) Community/neighbourhood factors
Children who report having access to guns and who have neighbourhood safety concerns are
more likely to be bullies. This may be as a result to being exposed to criminal elements (e.g.,
gang shootings) or other acts of antisociality or aggression. 100
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