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ABSTRACT 

The 2006 Trinidad and Tobago Youth Survey was administered between March 

and June 2006.  The survey contained questions that measured 16 risk factors, 13 

protective factors, and involvement in delinquency, drug use, and other youth focused 

concerns. Students enrolled in forms three and five were targeted for the sample 

population.  Surveys were collected from 22 schools in five districts.  A total of 2,376 

respondents agreed to participate in the study, for a response rate of 36% of eligible 

students. The Trinidad and Tobago Youth Survey measured risk and protective factors in 

four domains: community, school, family, and peer/individual. This thesis focuses on a 

broad range of issues concerning crime, drugs, and other anti-social behavior among 

youth for the purpose of informing prevention, intervention, and suppression 

programming. The findings indicated that there is much room for improvement for 

reducing risk factors related to communities, schools, families, and individuals and their 

peers in Trinidad and Tobago. 
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Introduction 

This thesis provides findings from the 2006 Trinidad and Tobago Youth Survey 

(TTYS).  The TTYS was modeled after the Communities that Care survey, a survey 

instrument that had been previously tested for reliability and validity, had been used in a 

number of international research settings, and could be used to explain, predict, and 

respond to problem behaviors among youth. The Communities that Care survey is based 

on the risk-and-protective-factor model. The risk-and-protective-factor model was 

founded upon the principle that specific factors are associated with an increased and 

decreased likelihood that an individual will be involved in delinquency or other problem 

behavior. Risk and protective factors are measured in four domains: community, school, 

family, and peer and individual. 

The purpose of this thesis is, for the first time ever in Trinidad and Tobago, to 

apply the risk-and-protective-factor model in order to understand problems faced by 

school aged youth in Trinidad and Tobago. This thesis will assess the levels of risk and 

protection in the four domains among the youth of Trinidad and Tobago. It will also 

analyze self-reported levels of drug use, gang membership, school violence, and 

gambling. This analyze will provide the basis for major policy recommendations aimed at 

reducing risk and enhancing protection among the youth in Trinidad and Tobago.  

A version of this thesis was submitted to the government in Trinidad and Tobago 

in order to help guide policymakers in that country. Additionally, these data will be used 

in subsequent papers, focusing on crime, drugs, and other anti-social behavior among 

youth to gain a more comprehensive view of these issues for the purpose of developing 

prevention, intervention, and suppression programs. 



 

Review of Literature 

One approach to explaining, predicting, and dealing with problem behaviors 

among youth is to use a risk-and-protective-factor approach. Risk factors are 

characteristics or variables that, when present, make it more likely that one person will 

develop a disorder than another person chosen at random (Mrazek & Haggerty, 1994). 

Protective factors, on the other hand, are factors that reduce the likelihood of problem 

behavior. These factors can either directly eliminate the risk or simply moderate the 

effect of the risk (Arthur et al., 2002).  

The risk and protective model is similar to other epidemiological approaches that 

examine patterns of vulnerability and susceptibility due to increased presence of risk and 

the absence of certain protections (Mrazek & Haggerty, 1994). The risk and protective 

model approach has been routinely used in the medical field for understanding and 

controlling heart disease, cancer, and mental illness (Newcomb, Maddahian & Bentler, 

1986).  The model has important policy implications in that the approach seeks to prevent 

problem behaviors “by eliminating, reducing, or mitigating its precursors” (Hawkins, 

Catalano & Miller, 1992: 65). 

Risk and protective factors are categorized into four domains: community, school, 

family, and peer and individual. Within each of these domains there are factors that can 

put one at risk or provide protection from problem behaviors such as, substance use, 

delinquency, violence, and academic failure (See Appendix A for a thorough description 

of the relationship between risk and protective factors and problem behavior outcomes).  

This thesis examines risk and protective factors and levels of drug use and 

delinquency among youth in Trinidad and Tobago. However, before reviewing the  
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findings this section will review the prior literature on risk and protective factors and 

associated outcomes and describe the methods used in this study. In particular, the 

section below reviews the development and validity of the risk-and-protective-factor 

measures, reviews the literature on risk and protective factors in the youth populations in 

the United States, and examines prior research that used risk and protective factors to 

understand outcomes across nations, including the Caribbean. 

Development and Validity of Risk and Protective Factors 

 The survey most widely used to measure risk and protective factors in adolescents 

is the Communities That Care Youth Survey. This survey was developed through a multi-

state study funded by the Center for Substance Abuse Prevention (CSAP) (Arthur et al., 

2002). The survey was designed with three objectives in mind: 

1) To assess a broad set of risk and protective factors identified by prospective 
longitudinal research across the domains of community, school, family, and peer 
and individual, as well as health and behavior outcomes such as substance use, 
violence, and delinquency; 
 
2) To be administered within a school setting during one class period 
(approximately 50 minutes); 
 
3) To be appropriate for adolescents ranging in age from 11 to 18 to allow 
assessment of levels of risk and protective factor exposure at different ages during 
adolescence (Arthur et al., 2002: 577). 
 

The survey is designed to provide information on risk and protective factors, substance 

use, and other antisocial behaviors among youth for the purpose of designing and 

implementing effective interventions (Arthur et al., 2007).  

After initial testing, the risk and protective factor measures were refined so they 

could be more easily interpreted by policymakers (Arthur et al., 2007). Specifically, a  
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system was developed so respondents could be categorized as either being at low risk or 

high risk for a particular measure, rather than reporting a scale score for each measure, 

which is the traditional approach favored by academics.1 

 The validity of the risk and protective factor measures has been confirmed by a 

number of studies (Hawkins, Catalano & Miller, 1992; Glaser et al., 2005; Arthur et al., 

2002). For example, data from a sample of 10,000 students in grades 6, 8, and 12 

suggested that there is a robust relationship between exposure to an increasing number of 

risk factors and the likelihood of problem behaviors (Arthur et al., 2002). All of the 

correlations between risk factors and problem behaviors were positive, and all of the 

correlations between protective factors and problem behaviors were negative. 

Additionally, Arthur et al. (2002) found that of the four domains, the risk factors in the 

peer-individual domain had the highest correlation with problem behavior. Glaser et al. 

(2005) reported that there was construct validity for both risk and protective factors and 

that the measures were equally reliable across race, gender, and ethnic groups. Research 

has also found that the risk and protective factors are capable of predicting adolescent 

drug use in different times and places (Hawkins, Catalano & Miller, 1992). These 

findings suggest that the risk and protective factor measures are both valid and reliable.  

                                                 
1 The cut point that was developed by Arthur et al. (2007) was median +/- .15* Mean Absolute Deviation 
(MAD). This decision was supported by odds ratios. This cut point equation achieved better specificity 
scores (the ability to classify those without the behavior) for risk factors than for protective factors, but 
sensitivity scores (the ability to classify those exhibiting the behavior) were strong for both risk and 
protective factors. 
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Prior Research on Risk and Protective Factors among American Youth 
 
 A substantial amount of research has been conducted on the relationship between 

risk and protective factors and problem behaviors among youth in the United States. By 

assessing some of the research that has been conducted in the United States, researchers 

have a roadmap for risk-and-protective-factor analysis in various contexts.  

 Research in the United States has reported that all but two of the risk and 

protective factors (transitions and mobility, and family conflict) were significantly 

associated with at least one substance use outcome. Additionally, this body of research 

has reported that a number of risk and protective factors (community norms favorable to 

drug use, perceived availability of drugs, parental attitudes favorable to drug use, 

attachment to fathers, and family opportunities for prosocial involvement) were 

significantly related to multiple-substance-use outcomes (Fagan, Van Horn, Hawkins & 

Miller, 2007). 

 Research conducted in the United States has also reported that as the number of 

risk factors increased, there was an increase in frequency of substance use. Even after a 

respondent accumulated six risk factors, his or her frequency of use of hard drugs 

continued to increase. The researchers reported that those with seven or more risk factors 

preferred harder drugs over softer drugs (Newcomb, Maddahian & Bentler, 1986). 

 More recently, studies have begun to examine whether levels of risk, protection, 

or substance use vary between communities. An analysis of 41 communities found 

significant community-level variation in levels of risk and protective factors and 

substance use. Communities vary, with some having greater risk for substance use and  
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some having much lower risk (Hawkins, Van Horn & Arthur, 2004). Another study on 

risk and protective factors and communities found that by aggregating community and 

family risk and protective factors youth substance abuse could be predicted two years 

later. Prediction was possible with the same group of students and with students from 

different groups; however, the prediction was stronger with the within-cohort analyses. 

These findings present an opportunity for researchers and practitioners to use risk and 

protective factors for the purposes of designing and implementing interventions that are 

community specific (Fagan, Van Horn, Hawkins & Miller, 2007). 

Cross-National Comparisons of Risk and Protective Factors 

Comparing risk and protective factors between countries demonstrates the utility 

of the risk and protective model not only in different social contexts, but also in different 

political atmospheres. Beyers et al. (2004) examined the differences in risk and protective 

factors between Australia, a country with harm-reduction policies, and the United States, 

a country with abstinence-focused policies. The authors reported that in the United States, 

individual factors related to social detachment (low school attachment, rebelliousness, 

favorable attitudes to antisocial behavior, poor social skills, and gang involvement) made 

the biggest contribution to adolescent substance use. In Australia, the strongest predictors 

of adolescent substance abuse were favorable youth and parent attitudes toward substance 

use, and tolerant community norms toward substance use (Beyers et al., 2004). The 

authors concluded that abstinence-focused policy seems to be associated with higher 

levels of illicit drug use and a stronger relationship between substance use and individual 

indicators of social detachment. On the other hand, harm-reduction policy is associated  
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with more cigarette and alcohol use. This is likely because of the social norms that are 

more tolerant of youth cigarette and alcohol use (Beyers et al., 2004).  

 In 1997, the World Health Organization administered the Caribbean Youth Health 

Survey. Of the 19 countries eligible, nine countries agreed to participate.2 A total of 

15,695 youth aged 10 to 18 years old participated in the survey (Blum & Ireland, 2004; 

Blum et al., 2003). Most of the research conducted on risk and protective factors in the 

Caribbean has been derived from data provided through the Caribbean Youth Health 

Survey.  

 Some of the research conducted in the Caribbean has focused on risk and 

protective factors and family. A Caribbean study by Blum et al. (2003) found that 

parental connectedness provided the strongest protection against violence for respondents 

16 years old or younger, and self-reported attendance at religious services was associated 

with lower rates of violence for all ages. Those who reported parental connectedness 

were also less likely to report involvement in or the experience of negative health 

outcomes (Blum et al., 2003). In both the Caribbean and the United States, Blum et al. 

(2003) reported that youth were at an increased risk for negative health outcomes when 

they had a family member who experienced suicidal thoughts or attempts. From their 

research the authors concluded that family can significantly impact youth behavior, either 

positively or negatively.  

Other research has examined risk and protective factors at the school level. 

Extensive research has been conducted that suggests that when young people are  

                                                 
2 The nine countries that participated were Antigua, Bahamas, Barbados, British Virgin Islands, Dominica, 
Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica, and St. Lucia 
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disenfranchised from school (i.e. skipping school) they have a higher risk of negative 

behavioral outcomes (Blum & Ireland, 2004). In both the Caribbean and the United 

States, school connectedness is associated with fewer instances of emotional distress, 

early sexual intercourse, and suicidal thoughts. School connectedness was the strongest 

protective factor for youth in the Caribbean, followed by family connectedness and self-

reported religious service attendance (Blum & Ireland, 2004). Additionally, among 

Caribbean youth, school connectedness was associated with a reduction in violence. 

Students who did not have school connectedness displayed high rates of violence 

compared to those who did have the protection of school connectedness. For males, the 

reduction in violence was from 68.1% to 39.9% when school connectedness was taken in 

to consideration. For females the reduction went from 71.9% to 11.6%. When all three 

protective factors were taken in to account (school connectedness, family connectedness, 

and religiosity), the rate of violence fell to 26.7% for males and 5.8% for females (Blum 

& Ireland, 2004).  

 This body of research has also identified differences between risk and protective 

factors and gender. Among Caribbean youth, there were significant relationships between 

all risk factors and gender. Males were more likely to engage in problem behaviors; 

however, the strength of the relationship between risk factors and problem behaviors was 

stronger for females (Ohene, Ireland, & Blum, 2005). Thus, females seem to be more 

responsive to the presence of risk and protective factors. When risk factors are present, 

females are more likely to participate in problem behaviors; when protective factors are  
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present, females are less likely than males to engage in problem behaviors (Ohene, 

Ireland, & Blum, 2005).  

Many of the protective factors that are associated with lower participation in 

problem behaviors seem to be the same in the Caribbean as they are in the United States. 

This is not surprising since many of these factors have to do with social bonds. Social 

bonds, either at home or at school, appear to be key protective factors. Research suggests 

that interventions or activities that strengthen social bonds will be more effective than 

risk reduction alone (Blum et al., 2003).  

Thus far, none of the risk and protective factor research conducted in the 

Caribbean has included Trinidad and Tobago, and furthermore there has been very little 

research conducted on youth in Trinidad and Tobago. A 1988 survey by Singh, Maharah, 

and Shipp (1991) sampled 1,603 youth in 30 schools. The authors collected data on self-

reported drug use. They found usage rates of 84% for alcohol, 35% for tobacco, 8% for 

marijuana, and 2% for cocaine. Students of East Indian origin reported alcohol use that 

was twice as high as those who were of African decent. However, Africans reported 

higher rates of marijuana use than East Indian students (Singh, Maharah, & Shipp, 1991). 

The authors concluded, “With the exception of the use of marijuana in Jamaica, 

secondary school students in Trinidad and Tobago are foremost among users of alcohol, 

tobacco, and cocaine in the Caribbean region – more than either Bermuda or the 

Bahamas” (Singh, Maharah, & Shipp, 1991; 440).  

 It has been shown that the validity of the risk and protective factor measures has 

been confirmed by a number of studies (Hawkins, Catalano & Miller, 1992; Glaser et al.,  
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2005; Arthur et al., 2002), and that the measures were equally reliable across race, 

gender, and ethnic groups (Glaser et al., 2005). Additionally, this body of research has  

reported that risk and protective factors reliably predict problem behavior across time, 

age, and place (Hawkins, Catalano & Miller, 1992; Hawkins, Van Horn & Arthur, 2004; 

Arthur et al., 2002). The risk and protective factor approach provides a reliable and valid 

framework to assess the target population in Trinidad and Tobago. This approach has 

never been attempted in Trinidad and Tobago. Moreover, updated research that will 

measure current drug- and alcohol-use rates, and which will identify risk and protective 

factors that can be used to design and implement targeted interventions is needed in 

Trinidad and Tobago. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Setting and Methodology 

This section describes the methodological strategy used in this study of Trinidad 

and Tobago youth. In particular, it describes the setting in which the study took place, 

explain the characteristics of the sample, and discuss the approaches that were used to 

collect and analyze the data. 

Study Setting 

The Republic of Trinidad and Tobago is located in the Caribbean, northeast of 

Venezuela between the Caribbean Sea and the North Atlantic Ocean (See Exhibit 1). In 

the early 19th century, Trinidad and Tobago was established as a British colony.  

Exhibit 1: Geographic location of Trinidad and Tobago 

 

The country’s main exports were sugar and cocoa until the 1834 slave 

emancipation; from 1845 to 1917 contract laborers from India provided the sugar and 

cocoa industries’ manpower. With the discovery of oil in Trinidad  
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in 1910, the nation became one of the most prosperous in the Caribbean. The Republic of 

Trinidad and Tobago obtained its independence from Great Britain in 1962 (Central 

Intelligence Agency, 2007). Having been a former British colony, the country’s official 

language is English and its legal system is modeled after English common law. Recently, 

the tourism industry has been targeted for expansion, particularly in Tobago. The 

demographic composition of Trinidad and Tobago is approximately 40% East Indian, 

37.5% African, and 20.5% Afro-Indian (Central Intelligence Agency, 2007).  

Since 2000, Trinidad and Tobago has experienced a dramatic increase in 

homicides (See Exhibit 2). From 1988 to 1998, there was an average of 106 homicides 

per year. Between 1999 and 2005, homicides increased 315%; they increased from 93 in 

1999 to 385 in 2005 (Maguire et al., 2007). Maguire et al. (2007:17) found that “most of 

the increase in homicides is attributable to homicides by firearm.” Coinciding with the 

increase in violence was an increase in fear of crime among residents. In a study of one 

Trinidad and Tobago community, Johnson (2006:1) found that “fifty-six percent of 

residents think the risk of being injured or killed because of crime is high, and many feel 

unsafe in their own neighborhood.”  
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Exhibit 2 : Raw Number of Homicides in Trinidad and Tobago,  1988-2006
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Source: Maguire et al., 2007 

Education in the Republic of Trinidad and Tobago is compulsory for all children 

ages 6 to 12. The formal educational system is free, and is structured as two years of 

infant school followed by five years of primary school. Upon completing Standard 5 (the 

fifth year of primary school), students may continue to secondary school, vocational 

studies, or craft training, or they may end their formal education. The educational 

enrollment rate is 99% for primary education, 74% for secondary education, and 8% for 

higher education (Marlow-Ferguson, 2002). At the time of the current study, there were 

93 public secondary schools in eight school districts across Trinidad and Tobago. 

In 2000, the Youth and Social Development Project was established by the World 

Bank, in collaboration with the Trinidad and Tobago Ministry of Education. The goal of 

the project was to address challenges in the country’s secondary education system. In 

their study of the project, the World Bank reported that “poverty, reduced family care,  
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and exposure to youth protective services and the judicial system pose developmental 

risks that may contribute to negative outcomes such as youth involvement in crime and 

drug culture, early sexual activity and pregnancy” (The World Bank, 2000: vii).  

Although some research has examined risk and protective factors among juveniles 

in the Caribbean (see Blum et al., 2003; Blum & Ireland, 2004; Ohene, Ireland & Blum, 

2005), this body of research has not focused on youth in Trinidad and Tobago, which is 

one of the most populous countries in the region. The present study was designed to 

measure risk and protective factors, as well as problem behaviors among youth in 

Trinidad and Tobago. 

Survey Questionnaire 

For the present study, data were collected from March through June of 2006 using 

the Trinidad and Tobago Youth Survey. A copy of the survey instrument can be found in 

Appendix B.  The survey instrument was designed to collect reliable and valid 

information on substance abuse, anti-social behavior, and risk and protective factors 

among youth. Many of the questions contained within the Trinidad and Tobago Youth 

Survey were originally developed by the Social Development Research Group at the 

University of Washington.  The questions were later refined through the Diffusion 

Consortium Project, which involved seven states, the National Institute of Drug Abuse 

(NIDA), the Safe and Drug Free Schools Program, the Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention, and the Center for Substance Abuse Prevention. The survey is 

currently used as the core instrument for the U.S. Monitoring the Future survey (Arizona 

Criminal Justice Commission, 2006). 
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After an initial version of the instrument was constructed, it was provided to two 

key stakeholders employed with the Peace Promotion Programme (a unit within the 

Ministry of Education) for their advice and consultation. Their feedback was used to 

revise the instrument to reflect regional verbiage and culture. The final survey instrument 

contained 222 survey items that measured 16 risk factors and 13 protective factors that 

fell within four domains: community, school, family, and peer/individual. Some of the 

factors are broad and need more than one scale to measure; thus the survey instrument is 

comprised of 25 separate risk factor scales and 13 protective factor scales. A complete 

list of risk and protective factors with the corresponding scales can be found in Appendix 

C. 

The survey instrument also measured levels of alcohol use, drug use, and 

delinquency. The drug use questions measured marijuana and cocaine (or crack) use. 

Information on delinquent behaviors such as gang involvement, gun use, gambling, theft, 

and fighting were also collected through the survey instrument. Appendix D contains a 

dictionary of the items that were used to construct each risk and protective factor scale, 

and the items used to measure the prevalence and frequency of alcohol use, drug use, and 

delinquent behavior.  

Validity of the Data 

A total of 2,552 survey instruments were completed by students, but a number of 

them were excluded because of missing or invalid data. At the end of the survey, all 

respondents were asked, “How honest were you in filling out this survey?” If the 

respondent did not answer the question (N = 63) or if the respondent indicated, “I was not  
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honest at all” (N = 22), his or her survey was eliminated from the dataset. Additionally, if 

a respondent admitted to using the non-existent drug phenoxydine, his or her survey was 

excluded from the database (N = 91). After the above protocols were completed a total of 

2,376 surveys remained in the dataset and were used for the present study.   

Survey Participants 

A description of respondent demographic characteristics can be found in Exhibit 

3. Of the 2,376 respondents included in the analysis, 59.7% were female. About 21% of 

the respondents were 14 or younger, 38.5% were 15 years old, 27.5% were 16 years old, 

and 13.4% were 17 or older. In terms of ethnicity, 41.3% of the respondents indicated 

that they were African and 23.7% indicated that they were East Indian. For purposes of 

the analysis, the 21 respondents who stated that they were Chinese and the 32 who stated 

that they were white were combined with those who indicated that they belonged to an 

“other” (N = 417) ethnic group. Accordingly, 20.1% of respondents were coded as 

“other” for the purpose of the present study. English was the primary language spoken at 

home for 94.2% of the respondents.  
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Exhibit 3: Sample Demographic Characteristics  
  % N 
Total Sample  2,376 
Gender   
 Male  40.3 935 
 Female 59.7 1,387 
Race/Ethnicity   
 African 41.3 966 
 East Indian 23.7 554 
 Afro/Indian 14.9 349 
 Other 20.1 470 
Age    
 14 or younger 20.6 485 
 15 38.5 908 
 16 27.5 648 
 17 or older 13.4 315 
Language used at home   
 English 94.2 2,187 
 Spanish 1.2 29 
 Hindi 0.4 9 
 Chinese 0.9 21 
 Other 3.2 75 
        

 

Participants by District and School 

The distribution of survey respondents by district and school can be found in 

Exhibit 4.  Because forms three and five were targeted as the sample population, only 

surveys from these two forms were used in the present analysis. Schools were selected 

based on two major criteria.  The first was whether students attending the school were 

perceived to be at high risk for delinquency, and the second was whether the school had 

been “over researched” in the past.  Schools that were identified as at risk and that had 

not been subject to multiple research projects in the recent past were selected by the 

Peace Promotion Programme. A few school administrators who heard about the project  
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also volunteered their schools for participation in the research project. In the end, all of 

the schools that were approached agreed to participate in the survey. Surveys were 

collected from 22 schools in five districts; these schools represent 23.7% of the public 

secondary schools and 62.5% of the districts in Trinidad and Tobago. Surveys were 

collected from schools in the following districts: Port-of-Spain and Environs, St. George 

East, Northeastern Division, Caroni, and Victoria.  

One limitation of this study is its relatively low response rate.3 Only 36% of 

eligible students in forms three and five at each school completed a valid survey. This 

reflects at least in part the fact that absenteeism is high in Trinidad.  It is estimated that a 

relatively large proportion of students are absent on a regular basis.4 Those who skip 

school most often are also those who are at greatest risk and involved in the greatest 

amount of delinquency (Garry, 1996; Blum & Ireland, 2004). Thus, findings from the 

present study should be viewed as conservative because the data only reflect those who 

were present the day the survey was administered, which necessarily limits the 

generalizability of the findings.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
3 Similar school based studies in the United States had response rates of 40-70% (Beyers et al., 2004). 
4 Several inquiries were made about absenteeism in public schools in Trinidad and Tobago.   Officials in 
the Ministry of Education stated that this data is not routinely collected and was not available.  
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Exhibit 4: Distribution of Respondents by School and District 
Districts/ Schools Sample Eligible Students Percent 
     
Port of Spain and Environs    
 Belmont Junior Secondary 60 313 19.2 
 Diego Martin Junior Secondary 158 286 55.2 
 Russell Latapy Government School  15 100 15.0 
 Morvant/Laventille Secondary 104 249 41.8 
 South East Port-of-Spain Secondary 193 375 51.5 
 Success Laventille Comprehensive 76 175 43.4 
 St. Francois Girls' College 142 245 58.0 
 Queen's Royal College 146 NA NA 
 Tranquility Government Secondary 56 365 15.3 
 St. James Secondary 204 NA NA 
St. George East    
 El Dorado Secondary  83 440 18.9 
 San Juan Government Secondary 77 210 36.7 
North Eastern Division    
 Arima Government Secondary 58 203 28.6 
 Sangre Grande (junior) Secondary 175 353 49.6 
 Malabar Composite Secondary 36 140 25.7 
Caroni     
 Arranjuez Government Secondary 97 336 28.9 
 Carapichaima (junior) Secondary 79 NA NA 
 Chaguanas (junior) Secondary 177 NA NA 
 Chaguanas Senior Comprehensive 137 383 35.8 
 Couva Junior Secondary 180 416 43.3 
Victoria     
 Marabella (junior) Secondary 74 141 52.5 
 San Fernando Government Secondary 49 253 19.4 
          

NA= Information was not available from the Ministry of Education or other school officials. 



 

Findings 

Risk and Protective Factors 

The Trinidad and Tobago Youth Survey measures risk and protective factors in 

four domains: community, school, family, and peer/individual. Medical research has 

found that certain foods and lifestyles put people at risk for heart disease. For example, 

high-fat diets, smoking, and being overweight are all risk factors for heart disease. 

Similarly, social scientists have found that certain behaviors put youth at risk for 

substance abuse, violence, delinquency, school dropout, and teen pregnancy. Social 

scientists have also discovered protective factors that stifle the effects of the risk (Blum & 

Ireland, 2004). Risk and protective factors are measured using multiple questions for each 

factor. The answers to questions related to specific factor were combined and a scale 

score was given for that given factor. The scale was then split in to either high risk or low 

risk using the previously mentioned equation developed by Arthur et al. (2007). Thus to 

be clear, respondents did not directly report being at risk or having the protection of these 

factors, their level of risk or protection was derived from their responses to certain 

questions (The questions that correspond with each factor can be found in the item 

dictionary in Appendix D). The following analysis examines the risk and protective 

factors in the four domains. Supplemental analysis examining how risk and protective 

factors vary by age, gender, and ethnicity are presented in Appendix E.  

Community Domain 

Community factors have been found to have varied influences on youth. If guns 

and drugs are readily available, or if the community is physically or socially 

disorganized, an individual is more likely to be involved in delinquency or violence  
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(Sampson et al., 1981; Sampson, 1986). However, communities that provide 

opportunities for prosocial involvement and rewards for that involvement can potentially 

reduce the chance that a youth will become involved in delinquency. Exhibit 5 displays 

the relationship between risk factors and problem behaviors as documented by prior 

research. There are six risk factors and two protective factors that fall within the 

community domain that have been found to have a significant effect on youth behavior. 

Risk factors include high community disorganization; low neighborhood attachment; 

transition and mobility; laws and norms favorable to drugs;  

perceived availability of handguns; and perceived availability of drugs. Protective factors 

include opportunity for prosocial involvement and rewards for prosocial involvement. 

 
Exhibit 5: Relationship between community risk factors and problem behaviors as 
documented by prior research 

Youth at Risk 
Problem Behavior 

Substance 
Abuse 

Delinquency 
Teen 

Pregnancy 
School 

Dropout 
Violence 

Community 
Low neighborhood attachment and 
community disorganization X X     X 

Transitions and mobility X X   X   

Community laws and norms 
favorable toward drug use, firearms, 
and crime 

X X     X 

Availability of firearms   X     X 

Availability of drugs X       X 
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High Community Disorganization and Low Neighborhood Attachment.  

Neighborhood characteristics such as low attachment, physical deterioration, and 

high crime are related to delinquency. The less attached community members are to each 

other, the more difficult it will be to have clear goals within the community. Mobilizing 

community members against crime is difficult in communities where members are not 

committed or attached to their community. These communities become highly 

disorganized places where crime and delinquency happen (Sampson et al., 1981; 

Sampson, 1986). Exhibit 5 shows that high community disorganization and low 

neighborhood attachment are linked with substance abuse, delinquency, and violence.  

Transitions and Mobility.  

When youth move from one school to another or from one community to another, 

it increases their risk of problem behavior. The more often people move, the greater the 

risk of problem behaviors. Some families are able to buffer the risk when they can build 

relationships in the new community.  However, some families do not have the resources 

to deal with frequent moves and will experience problems due to transitions and mobility. 

Exhibit 5 shows that transitions and mobility is related to substance abuse, delinquency, 

and school dropout (Shaw & McKay, 1969). 

Laws and Norms Favorable to Drugs.  

When community norms favor or are ambivalent toward drug use youth are more 

at risk. Community norms are communicated through laws, policies, and informal 

practices. Youth who are exposed to more ads promoting drinking tend to have higher 

drinking levels (Atkin et al., 1984). When community members or parents express  
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attitudes that are favorable toward drug use and crime, or if their attitudes are unclear, 

youth are at risk for the problem behavior. Exhibit 5 shows that laws and norms favorable 

to drug use are linked to substance use, delinquency, and violence.  

Availability of Handguns.  

When firearms are present in a residence, friends, family members, and 

acquaintances are at increased risk when compared to strangers or intruders.  Moreover, 

when a firearm is present during the commission of a crime a fatality is more likely to 

occur (Arizona Criminal Justice Commission, 2006).  Prior research has shown that the  

availability of firearms in a community is positively and significantly associated with 

delinquency and violence (Exhibit 5). 

Availability of Drugs. 

The more available drugs are in a neighborhood, the more likely that youth will 

use drugs.  Similarly, if youth perceive that drugs are widely available in a community, 

the more likely they are to use them.  Prior research suggests that the (perceived) 

availability of drugs in a neighborhood is associated with both drug use and violence 

(Exhibit 5). 

Opportunities for Prosocial Involvement. 

When there are opportunities in a community for a youth to engage in positive 

interaction, the youth is less likely to engage in substance use or problem behavior 

(Arizona Criminal Justice Commission, 2004).  
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Rewards for Prosocial Involvement. 

When a kid receives rewards for positive involvement from the community, he or 

she is more likely to bond with the community and thus less likely to engage in substance 

use (Arizona Criminal Justice Commission, 2004).  

Community Risk Factors: TTYS Findings 

Exhibit 6 displays the percentage of students who were identified as being at high 

risk within the community domain.  Students were found to be at risk for availability of 

drugs (43.9%), followed by laws and norms favorable to drug use (43.1%), high 

community disorganization (42.7%), availability of handguns (41.6%), and low 

neighborhood attachment (39.9%). Only 26.4% of respondents reported being at high risk 

for transitions and mobility.   

Community Protective Factors: TTYS Findings  

 Exhibit 7 displays the two protective factors in the community domain.  About 

62% of respondents reported having opportunities for prosocial involvement, and about 

58% of respondents reported living in neighborhoods with rewards for prosocial 

involvement. 
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Exhibit 6: Risk Factors: Community Domain
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Exhibit 7: Protective Factors: Community Domain 
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Family Domain 

An encouraging and supportive family that provides opportunities for prosocial 

involvement and rewards for prosocial involvement can decrease the likelihood that 

youth will become involved in delinquency (Blum et al., 2003). On the other hand, a 

poorly managed family that is ambivalent toward or supportive of drug use or antisocial 

behavior will push a youth toward those behaviors (Blum & Ireland, 2004). There are 

five family domain risk factors and three protective factors that have been associated with 

delinquency and other at-risk behaviors. Exhibit 8 displays the relationship between risk 

factors in the family domain and problem behaviors. The risk factors include family 

history of antisocial behavior, poor family management, high family conflict, parental 

attitudes favorable to drug use, and parental attitudes favorable to antisocial behavior.  

The protective factors include family attachment, family opportunities for prosocial 

involvement, and family rewards for prosocial involvement. 

Exhibit 8: Relationship between risk factors and problem behaviors within the 
family domain as documented by prior research. 

Youth at Risk 
Problem Behavior 

Substance 
Abuse 

Delinquency 
Teen 

Pregnancy 
School 

Dropout 
Violence 

Family 
Family history of the problem 
behavior X X X X X 

Family management problems X X X X X 

Family conflict X X X X X 

Favorable parental attitudes and 
Involvement in the problem behavior X X     X 
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Family History of Antisocial Behavior.  

A child is at increased risk of becoming an alcoholic if his or her family has a 

history of addiction. Similarly, a child is at increased risk of delinquency if he or she is 

raised by a family that has a history of criminal involvement. Exhibit 8 shows that family 

history of the problem behavior is associated with substance abuse, delinquency, teen 

pregnancy, school dropout, and violence.  

Poor Family Management. 

 Families that have negative communication patterns, inconsistent or unclear 

behavior limits, and unrealistic parental expectations increase the risk of adolescent drug 

abuse. Additionally, low parental educational aspiration predicts initiation into drug use 

(Reilly, 1979; Penning & Barnes, 1982). Exhibit 8 shows that poor family management is 

associated with substance abuse, delinquency, teen pregnancy, school dropout, and 

violence.  

High Family Conflict. 

Children who come from homes that experience serious conflict are susceptible to 

an increased risk of delinquency and drug use. Family conflict is a stronger predictor of 

delinquency than family structure (whether the family has biological parents, one parent, 

or some other caregiver) (Porter & O’Leary, 1980). Exhibit 8 shows that family conflict 

is associated with substance abuse, delinquency, teen pregnancy, school dropout, and 

violence. 
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Parental Attitudes Favor Drug Use and Antisocial Behavior. 

 Prior research indicates that a child raised by parents who use high levels of 

alcohol or drugs is at increased risk of drug use (McDermott, 1984). In a similar way, if a 

child is raised by a family that is criminally involved his or her risk of becoming involved 

in delinquency increases. However, parental permissiveness toward substance use is more 

important than actual parental substance use when predicting youth drug use 

(McDermott, 1984). Exhibit 8 shows that favorable parental attitudes and involvement in 

the problem behaviors are associated with substance abuse, delinquency, and violence.   

Family Attachment. 

When a youth that feel attached to their family and feel valued by their family are 

less likely to engage in substance use and are less likely to participate in problem 

behaviors (Arizona Criminal Justice Commission, 2004).  

Opportunities for Prosocial Involvement. 

A person that is exposed to opportunities to be involved in important and 

meaningful family activities if less likely to use substance or engage in problem behavior 

(Arizona Criminal Justice Commission, 2004).  

Rewards for Prosocial Involvement. 

When a child receives encouragement and praise from other family members for 

positive interaction, that child is less likely to engage in substance use and problem 

behavior later in life (Arizona Criminal Justice Commission, 2004).  
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Family Risk Factors: TTYS Findings 

 Exhibit 9 shows that 49.5% of the respondents were at risk for being in a family 

where parental attitudes favored antisocial behavior. About 48% of students were deemed 

to be at risk for poor family management and high family conflict. About 46% of the  

sample reported a family history of antisocial behavior, and about 34% reported that their 

parent’s attitudes favored drug use.  

Family Protective Factors: TTYS Findings 

 Exhibit 10 shows that 60.4% of students reported having the protection of family 

rewards for prosocial involvement. About 53% of respondents reported the protection of 

family attachment, and 51% reported high levels of family opportunities for prosocial 

involvement.  

 

 
 
 

Exhibit 9: Risk Factors: Family Domain
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Exhibit 10:  Protective Factors: Family Domain
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School Domain 

Schools are very influential in the early years of one’s life. If a child experiences 

academic failure or a low commitment to school, he or she is at greater risk of behavioral 

problems. However, if a child is presented with opportunities for prosocial involvement 

and rewards for that involvement, the risk of a youth becoming involved in problem 

behavior diminishes (Blum & Ireland, 2004). Exhibit 11 shows the relationship between 

risk factors in the school domain and problem behaviors. The risk factors are academic 

failure and low school commitment. The protective factors are school opportunity for 

prosocial involvement and school rewards for prosocial involvement. 
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Exhibit 11: Relationship between risk factors and problem behaviors within the 
school domain as documented by prior research 

Youth at Risk 

Problem Behavior 

Substance 
Abuse 

Delinquency 
Teen 

Pregnancy 
School 

Dropout 
Violence 

School 

Academic failure beginning in late 
elementary school X X X X X 

Lack of commitment to school  X X X X X 

 

Academic Failure. 

Academic failure that begins in late elementary school increases a student’s risk 

of substance abuse, delinquency, teen pregnancy, school dropout, and violence (Exhibit 

11). Research has shown that intellectual ability and delinquency have an inverse 

relationship (Gottfredson, 1981). The opposite is also true.  High school performance, for 

example, reduces the likelihood of frequent drug use (Hundleby & Mercer, 1987).   

Low School Commitment. 

Students who are not committed to school are at increased risk of substance 

abuse, delinquency, teen pregnancy, school dropout, and violence (Exhibit 11). For 

instance, research has reported that the amount of time a student spends on homework is 

related to their drug use (Friedman, 1983). If a student is committed to their education, 

they are less likely to display problem behaviors. 

. Opportunities for Prosocial Involvement. 

When a young person is presented with opportunities to be involved in positive 

interactions and activities at school he or she is less likely to use substances or engage in 

problem behavior (Arizona Criminal Justice Commission, 2004).  
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Rewards for Prosocial Involvement. 

When a youth is rewarded or given praise for the work or participation in school, 

he or she is less likely to engage in substance use or problem behavior (Arizona Criminal 

Justice Commission, 2004).  

School Risk Factors: TTYS Findings  

The analysis indicated that 49.7% of respondents were at risk for academic 

failure, and about 42% of respondents had a low level of school commitment (Exhibit 

12).  

School Protective Factors: TTYS Findings  

Exhibit 13 shows that 60.7% of respondents reported high rates of protection 

related to school rewards for prosocial involvement. About 51% of respondents reported 

high levels of protection with regard to school opportunity for prosocial involvement.  

Exhibit 12 : Risk Factors: School Domain
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Exhibit 13 : Protective Factors: School Domain
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Peer-Individual Domain 

Youth are more at risk for substance abuse and problem behavior when they have 

peers who use drugs or peers who engage in problem behavior. Additionally, the earlier 

one starts using drugs or participating in delinquent behavior, the more at risk one is for 

later drug use and criminal behavior (Arizona Criminal Justice Commission, 2006). 

There are some protective factors that can weaken the influence of negative peer 

pressures. Youth who have good social skills and who have prosocial peers, that is, peers 

who stay drug free and do well in school, will experience protection from drug use and 

antisocial behavior (Hawkins, Catalano & Miller, 1992). Exhibit 14 displays the 

relationship between risk factors in the peer/individual domain and five problem 

behaviors.  
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Thirteen risk factors and six protective factors exist within the peer/individual 

domain. The risk factors include rebelliousness, early initiation of drug use, early 

initiation of antisocial behavior, attitudes favorable to antisocial behavior, attitudes  

favorable to drug use, intention to use, perceived risk of drug use, antisocial peers, peers’ 

drug use, rewards for antisocial involvement, gang involvement, sensation seeking, and 

depression. Protective factors include religiosity, social skills, belief in moral order, 

prosocial involvement, rewards for prosocial involvement, and interaction with prosocial 

peers. 

Exhibit 14: Relationship between risk factors and problem behaviors within the 
peer/individual domain as documented by prior research 

Youth at Risk 
Problem Behavior 

Substance 
Abuse 

Delinquency 
Teen 

Pregnancy 
School 

Dropout 
Violence 

Peer/Individual 

Rebelliousness X X   X   

Early initiation of the problem 
behavior X X X X X 

Favorable attitudes toward the 
problem behavior X X X X   

Intention to use alcohol, tobacco, and 
other drugs X         

Friends who engage in a problem 
behavior X X X X X 

Depressive symptoms X X       

Gang involvement X X   X X 

Constitutional factors X X     X 
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Rebelliousness. 

Prior research has reported that youth who feel alienated from dominant societal 

values, who are resistant to traditional authority, and who are actively rebellious are at a  

higher risk of substance abuse, delinquency, and violence (Bachman et al., 1981) (Exhibit 

14).  

Early Initiation of Problem Behavior. 

Research has shown that those who use alcohol earlier in life are more at risk for 

alcoholism than those who start using alcohol later in life. Likewise, early onset of drug 

use predicts more frequent use of more dangerous drugs (Rachal et al., 1982; Robins & 

Pryzbeck, 1985). Exhibit 14 shows that early initiation of problem behavior is associated 

with all five problem behaviors.  

Favorable Attitudes Toward the Problem Behavior. 

When youth associate with others who are participating in problem behaviors, 

their perceptions and attitudes change. This usually happens after primary school. A 

favorable attitude toward substance use or antisocial behavior precedes initiation of that 

behavior (Kandel et al., 1978).  Exhibit 14 shows that favorable attitudes toward problem 

behaviors are associated with substance abuse, delinquency, teen pregnancy, and school 

dropout.  

Intention to Use. 

Youth who indicate that they intend to use alcohol, tobacco, or other drugs when 

they are older are at higher risk for substance abuse (Exhibit 14). When intention to use is  
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high, intervention strategies should focus on education about the potential harmful effects 

of drugs.  

Friends Who Engage in a Problem Behavior. 

Peer substance use is one of the strongest predictors of drug use among youth 

(Kandel & Andrews, 1987; Brook et al., 1990). For example, children who are raised in 

well-managed families are still at increased risk for drug use if they socialize with youth 

who use drugs or participate in delinquency. Exhibit 14 shows that having friends who 

engage in problem behavior puts one at risk for substance abuse, delinquency, teen 

pregnancy, school dropout, and violence.  

Depressive Symptoms. 

Young people who are depressed have a difficult time engaging in prosocial 

activities. Research has found that those who are depressed use drugs more frequently 

than those who are not depressed (Arizona Criminal Justice Commission, 2006). Exhibit 

14 shows that having depressive symptoms is associated with both substance use and 

delinquency.  

Gang Involvement.  

Youth who belong to or are associated with a gang are more at risk for drug use 

and antisocial behavior. The adverse effects of gangs have been documented in the media 

and in research. Gang members are often linked to violence, shootings, and other illegal 

activities. Exhibit 14 shows that gang involvement is associated with substance abuse, 

delinquency, school dropout, and violence.  
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Constitutional Factors. 

Constitutional factors are biological or physiological in nature. These factors are 

evident in youth who display sensation seeking or a lack of impulse control. Exhibit 14  

shows that constitutional factors are linked with substance abuse, delinquency, and 

violence.  

Religiosity. 

People who regularly attend religious services are less likely to engage in problem 

behavior (Arizona Criminal Justice Commission, 2004).  

Social Skills.  

Young people that engage in positive interactions with other and those who have 

good social skills will be more likely to turn down pressure to use drugs. Youth that have 

good social skills will not give in to negative peer pressure as easily (Arizona Criminal 

Justice Commission, 2004).  

Belief in the Moral Order. 

A person that has a strong belief of what is “right” or “wrong” he or she is less 

likely to use illegal drugs (Arizona Criminal Justice Commission, 2004).  

Prosocial Involvement. 

Positive interactions at school and in the community protect a youth from 

negative behavior outcomes (Arizona Criminal Justice Commission, 2004).  
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Rewards for Prosocial Involvement. 

Young people that are rewarded and encouraged to have prosocial interactions are 

less likely to engage in substance use and problem behavior (Arizona Criminal Justice 

Commission, 2004).  

Interaction with Prosocial Peers. 

A person that interacts with peers that are a positive influence will experience 

protection from engaging in antisocial behavior and drug use (Arizona Criminal Justice 

Commission, 2004).  

Peer-Individual Risk Factors: TTYS Findings 

Exhibit 15 shows that 49.9% of respondents were at risk for peers’ drug use, 

47.7% reported intention to use drugs, and 39.1% indicated a perceived risk of drug use. 

Additionally, our analysis indicated that slightly less than 50% of respondents were at 

risk for rebelliousness, had attitudes favorable to antisocial behavior and drug use, and 

for receiving rewards for antisocial involvement.  

Peer-Individual Protective Factors: TTYS Findings 

Exhibit 16 shows that 70.1% of respondents reported receiving rewards for 

prosocial involvement. About 57% of students reported the protection of religiosity, and 

59.5% reported the protection of belief in moral order. About 53% of respondents 

indicated the protection of social skills and prosocial involvement, and 51.8% of youth 

reported interaction with prosocial peers.  
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Exhibit 15 : Risk Factors: Peer-individual Domain
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Exhibit 15: Risk Factors: Peer-individual Domain, Continued 
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Exhibit 16: Protective Factors: Peer-individual Domain 
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Substance Use 

The Trinidad and Tobago Youth Survey measured self-reported alcohol, 

marijuana, and cocaine use. However, our measure for cocaine use was excluded from 

the analysis because so few students reported using it during their lifetime (N=8).  

Age of Initiation 

The earlier that a person starts using drugs or committing crime, the more likely 

he or she is to participate in these activities later in life. (Rachal et al., 1982; Robins & 

Pryzbeck, 1985). Asking students to report the age that they first used a substance allows 

one to calculate an average age of first use. Prevention planners can use this information 

to determine the best time to introduce prevention and intervention programming. For 

those who indicated that they had used alcohol, the average age of first use was 12.7. The 

average age of first regular alcohol use (i.e. drinking alcohol once or twice a week) was 

13.5. For those who indicated they had used marijuana, the average age of first use was 

13.2. 

Alcohol and Marijuana Use 

Exhibit 17 shows the percentage of respondents who used alcohol or marijuana in 

their lifetime and in the past 30 days. Exhibit 17 also shows the percentage of 

respondents who reported heavy alcohol use (five or more alcoholic drinks all at once in 

the last two weeks). About 73% of respondents reported using alcohol at least once in 

their lifetime, and 12.1% reported using marijuana at some point in their life. About 34% 

of respondents reported using alcohol in the past 30 days, and 4.5% reported using 

marijuana in the past 30 days. Over 26% of respondents reported heavy alcohol use. 
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Exhibit 17 : Alcohol and drug use
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Chronic Drug and Alcohol Use 

Chronic use is defined as using a substance six or more times in the past 30 days. 

About 10% of respondents reported chronic alcohol use, while 2% of respondents 

reported chronic marijuana use (findings not reported in exhibit).  

Alcohol and Marijuana Use by Age 

Exhibit 18 shows the percentage of respondents who reported alcohol or 

marijuana use by age. For both alcohol and marijuana, as the respondent’s age increased 

the reported rate of substance use also increased. For each measure, there were 

statistically significant differences in use by age. About 62% of those 14 or younger, 

72.6% of 15-year-olds, 75.7% of 16-year-olds, and 82.8% of those 17 or older reported 

using alcohol in their lifetime. Lifetime marijuana use also increased with age. About 6%  
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of those 14 or younger, 10.9% of 15-year-olds, 13.4% of 16-year-olds, and 22.4% of 

those 17 or older reported using marijuana in their lifetime. About one-fourth (25.6%) of  

those 14 or younger and 41.6% of those 17 or older reported using alcohol in the past 30 

days. The highest rate of marijuana use in the past 30 days (10.5%) occurred among those 

17 or older. About 17% of those 14 or younger, 27.4% of 15-year-olds, 29.4% of 16-

year-olds, and 33.3% of those 17 or older reported heavy alcohol use. 

Exhibit 18 : Alcohol and drug use by age
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Alcohol and Marijuana Use by Gender 

Exhibit 19 displays alcohol and marijuana use by gender. There were statistically 

significant differences between male and female respondents for alcohol use in the past 

30 days, heavy alcohol use, lifetime marijuana use, and past 30 day marijuana use. About 

37% of males and 32.9% of females reported alcohol use in the past 30 days, and 30.3% 

of males and 23.9% of females reported heavy alcohol use. Males (16.5%) were more 

likely than females (8.9%) to report using marijuana in their lifetime and males were 

more than  
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twice as likely as females to report marijuana use in the past 30 days (7.1% compared to 

3.0%).  

Exhibit 19:  Alcohol and drug use by gender
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Alcohol and Marijuana Use by Ethnicity 

Exhibit 20 shows the findings related to alcohol and marijuana use by ethnicity. 

There were significant differences between ethnic groups for lifetime alcohol use, 

lifetime marijuana use, 30 day alcohol use, and 30 day marijuana use. Afro/Indians 

reported the highest rate of lifetime alcohol use (80.7%), lifetime marijuana use (15.6%), 

30 day alcohol use (41.5%), and 30 day marijuana use (7.1%). East Indians reported the 

lowest rate of lifetime alcohol use (60.6%), lifetime marijuana use (8.9%), and 30 day 

alcohol use (26.8%). There was relatively little difference in heavy alcohol use as 

reported by students from each of the ethnic groups.  
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Exhibit 20 : Alcohol and drug use by ethnicity
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Intention to Use 

Respondents were asked whether they intended to use alcohol or marijuana when 

they were adults. About 44% of respondents indicated that they intended to use alcohol 

and about 5% indicated that they intended to use marijuana when they were adults 

(findings not reported in exhibit).  

Perceived Risk of Harm 

Respondents were asked to indicate how much people risk harming themselves by 

trying marijuana, smoking marijuana regularly, and drinking alcohol nearly everyday. 

Exhibit 21 shows that 13.3% of respondents reported that trying marijuana was not risky, 

25.7% reported that it posed a slight risk, 18.7% reported that it carried a moderate risk, 

and 42.3% reported that trying marijuana puts one at great risk of harm. About 73% of 

the respondents reported that smoking marijuana regularly puts one at great risk of harm, 

whereas only 9.3% indicated that there is no risk in smoking marijuana regularly. About 

10% of students said that there was no risk in having one or two drinks of alcohol nearly  
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every day, 16.4% indicated slight risk, 26.1% indicated moderate risk, and 47.2% of 

respondents perceived great risk of harm for drinking alcohol nearly every day. 

Exhibit 21:  Perceived risk of harm
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Perceived Availability of Drugs and Alcohol 

Exhibit 22 shows the perceived availability of alcohol, marijuana, and cocaine. 

About 42% of respondents reported that it would be very easy to get beer, wine, or hard 

liquor, whereas, 26.7% indicated that it would be very hard to get. Twenty-nine percent 

of students reported that it would be very easy to get marijuana, 12.2% indicated that it 

would be sort of easy, 8.2% reported that it would be sort of hard, and 50.6% reported 

that it would be very hard to get marijuana. The majority of students (69.1%) reported 

that it would be very hard to get drugs like cocaine or crack.  However, 22.4% of students 

reported that it would be sort of easy or very easy to get cocaine or crack.  
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Exhibit 22:  How easy would it be to get drugs or alcohol?
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Perceived Police Detection of Substance Use 

Exhibit 23 shows the percentage of respondents who indicated a kid would not get 

caught if he or she used alcohol or marijuana. About 80% of respondents reported that in 

their neighborhood a kid would not get caught by the police if they drank alcohol, and 

67.1% of students reported that the police would not catch a kid if they smoked 

marijuana.  
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Exhibit 23:  Perceived police detection of substance use
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Delinquency 

Exhibit 24 shows the findings regarding delinquency in the past 12 months.  Over 

21% of respondents reported attacking someone with the intention of harming them, 

13.1% reported that they attacked someone with a weapon, 6% had been arrested, 5.3% 

carried a gun, 3.1% sold drugs, and 2% reported stealing a vehicle.  

 

Exhibit 25 shows the percentage of respondents involved in theft or robbery in the 

past 12 months. Eleven percent of respondents reported stealing or trying to steal 

something worth less than $300, and 5.8% reported stealing or trying to steal something 

worth more than $300. Over 6% of respondents reported that they went into a building or 

tried to go into a building to steal something in the past 12 months, and 4.2% of 

respondents reported using a weapon or force to get money or some other material object 

from someone.  

 

 

Exhibit 24: Self-reported delinquency in the past 12 months
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Exhibit 25: Theft in the past 12 months
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Firearms 

Use and Perception of Handguns 

Exhibit 26 shows the respondent’s use and perceptions of handguns. About 5% of 

respondents reported that they had carried a handgun in the past 12 months, and 2.4% 

reported that they had taken a handgun to school in the past 12 months. Approximately 

32% of respondents indicated that it would be easy for them to get a handgun, and 37.1% 

indicated that they would be seen as popular if they carried a handgun. About 31% of 

respondents believed that their parents would not know if they carried a handgun, and 

59.5% of respondents believed that the police would not catch them if they carried a 

handgun.  

Exhibit 26:  Respondent's use (past 12 months) and 
perception of handguns
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Use and Perception of Handguns by Age 

Exhibit 27 shows that there were significant differences between youth based on 

their age with respect to gun carrying and perceptions of guns. Those 17 or older were the 

most likely to have carried a handgun (6.9%) and to have taken a handgun to school 

(3.3%) in the past 12 months. About 45% of those 17 or older indicated that it would be  
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easy to get a handgun, compared to about 22% of those 14 or younger. Sixteen-year-olds 

were the mostly likely age group to indicate that they would be seen as popular if they 

carried a handgun (40%). As the respondent’s age increased, the more likely they were to 

indicate that their parents would not know if they carried a handgun. About 24% of those 

14 or younger, 28.3% of 15-year-olds, 32.9% of 16-year-olds, and 40.3% of those 17 or 

older indicated that their parents would not know if they carried a handgun. Conversely, 

57.1% of those 14 or younger, about 59% of 15 and 16-year-olds, and 63.5% of those 17 

or older indicated that the police would not catch a kid if he or she carried a handgun.  

Exhibit 27: Respondent's use (past 12 months) and 
perception of handguns by age
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Use and Perception of Handguns by Gender 

Exhibit 28 shows that there are statistically significant differences between males 

and females regarding gun carrying and perceptions of guns. Males were more likely than 

females to have carried guns and had more favorable attitudes toward guns than did 

females. About 9% of males and 2.4% of females reported carrying a handgun in the past  
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12 months. Likewise, males were more likely than females to have taken a handgun to 

school in the past 12 months (4.2% compared to 1.4%). Approximately 40% of males 

indicated that it would be easy to get a handgun compared to 25.8% of females. Males 

(44%) were more likely than females (32.9%) to indicate that they would be seen as 

popular if they carried a handgun. Males were also more likely to believe that their 

parents would not know if they carried a handgun (37.2% compared to 26.2%). About 

59% of both males and females indicated that the police would not catch a kid if he or she 

carried a handgun.  

Exhibit 28:  Respondent's use (past 12 months) and 
perception of handguns by gender
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Use and Perception of Handguns by Ethnicity 

Exhibit 29 shows significant differences between ethnic groups with respect to 

gun carrying and perceptions of guns. Afro/Indians were the most likely ethnic group to 

have carried a handgun in the past 12 months (7.3%), compared to 5.4% of Africans, and 

3.9% of East Indians. About 2 to 3% of all ethnic groups reported taking a handgun to 

school in the past 12 months.  
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There were also significant differences exist between ethnic groups with respect 

to perceptions about how easy it would be to obtain a gun.  For example, 37.2% of 

Africans reported that it would be easy to get a handgun, compared to 35.5% of 

Afro/Indians, and 21.3% of East Indians. Similarly, about 41.1% of Africans reported 

that they would be seen as popular if they carried a handgun, compared to 39.8% of 

Afro/Indians, and 28.1% of East Indians. Our findings indicated that 33.6% of those who 

reported belonging to an “other” ethnic group, 32.4% of Africans and Afro/Indians, and 

about 23.6% of East Indians reported that their parents would not know if they carried a 

handgun. About 64% of Africans and Afro/Indians, compared to 49.4% of East Indians 

reported that the police would not catch a kid carrying a handgun. 

Exhibit 29:  Respondent's use (past 12 months) and 
perception of handguns by ethnicity
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Firearm Acquisition 

Exhibit 30 shows the main reason respondents reported having a gun. About 59% 

of respondents who had ever had a gun indicated that they obtained it for protection or  
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self-defense, 22.7% obtained a gun for hunting or target practice, 5.3% obtained a gun to 

use it for criminal activity, and 12.8% obtained a gun for some other reason.  

Exhibit 30:  Main reason for having a gun
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Exhibit 31 displays how respondents obtained the gun that they most recently 

possessed. Almost 27% of respondents reported that the gun that they most recently 

possessed was obtained by borrowing it from another person, 18.9% reported that they 

bought their gun, 3.9% reported that they rented their gun, 2.6% reported trading 

something for the gun, and 2% reported that they obtained their gun by stealing it. About 

29% of respondents indicated that they most recently acquired their gun in some other 

way. 
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Exhibit 31: How did you get a gun most recently?
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Exhibit 32 provides information on who the respondents obtained their more 

recent gun from. About 29% of respondents got the gun from a friend, 22.9% from a 

family member, 14% from a legal gun shop, 9.1% from a drug dealer, 7.6% from an 

illegal gun dealer, and about 2% from a pawn shop. 

Exhibit 32: Where did you get your gun?
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Exhibit 33 shows the location the respondents reported keeping their gun. About 

33% of respondents indicated that they hid their gun outside, 18.9% reported keeping 

their gun in their house or apartment, 16% had a family member or friend hold it, and 

2.4% paid someone to hold the gun. About 30% of respondents indicated they kept their 

gun in some other location.  

Exhibit 33:  Where do you keep your gun? 
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Gangs, Gang Membership, and Gang Crime 

Gang Affiliation 

The Trinidad and Tobago Youth Survey included several questions on gang 

membership, gang organization, and gang activities. Exhibit 34 shows that 80.3% of 

respondents stated that they have never belonged to a gang. However, 7.1% of 

respondents reported that they were associated with a gang (two or more friends in a 

gang), 6.0% self-reported current gang membership, and 6.7% self-reported that they 

were former gang members. Males were more likely than females to be associated with a 

gang (9.7% compared to 5.3%), and males were more than twice as likely as females to 

self-report being a current gang member or former gang member. Fifteen-year-olds were 

most likely to be gang associates (7.8%) and current gang members (6.5%). Those 17 or 

older were more likely to be former gang members (10.5%) when compared to other age 

groups. About 5% of East Indians, 7% of Africans and Afro/Indians, and 9% of those 

from an “other” ethnic group reported being gang associates. Those who reported 

belonging to an “other” ethnic group reported the highest rate of current gang 

membership (7.3%), followed by Africans (6.1%), East Indians (5.5%), and Afro/Indians 

(4.7%).  
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Exhibit 34: Gang affiliation by respondent characteristics       

  
Never 

Gang 
Associate 

Current 
member 

Former 
member 

Total 

  % % % % % N 
Total 80.3 7.1 6.0 6.7 100.0 2345 
        
Gender       
 Male 71.4 9.7 9.0 9.8 100.0 914 
 Female 86.3 5.3 4.1 4.3 100.0 1379 
Age*       
 14 or younger 86.0 5.8 4.6 3.5 100.0 480 
 15 79.6 7.8 6.5 6.1 100.0 897 
 16 78.7 7.2 6.4 7.8 100.0 642 
 17 or older 77.1 6.5 5.9 10.5 100.0 306 
Ethnicity       
 African 81.3 7.1 6.1 5.5 100.0 953 
 East Indian 83.0 5.3 5.5 6.2 100.0 547 
 Afro/Indian 78.5 7.0 4.7 9.9 100.0 344 
 Other 77.1 9.0 7.3 6.6 100.0 467 
                
*p<.05       

  

Exhibit 35 displays the primary reasons that current gang members stated that 

they joined their gang. About 44% of gang members indicated that they joined their gang 

for friendship, 22.2% joined for protection or safety, 12.7% joined to make money, and 

7.1% joined because their parent(s) or sibling(s) were in a gang.  
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Exhibit 36 presents findings related to what current and former gang members 

were required to do to join their gang. The majority of respondents (55.6%) indicated that 

they did not have to do anything to join their gang, 15.3% reported that they were born 

into their gang, 6.7% were jumped in (i.e., beat up before being admitted to the gang), 

5.9% committed a crime, 5.5% were sexed in (i.e., forced to have sex with members of 

the gang before being admitted) 3.5% got in a fight or shot a rival gang member, and 

2.0% (N = 5) had to kill someone to join their gang.  

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit 35: Primary reason joined a gang 
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Exhibit 36:  What did you have to do to join a gang
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Additionally, information was collected on gang organization, structure, and 

activities. Exhibit 37 shows the organizational characteristics of gangs in Trinidad and 

Tobago as indicated by current and former gang members.  About 64% of respondents 

indicated that their gang had a name, 61.9% had a territory or turf, and 42.6% had special 

colors, signs, symbols, or clothes. About 49% of gang members stated that their gang had 

a leader, 51.5% stated that their gang had regular meetings, 48.3% stated that their gang 

had rules, and 34.1% stated that their gang had punishments if the rules were broken.  
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Exhibit 38 shows the frequency with which the respondent’s gangs committed 

crimes for monetary gain. About 37% of respondents reported that gang members gave 

money to the gang, 31% reported that their gang made money from drug sales, 10.4% 

made money from kidnapping, and 30.0% made money from other crimes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit 37: Organizational Structure of Gangs
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Exhibit 38: Gang activities for financial gain
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Delinquency and Substance Use by Gang Affiliation 

Gang affiliation is important in part because of the high rates of substance use and 

criminal activity found among gang members. Exhibit 39 displays the substance use rates 

by gang affiliation. About 89% of current and former gang members reported lifetime 

alcohol use, compared to 79.5% of gang associates and 69.4% of non-gang members. 

While 32.6% of current gang members reported ever using marijuana, 32% of former 

gang members, 20.5% of gang associates, and 8.1% of non-gang members reported using 

it in their lifetime. Current gang members reported using alcohol in the past 30 days 

(57.6%) at a higher rate than former gang members (52.7%), gang associates (51.2%), 

and non-gang members (29.6%). About 19% of current gang members reported using 

marijuana in the past 30 days, compared to 14% of former gang members, 7.9% of gang 

associates, and 2.4% of non-gang members. Approximately 49% of current and former  
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gang members, 45.5% of gang associates, and 21.3% of non-gang members reported 

heavy alcohol use (five or more drinks all at once in the past two weeks). 

Additionally, Exhibit 39 shows that involvement in anti-social behavior is highest 

among current gang members, slightly lower for former gang members and associates, 

and lowest for non-gang members. About 38% of current gang members reported being 

suspended from school in the past 12 months, compared to 33.5% of former gang 

members, 28.7% of gang associates, and 13.7% of non-gang members. About 27% of 

current gang members reported carrying a gun in the past 12 months compared to 21.1% 

of former gang members, 12% of gang associates, and about 2% of non-gang members. 

About 17% of current gang members, 11.9% of former gang members, 6.1% of gang 

associates, and only about 1% of non-gang members reported selling drugs. 

Approximately 11% of current gang members reported stealing a vehicle, versus 3.8% of 

gang associates, and 1.3% of former and non-gang members. Approximately 29% of 

current gang members, 10.6% of former gang members, 9.2% of gang associates, and 

3.6% of non-gang members reported being arrested. The majority of current gang 

members (59.1%) reported attacking someone with the intention of harming them, 

followed by 47.4% of former gang members, 35.8% of gang associates, and 15.4% of 

non-gang members. About 38% of current gang members, 28.5% of former gang 

members, 19.3% of gang associates, and 7.8% of non-gang members reported being 

drunk at school in the past 12 months. Former gang members reported taking a gun to 

school at the highest rate (23%), followed by current gang members (16.8%), gang 

associates (4.2%), and non-gang members (1.2%).   
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Exhibit 39: Problem behavior and substance use by gang affiliation 

  
Non-Gang 
Member 

Gang 
Associate 

Current 
Member 

Former 
Member 

  % % % % 
Substance use     
 Alcohol lifetime* 69.4 79.5 89.0 88.8 
 Marijuana lifetime* 8.1 20.5 32.6 32.0 
 Alcohol 30 days* 29.6 51.2 57.6 52.7 
 Marijuana 30 days* 2.4 7.9 19.1 14.0 
 Heavy alcohol use* 21.3 45.5 49.5 49.0 
Problem behavior     
 Suspended from school* 13.7 28.7 37.9 33.5 
 Carried a gun* 1.8 12.0 26.6 21.1 
 Sold drugs* 1.1 6.1 17.3 11.9 
 Stole a vehicle* 1.3 3.8 10.9 1.3 
 Arrested* 3.6 9.2 29.2 10.6 
 Attacked to harm* 15.4 35.8 59.1 47.4 
 Drunk at school* 7.8 19.3 38.2 28.5 
 Took a gun to school* 1.2 4.2 16.8 23.0 
      
  N  1882 166 141 156 
*p<.05     

 

Gangs and Community 

Exhibit 40 shows that 36.3% of respondents reported that gangs have caused 

problems in their neighborhood, and that 16.6% of respondents felt pressured to join a 

gang in their neighborhood.  
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Exhibit 40: Gangs and community
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School Safety and School Crime 

The Trinidad and Tobago Youth Survey asked students questions about school 

safety and school crime. Students were asked if they felt safe at school and how many 

days they skipped school in the last month because they felt unsafe. Additionally, 

students were asked whether or not they carried a weapon to school and if they had been 

in a fight or went to school drunk. The responses refer to the past 12 months unless 

otherwise noted.  

Exhibit 41 shows that over the past 12 months 30% of respondents reported being 

in a physical fight on school property, 17.7% had been suspended from school, and 

11.8% had gone to school drunk. Related, 10.9% of students reported taking a weapon to 

school (gun, knife, or small stick) at least once in the past 30 days, and 2.4% reported 

taking a gun to school at least once in the past year.  

Exhibit 41:  Problem behavior at school 
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Exhibit 42 shows that 35.7% of respondents did not feel safe at school and 21.4% 

of respondents had been threatened or injured with a weapon on school property in the 

past 12 months. About 12% of students reported that they skipped at least one day of 

school in the past 30 days because they felt they would be unsafe at school or on the way 

to or from school.  

Exhibit 42:  School Safety
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Gambling 

Respondents were asked to indicate the frequency with which they participated in 

various gambling activities in the past 12 months. Respondents who indicated that they 

participated in the activity at all (the numbers ranged from one to 40+ times) were coded 

as having participated in that activity. 

Exhibit 43 shows that betting on sports events occurred with the highest 

frequency (34.1%). About 33% of respondents reported that they had bet on games of 

skill and 27% bet on cards, such as poker, in the past 12 months. Betting on the internet, 

horse racing, and at a casino had the lowest rates of participation with 10%, 6.6%, and 

6.1%, respectively.  

Exhibit 43:  Participation in Various Gambling Activities 
in the Past 12 Months
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Gambling by Age 

Exhibit 44 shows that there were significant differences between age groups for 

betting on the internet, the lottery, and in a casino. As the respondent’s age increased, the 

more likely the respondent was to participate in card games (poker), internet gambling, 

lottery, bingo, and casino gambling. While roughly 8% of those 15 or younger gambled  
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on the internet, 13% of those 16 or older participated in internet gambling. More than 

17% of those 14 or younger, 23.4% of 15-year-olds, 26.6% of 16-year-olds, and 32.7% of 

those 17 or older reported playing the lottery in the past 12 months. About 3% of those 14 

or younger, 5.1% of 15-year-olds, 8.4% of 16-year-olds, and 9.6% of those 17 or older 

indicated that they had gambled at a casino. Sixteen-year-olds were the most likely to bet 

on games of skill (35.2%), dice (24.6%), and horse racing (7.5%). Those 17 or older were 

the most likely to report betting on bingo (13.2%) and betting at a casino (9.6%).  

Exhibit 44: Participation in Various Gambling Activities 
in the Past 12 Months by Age
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Gambling by Gender 

Exhibit 45 shows our findings with respect to student participation in various 

gambling activities by gender in the past 12 months. We found that there were significant 

differences between males and females with regard to the following gambling activities: 

cards, internet, sporting events, lottery, games of skill, dice, and horse racing. Males were 

more likely than females to participate in all nine gambling activities. Most notably, 

34.1% of males and only 22.3% of females bet on cards, about 42% of males and 28.9%  
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of females bet on sporting events, 37.6% of males and 29.1% of females bet on games of 

skill, and 27.6% of males and only 19.9% of females bet on dice.  

Exhibit 45: Participation in Various Gambling Activities 
in the Past 12 Months by Gender
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Gambling by Ethnicity 

Exhibit 46 displays respondent participation in various gambling activities by 

ethnicity over the past 12 months. As seen below, analyses revealed significant 

differences between ethnic groups for betting on horse racing, with East Indians the most 

likely to bet on horse racing, followed by Afro/Indians, other ethnic groups, and Africans.  

In general, however, Africans were more likely to bet on sporting events (36.3%), games 

of skill (34.5%), dice (24.3%) and bingo (12.4%).  Afro/Indians, on the other hand, were 

the most likely to play the lottery (27.7%) and bet on cards (29.9%), and East Indians 

were the most likely to bet at a casino (7.5%).  

 

 

 



 

72 

Exhibit 46:  Participation in Various Gambling Activities 
in the Past 12 Months by Ethnicity
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Discussion and Recommendations 

The 2006 Trinidad and Tobago Youth Survey was designed to measure risk and 

protective factors as well as levels of alcohol use, drug use, and delinquent behaviors 

such as gang involvement, gun use, gambling, theft, and fighting. The survey was 

administered to students in forms 3 and 5 from March to June of 2006 in 22 schools in 

Trinidad and Tobago. Numerous steps were taken to eliminate surveys that contained 

invalid data. The final analysis consisted of 2,376 completed surveys. This section 

reviews some of the literature on using risk and protective factors to design interventions, 

then summarizes four major findings from the 2006 Trinidad and Tobago Youth Survey 

and provides policy recommendations.   

Using Risk and Protective Factors for Interventions 

Knowledge of risk and protective factors is a valuable tool in designing 

interventions. Previous research suggests that drug use develops along multiple pathways. 

Interventions should not focus on one particular reason or risk factor to address all types 

of drug use. A more comprehensive approach will be the most effective (Newcomb, 

Maddahian & Bentler, 1986). Additionally, interventions should utilize information on 

protective factors, because some risk factors may be resistant to change. Protective 

factors mediate the effects of increased exposure to risk. Thus, to the extent that 

protective factors can be identified and enhanced, interventions can be designed to 

prevent drug use and problem behaviors (Newcomb, Maddahian & Bentler, 1986; also 

see Arthur et al., 2007).  

 At the heart of risk and protective factors is social bonding. Youth that have social 

bonds with family or school are less likely to display problem behaviors. In order to  
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enhance social bonding, interventions should try to manipulate a social setting. This can 

be done using principles from social learning theory. There are three objectives for 

designing interventions in order to increase social bonds. First, interventions should 

provide opportunities for children to be involved in prosocial activities. Second, provide 

the skills required by these activities. Third, interventions should provide positive 

reinforcement for successful involvement. These objectives can be used in the school 

setting or with parents, daycare providers, or any group that is involved in the 

socialization of children (Hawkins, Catalano & Miller, 1992). Early-childhood education 

has the potential to reduce the risk factors for drug abuse. This type of early intervention 

can buffer the effects of extreme poverty and neighborhood disorganizations by lessening 

the effects of childhood behavior problems, family management problems, and academic 

failure (Hawkins, Catalano & Miller, 1992; also see Blum & Ireland, 2004). 

 Risk and protective factor measures are valid and reliable. They provide 

information that can lead to informed interventions that attempt to reduce risk and 

enhance protection. Interventions should focus on communities or groups that display 

multiple risk factors. According to research, the most effective interventions will be early 

interventions that respond to multiple risk factors while attempting to promote prosocial 

bonds with school and family.  

Major Findings with Policy Recommendations 

1. Relatively low drug use among Trinidad and Tobago youth 

The findings revealed that students in Trinidad and Tobago engage in relatively 

low levels of drug use, particularly when compared to similarly aged students in the  
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United States.  Analysis of risk and protective factors found modest levels of risk for 

availability of drugs, attitudes favorable to drugs, intention to use drugs and peers’ drug 

use. Prior research indicates that when availability of drugs increases--either real or 

perceived--drug use also increases. Similarly, when an individual has favorable attitudes 

toward drugs and reports the intention to use drugs, it is very likely that he or she will use 

drugs.  

The analyses revealed, for example, that less than 1% of Trinidad and Tobago 

students had used cocaine and 4.5% had used marijuana in the past 30 days, compared to  

about 2% and 14% of youth in the United States, respectively (Arizona Criminal Justice 

Commission, 2005).  It should be mentioned, however, that the data did indicate that 

some youth in Trinidad and Tobago are at higher risk than others for drug use.  For 

instance, the analyses indicated that males were at higher risk than females and Africans 

and Afro/Indians were at a higher risk than East Indians for the drug-related risk factors.  

These findings suggest that the Republic of Trinidad and Tobago should continue 

to monitor youth substance abuse, along with risk and protective factors, on an annual or 

biennial basis.  Specifically, it is recommended that Ministry of Education conduct an 

annual risk and protective survey to determine those issues and problems facing schools, 

communities, families, and youth in Trinidad and Tobago.  The survey should consist of 

similar questions to those used in the present study because it will allow future 

researchers to examine changes in reported behavior, and will allow them to compare 

their results to other countries.   
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2. Relatively high levels of gang membership among Trinidad and Tobago youth 
 

The analyses indicated that about 30% of Trinidad and Tobago students are at risk 

for gang involvement.  These findings have significant policy implications because gang 

members are disproportionately involved in criminal behavior and substance use. For 

example, current gang members are about three times more likely than non-gang 

members to get suspended from school, fifteen times more likely to have carried a gun or 

sold drugs, four times more likely to have assaulted someone, and about five times more 

likely to have taken a gun to school.  Given the burgeoning gang problem in Trinidad and 

Tobago, and the significant amount of crime and violence associated with gangs, there 

should be a comprehensive, community-wide approach to gangs involving three 

ministries: the Ministry of National Security, the Ministry of Education, and the 

Community Mediation Services Division of the Ministry of Social Development, should 

be implemented in Trinidad and Tobago. 

The Comprehensive Gang Suppression Model requires the development of a lead 

organization, street enforcement unit, outreach workers (usually former gang 

influentials), crisis intervention specialists, prevention specialists, and others working 

together to target gang members and those at high risk for gang involvement, in very high 

risk communities (Appendix F).  The Comprehensive Gang Suppression Model includes 

the use of five core strategies: community mobilization, opportunities provision, social 

intervention, suppression, and organizational change and development.   

Community mobilization involves the creation of a Steering Committee that 

coordinates suppression and outreach activities.  Opportunities provisions provide gang  
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youth with special access to economic opportunities in the community, including 

education, training, and employment.  Social intervention is directed to targeted youth 

and their family (not their gang), by providing them with a variety of services such as 

mentoring, family counseling, drug treatment, and street-level crisis intervention.  

Suppression involves the police not only directing traditional law enforcement activities 

toward targeted youth, but also having regular, informal contact with targeted youth, their 

families, and others in the targeted community.  Organizational change and development 

involves participating personnel and agencies to relinquish prior notions and practices 

and adopt the goals and objectives identified by the steering committee, and support other 

personnel involved in the comprehensive gang model. 

3. Relatively high levels of violence among Trinidad and Tobago youth 

The data analysis revealed high rates of violent behavior among respondents. 

About 22% of respondents reported attacking someone with the intention of harming 

them, and about 13% indicated that they attacked someone with a weapon in the past 12 

months. These rates are significantly higher than those found in many Western nations.  

Similarly, the analysis found that rates of school violence were also high.  For example, 

30% of respondents reporting that they had been in a physical fight on school property. 

High rates of youth violence, specifically on school property, can make it difficult for 

students to focus on academics.   

Over the past several decades, a substantial body of scientific evidence has 

focused on the effectiveness of early prevention programs.  These studies have followed 

youth for long periods of time and have determined the programmatic effects of  
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prevention programs on violence and other related problem behaviors.  As a whole, this 

body of literature indicates that some early violence prevention programs are cost-

effective strategies when compared to imprisonment and other more traditional criminal 

justice responses. One early intervention program that has repeatedly been found to be 

effective is the Child-Parent Center (CPC), which provides comprehensive educational 

support and family support to poor children and their parents. The guiding principle of 

the program is that by providing a school-based, stable learning environment for youth 

ages 5 through 8, in which parents are active and consistent participants in their child's  

education, scholastic success will follow and youth will be engaged in substantially less 

violence in the future. The program requires parental participation and emphasizes a  

child-centered, individualized approach to social and cognitive development.5  The 

Ministry of Education should pilot test CPC’s in five high-crime neighborhoods.  This is 

intended to be a long term response to the aforementioned problem and will take 10 to 15 

years for its impact to be realized. 

4. Trinidad and Tobago youth experience relatively high levels of fear of crime at 
school 

 
About 36% of respondents reported that they did not feel safe at school, and about 

12% of respondents indicated that they did not go to school at least once in the past 30 

days because they felt unsafe at school or on the way to school. These rates are 

significantly higher than those found in most Western nations, and they suggest that 

many students may not be attending school because they feel unsafe.  

 

                                                 
5 More information about CPCs can be found at:   
http://www.promisingpractices.org/program.asp?programid=98 
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It is recommended that the Ministry of Education and the Ministry of National 

Security create a joint steering committee to examine potential responses to school crime 

and fear of crime.  First, the steering committee should conduct a more in-depth, 

systematic study to examine the root causes of school crime and fear of crime, and make 

recommendations based on their findings.  Based on the steering committee’s findings, 

they might consider restructuring school and classroom management practices to increase 

school safety and decrease fear of crime.  Second, the steering committee should consider 

the adoption of a school resource officer program.  School resource officer programs 

have been found to increase student reporting of crime and have decreased fear of crime 

in schools when the students have a positive impression of the school resource officer.  If 

the joint steering committee decides to recommend a school resource officer program, 

they should emphasize the need for 1) formal school resource officer training, 2) careful 

selection processes that involve both the principal and an executive with the TTPS, and 

3) a written policy that defines the roles and responsibilities of the officer.6   

  

 

 

 

 

   

                                                 
6 More information about school resource officer programs can be found at: 
http://www.cops.usdoj.gov/files/ric/CDROMs/SchoolSafety/Law_Enforcement.htm 
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APPENDIX A 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RISK AND PROTECTIVE FACTORS  

AND PROBLEM BEHVIORS 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Risk Factors Substance abuse Delinquency Teen pregnancy School drop-out Violence

Availability of drugs χ χ

Availability of firearms χ χ

Community laws and norms favorable toward drug 
use, firearms, and crime χ χ χ

Media portrayals of violence χ

Transitions and mobility χ χ χ

Low neighborhood attachment and community 
disorganization χ χ χ

Extreme economic deprivation χ χ χ χ χ

Family history of problem behavior χ χ χ χ χ

Family management problems χ χ χ χ χ

Family conflict χ χ χ χ χ

Favorable parental attitudes and involvement in the 
problem behavior χ χ χ

Academic failure beginning in late elementary school χ χ χ χ χ

Lack of commitment to school χ χ χ χ χ

Early and persistent antisocial behavior χ χ χ χ χ

Friends who engage in the problem behavior χ χ χ χ χ

Favorable attitudes toward the problem behavior χ χ χ χ

Early initiation of the problem behavior χ χ χ χ χ

Constitutional factors χ χ χ

Risk and protective factors and problem behaviors

Family

School 

Individual/Peer

Community
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APPENDIX B 

TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO YOUTH SURVEY 
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APPENDIX C 

RISK AND PROTECTIVE FACTORS WITH CORRESPONDING SCALES 
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APPENDIX E 

RISK AND PROTECTIVE FACTORS BY AGE, GENDER, AND ETHNICITY 
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Community Domain: Risk Factors 

High Community Disorganization 

Over 51% of those 17 or older reported living in neighborhoods with high levels 

of community disorganization, followed by about 45% of 16-year-olds, and about 40% of 

those 15 year old and younger (Exhibit 47). Exhibit 48 shows that about 43% of males 

and about 42% of females reported high community disorganization. Exhibit 49 shows 

significant differences between ethnic groups for high community disorganization. About 

51% of Africans reported living in a neighborhood characterized by high levels of 

community disorganization, compared to 28.9% of East Indians. 

Low Neighborhood Attachment 

As the respondent’s age increased, the more likely they were to report being at 

risk for low neighborhood attachment. For instance, about 47% of those 17 or older, 40% 

of 16-year-olds, 39% of 15-year-olds, and 36% of those 14 or younger reported being at 

risk for low neighborhood attachment (Exhibit 47). Exhibit 48 shows that about 41% of 

males and about 39% of females reported being at risk for low neighborhood attachment. 

Exhibit 49 shows that there was a significant relationship between ethnicity and low 

neighborhood attachment, with about 44% of those from an “other” ethnic group 

reporting low neighborhood attachment, followed by about 40% of Africans and 

Afro/Indians, and 34.9% of East Indians. 

Transitions and Mobility 

As shown in Exhibit 47, respondent age was significantly associated with 

transitions and mobility, with 19% of respondents 14 or younger at risk for transitions  
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and mobility, compared to 24.2% of 15-year-olds, 31.9% of 16-year-olds, and 32.7% of 

those 17 and older. About 27% of females and 25% of males reported being at risk for 

transitions and mobility (Exhibit 48). Exhibit 49 shows that about 26% of Africans, East 

Indians, and Afro/Indians and 28% of those from an “other” ethnic group reported being 

at risk for transitions and mobility. 

Laws and Norms Favorable to Drugs 

About 39% of those 14 or younger, about 43% of 15 and 16-year-olds, and about 

47% of those 17 or older reported being at risk for living in a community with laws and 

norms favorable to drugs (Exhibit 47). As shown in Exhibit 48, about 46% of males and 

about 42% of females were at risk for living in a community with laws and norms 

favorable to drugs. Exhibit 48 shows a significant difference in ethnicity and laws and 

norms favorable to drugs. Africans were at highest risk with 47.8% at risk for living in a 

community with laws and norms favorable to drugs, followed by about 47% of 

Afro/Indians, about 44% of those from an “other” ethnic group, and 32.4% of East 

Indians (Exhibit 49).  

Availability of Handguns 

As shown in Exhibit 47, respondents 14 or younger were at the lowest risk for 

handgun availability (30.4%), followed by 39.6% of 15-year-olds, about 47% of 16-year-

olds, and about 53% of those 17 or older. The analysis also showed that there was a 

significant difference in terms of gender, with males being significantly more likely to 

perceive that handguns were available to them (51.2% compared to 34.9%) (See Exhibit 

48). Additionally, Exhibit 49 shows a significant relationship between ethnicity and the  
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availability of handguns. For example, only 29% of East Indian students believed that 

handguns were available to them compared to 41.1% of those from an “other” ethnic 

group, and about 47% Africans and Afro/Indians.   

Availability of Drugs 

Age was significantly associated with the perceived availability of drugs, with 

older students being more likely to perceive the availability of drugs than younger 

students. Specifically, only 31.4% of those 14 or younger perceived drugs to be available 

to them, followed by 41.6% of 15-year-olds, 49.9% of 16-year-olds and 56.7% of those 

17 or older (see Exhibit 47).  As seen in Exhibit 48, there was also a significant 

difference between male and female students, with 50.4% of males and 39.4% of females 

perceiving the availability of drugs. Last, Exhibit 49 shows significant differences 

between ethnic groups in their perceptions of the availability of drugs. While only about 

32% of East Indians perceived the availability of drugs, about 50% Afro/Indians and 

Africans perceived their availability. 
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Exhibit 48:  Risk Factors: Community Domain by Gender
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Exhibit 47: Risk Factors: Community Domain by Age
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Community Domain: Protective Factors 
 
Opportunity for Prosocial Involvement  

Respondents 16-years-old reported the highest rate of opportunity for prosocial 

involvement (63.2%), followed by 62.3% of 15-year-olds, 61% of respondents 14 or 

younger and 60.7% of those 17 or older (see Exhibit 50). Exhibit 51 shows a significant 

relationship between gender and opportunity for prosocial involvement. Abut 69% of 

males reported an opportunity for prosocial involvement in the community compared to 

about 58% of females. Exhibit 52 also shows that there was a significant relationship 

between ethnicity and opportunity for prosocial involvement. About 68% of East Indians 

reported having opportunity for prosocial involvement compared to 61.3% of 

Afro/Indians, and about 60% of Africans and those from an “other” ethnic group.  

 

 

Exhibit 49: Risk Factors: Community Domain by Ethnicity
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Rewards for Prosocial Involvement 

Exhibit 50 shows that 58.1% of those 14 or younger, 57% of 15 year olds, 56.2% 

of 16- year-olds, and 58.6% of those 17 or older reported living in a neighborhood with 

rewards for prosocial involvement. Exhibit 51 shows that 58.6% of males and 56.7% of 

females reported rewards for prosocial involvement. On the other hand, as seen in Exhibit 

52, there was a significant relationship between ethnicity and rewards for prosocial 

involvement. East Indians reported the highest rate of rewards for prosocial involvement 

(63.1%) followed by Africans (57.1%), Afro/Indians (55%) and those who reported 

belonging to an “other” ethnic group (53.3%).  

 

Exhibit 50:  Protective Factors: Community Domain by Age
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Exhibit 51: Protective Factors: Community Domain by Gender
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Exhibit 52: Protective Factors: Community Domain by Ethnicity
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Family Domain: Risk Factors 

Family History of Antisocial Behavior 

As seen in Exhibit 53, the age of the respondent was significantly associated with a 

family history of antisocial behavior.  Specifically, family history of antisocial behavior 

was reported by 33.1% of those 14 or younger, 43.7% of 15-year-olds, 50.4% of 16-year-

olds, and 60.1% of those 17 and older. Exhibit 54 shows that 43.3% of males and 47.3% 

of females reported having a family history of antisocial behavior. Exhibit 55 indicates a 

significant relationship between ethnicity and family history of antisocial behavior with 

28.5% of East Indians reporting a family history of antisocial behavior, compared to 

53.4% of Africans, about 54.6% of Afro/Indians, and 43% of those from an “other” 

ethnic group.  

Poor Family Management 

The findings indicated that age was significantly associated with poor family 

management with 37.3% of those 14 or younger, 46.3% of 15-year-olds, 50.9% of 16- 

year-olds, and 60.7% of those 17 and older reporting being at-risk for poor family 

management (see Exhibit 53). Likewise, as indicated in Exhibit 54, males were 

significantly more likely to report being at risk for poor family management (54.7%) than 

females (42.8%). Exhibit 55 indicates that poor family management was significantly 

associated with ethnicity. East Indians reported being at the lowest risk for poor family 

management (39.2%), followed by about 49% Africans and Afro/Indians, and 52.7% of 

those from an “other” ethnic group.  
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High Family Conflict 

Exhibit 53 shows that there was a significant relationship between age and high 

family conflict. About 42.4% of those 14 or younger, 44% of 15-year-olds, 53.6% of 16-

year-olds, and 57.8% of those 17 or older reported being at risk for high family conflict. 

Females reported being at significantly higher risk for family conflict than males (49.8% 

versus 44.9%) (Exhibit 54). Related, Exhibit 55 shows that East Indians (39.5%) reported 

significantly less family conflict compared to Africans (50.8%), Afro/Indians (53.3) and 

those who belong to an “other” ethnic group (50%).  

Parental Attitudes Favor Drug Use 

The age of the respondent was significantly associated with their risk of parental 

attitudes favoring drug use (Exhibit 53). About 29% of those 14 or younger, 30.2% of 15-

year-olds, 38.3% of 16-year-olds, and 46.4% of those 17 or older were at risk for parental 

attitudes favoring drug use. Exhibit 54 shows that gender was unrelated to parental 

attitudes favoring drug use. However, the findings indicated a significant relationship 

between ethnicity and parental attitudes favoring drug use (Exhibit 55). Specifically, 

23.9% of East Indians reported being at risk for parental attitudes favoring drug use, 

compared to 36.6% of Africans, 38.4% of Afro/Indians and those from an “other” ethnic 

group.  

Parental Attitudes Favor Antisocial Behavior 

Exhibit 53 shows a significant relationship between age and risk of parental 

attitudes favoring antisocial behavior. About 44% of those 14 or younger, 47.5% of 15-

year-olds, 53.7% of 16-year-olds, and 54.5% of those 17 or older reported being at risk  
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for parental attitudes that favor antisocial behavior (see Exhibit 53). Exhibit 54 shows a 

significant relationship between gender and parental attitudes favoring antisocial 

behavior with 52.2% of males and 47.5% of females at risk. As shown in Exhibit 55, 

there was a significant relationship between ethnicity and parental attitudes that favor 

antisocial behavior. East Indian students reported the lowest rate of parental attitudes 

favoring antisocial behavior (41.6%), followed by about 51% of Africans and 

Afro/Indians and 54.4% of those who reported belonging to an “other” ethnic group.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit 53: Risk Factors: Family Domain by Age 
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Exhibit 54:  Risk Factors: Family Domain by Gender
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Exhibit 55: Risk Factors: Family Domain by Ethnicity
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Family Domain: Protective Factors 

Family Attachment 

The results of the analysis indicated that there was a significant relationship 

between age and family attachment (Exhibit 56). For instance, 59.2% of those 14 or 

younger, 52.3% of 15-year-olds, 51.5% of 16-year-olds, and 46.1% of those 17 and older 

reported family attachment. Exhibit 57 shows a significant relationship between gender 

and family attachment with 58.9% of males and 49.1% of females reporting family 

attachment. Ethnicity was also found to be significantly related to family attachment, 

with 61.4% of East Indians reporting high family attachment, followed by 51.7% of 

Afro/Indians, 50.3% of Africans and, 50.1% of those who reported belonging to an 

“other” ethnic group (See Exhibit 58).  

Family Opportunities for Prosocial Involvement 

With respect to age, high levels of family opportunities for prosocial involvement 

was reported by 54.5% of those 14 or younger, 51.9% of 15-year-olds, 51.1% of 16-year-

olds, and 43.6% of those 17 or older reported (See Exhibit 56). Likewise, 52.8% of male 

and 50.3% of female respondents reported high levels of family opportunities for 

prosocial involvement (See Exhibit 57). Family opportunities for prosocial involvement 

was also significantly associated with the respondent’s ethnicity.  Specifically, East 

Indians were the most likely ethnic group to report high family opportunity for prosocial 

involvement (60%), followed by 52% of Afro/Indians, 49.5% of Africans and 43.8% of 

those who reported belonging to an “other” ethnic group (See Exhibit 58).  

Family Rewards for Prosocial Involvement 
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Exhibit 56 indicates that age is significantly related to perceptions of family 

rewards for prosocial involvement. Specifically, 65.3% of those 14 or younger, 62.5% of 

15-year-olds, 59.2% of 16-year-olds and 49% of those 17 or older reported family 

rewards for prosocial involvement. While 62.2% of males and 59.8% of females reported 

family rewards for prosocial involvement, this relationship was not found to be 

significant (Exhibit 57). Exhibit 58 shows a significant relationship between ethnicity and 

family rewards for prosocial involvement. East Indians reported the highest levels of 

family rewards for prosocial involvement (64.2%), followed by 61.5% of Africans, 

57.8% of those from an “other” ethnic group, and 55.7% of Afro/Indians.  

Exhibit 56:  Protective Factors: Family Domain by Age
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Exhibit 57:  Protective Factors: Family Domain by Gender
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Exhibit 58: Protective Factors: Family Domain by Ethnicity
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School Domain: Risk Factors 

School Academic Failure 

Exhibit 59 shows that the risk for academic failure increased with respondent age.  

For instance, 42.4% of those 14 or younger, 47.3% of 15-year-olds, 53% of 16-year-olds, 

and 61.9% of those 17 or older reported being at risk for school academic failure. Exhibit 

60 shows that about 56% of males and about 45% of females reported being at risk for 

school academic failure. Exhibit 61 shows that 50.6% of Africans, 50.5% of East Indians, 

49.7% of Afro/Indians, and 46.9% of those from an “other” ethnic group reported being 

at risk for school academic failure.  

Low School Commitment 

Exhibit 59 indicates that about 37% of those 14 or younger, 43.6% of 15-year-

olds, 43.2% of 16-year-olds, and 41.4% of those 17 or older reported being at risk for low 

school commitment. We found a significant relationship between gender and low school 

commitment, with 45.2% of males and 38.8% of females reporting risk for low school 

commitment (Exhibit 60). Similarly, Exhibit 61 shows a significant relationship between 

ethnicity and low school commitment. East Indians reported the lowest risk for low 

school commitment (33.5%), compared to 42.8% of those from an “other” ethnic group, 

41.8% of Afro/Indians, and 45.7% of Africans. 
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Exhibit 59: Risk Factors: School Domain by Age 
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Exhibit 60: Risk Factors: School Domain by Gender 
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School Domain: Protective Factors 

School Rewards for Prosocial Involvement 

Those 17 years old and older reported the highest rates of protection for school 

rewards for prosocial involvement (65.8%), followed by 61.2% of 15-year-olds, 59.1% of 

those 14 and younger, and 58.6% of 16-year-olds.  Males (57.1%) were significantly less 

likely than females (63.4%) to have the protection of school rewards for prosocial 

involvement (Exhibit 63). Last, Exhibit 64 shows that about 63% of Africans, 59.4% of 

East Indians, 56.5% Afro/Indians and 59.8% of those who reported belonging to an 

“other” ethnic group had high protection of school rewards for prosocial involvement.  

School Opportunity for Prosocial Involvement 

While school opportunity for prosocial involvement was not significantly related 

to age (See Exhibit 62), it was significantly related to the gender of the student.  Exhibit 

63 illustrates that 47.5% of males and 52.9% of females reported having the protection of  

Exhibit 61: Risk Factors: School Domain by Ethnicity 
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school opportunity for prosocial involvement. Those who belonged to an “other” ethnic 

group had the lowest rate of protection of school opportunity for prosocial involvement 

(47.3%) compared to about 52% Africans, East Indians, and Afro/Indians (Exhibit 64).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit 62: Protective Factors: School Domain by Age 
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Exhibit 64: Protective Factors: School Domain by Ethnicity
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Exhibit 63: Protective Factors: School Domain by Gender
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Peer-Individual Domain: Risk Factors 

Rebelliousness 

Exhibit 65 shows that students 17 or older were at the highest risk for 

rebelliousness (53.3%), compared to 48.8% of 16-year-olds, 45.9% of 15-year-olds, and 

44.2% of those 14 or younger. Exhibit 66 shows a significant relationship between 

gender and rebelliousness. About 50% of females and only about 44% of males reported 

being at risk for rebelliousness. Exhibit 67 illustrates that there was a significant 

relationship between ethnicity and rebelliousness. East Indians reported the lowest risk 

for rebelliousness (39.8%) compared to about 49% of Africans and those who reported 

belonging to an “other” ethnic group, and 52.3% of Afro/Indians.   

Early Initiation of Antisocial Behavior 

As the respondent’s age increased the more likely they were to report being at 

high risk for early initiation of antisocial behavior (Exhibit 65). About 31% of those 14 or 

younger, about 34.6% of 15-year-olds, 37.6% of 16-year-olds, and 45.6% of those 17 or 

older were at risk for early initiation of antisocial behavior. Males were more likely than 

females to report being at high risk for early initiation of anti-social behavior (44% versus 

31%) (Exhibit 66).  Last, 44.1% of Afro/Indians reported being at risk for early initiation 

of antisocial behavior compared to 40.7% of Africans and 26.8% of East Indians (Exhibit 

67).  

Early Initiation of Drug Use 

Exhibit 65 shows that 15-year-olds reported the highest risk (45.6%) and those 14 

or younger reported the lowest risk (40.5%) for early initiation of drug use. A significant  
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relationship exists between males and females for early initiation of drug use, with about 

46% of males and about 42% of females being at risk (Exhibit 66). Likewise, Exhibit 67 

shows a significant relationship between ethnic groups for early initiation of drug use. 

The exhibit indicates that Afro/Indians had the highest rate of risk (51.3%) for early 

initiation of drug use, followed by those who reported belonging to an “other” ethnic 

group (45.3%), Africans (44.3%), and East Indians (37%).  

Attitudes Favorable to Antisocial Behavior 

Age was found to be significantly related to attitudes favorable to antisocial 

behavior (Exhibit 65). For example, 43.9% of those 14 or younger, 44.7% of 15-year-

olds, 50.1% of 16-year-olds, and 51.2% of those 17 or older reported having attitudes 

favorable to antisocial behavior (Exhibit 65). Exhibit 66 shows that males reported 

significantly higher rates of attitudes favorable to antisocial behavior when compared to 

females (51.9% versus 43.2%, respectively).  Exhibit 67 shows that about 50% of 

Africans and those who reported belonging to an “other” ethnic group reported attitudes 

favorable to antisocial behavior, compared to 47.2% of Afro/Indians and 37.2% of East 

Indians.  

Attitudes Favorable to Drug Use 

Of interest was the trend that as the respondent’s age increased, the more likely 

students were to report attitudes favorable to drug use. For instance, 41.6% of those 14 or 

younger reported attitudes favorable to drug use compared to 53.3% of those 17 or older. 

Just over 51% of males and about 45% of females reported attitudes favorable to drug use  
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(Exhibit 66). Exhibit 67 shows that just over 50% of Africans and those from an “other” 

ethnic group reported attitudes favorable to drug use compared to 33.9% of East Indians.  

Intention to Use Drugs 

Exhibit 65 reveals significant differences between ages for intention to use drugs. 

About 54% of 16-year-olds reported intention to use drugs later in life, compared to 

48.2% of those 17 and older, 45.6% of 15-year-olds, and 42.6% of those 14 or younger. 

Exhibit 66 shows that males were more likely than females to report intention to use, 

50.3% compared to 46.2%. Last, Exhibit 67 indicates significant differences between 

ethnic groups for intention to use drugs. About 55% of Afro/Indians stated that intended 

to use drugs in the future, compared to 51.7% of those from an “other” ethnic group, 

48.9% of Africans, and 37.3% of East Indians.  

Perceived Risk of Drug Use  

About 31% of those 14 or younger, 38.3% of 15-year-olds, 44.4% of 16-year-

olds, and 42.8% of those 17 or older reported being at risk for drug use (See Exhibit 65). 

Exhibit 66 shows that about 40% of males and about 38% of females were at risk for 

drug use.  Related, 35.3% of East Indians and about 40% of all other ethnic groups were 

at risk for drug use.  

Antisocial Peers 

As the respondent’s age increased the more likely they were to report having 

antisocial peers. Exhibit 65 shows that about 37% of those 14 or younger, about 43% of 

15-year-olds, about 47% of 16-year-olds, and about 49% of those 17 or older were at risk 

for having antisocial peers. About 53% of males and about 37% of females were at risk  
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for having antisocial peers, a significant difference (Exhibit 66). Exhibit 67 shows 

significant differences between ethnic groups for antisocial peers. Africans reported the 

highest risk (45.6%) for having antisocial peers, compared to 45% of those from an 

“other” ethnic group, 43.6% of Afro/Indians, and 37.9% of East Indians.  

Peers’ Drug Use 

Exhibit 65 shows that as the respondent’s age increased, the more likely they were 

to be at risk for peers’ drug use. About 43% of those 14 or younger compared to about 

60% of those 17 or older were at risk for peers’ drug use. Gender was significantly 

related to peers’ drug use.  Specifically, 58.4% of males and 44.4% of females reported 

having peers that use drugs (Exhibit 66). Exhibit 67 shows significant differences in 

ethnic groups for peers’ drug use. About 41% of East Indians and about 53% of all other 

ethnic groups were at risk for peers’ drug use.  

Rewards for Antisocial Involvement 

About 44% of students 15 or younger and about 50% of those 16 or older reported 

receiving rewards for antisocial involvement (Exhibit 65). Exhibit 66 shows significant 

differences between males and females for rewards for antisocial involvement. About 

54% of males and about 42% of females were at risk for rewards for antisocial 

involvement. Exhibit 67 shows significant differences between ethnic groups for rewards 

for antisocial involvement. About 50% of Africans and Afro/Indians were at risk for 

rewards for antisocial involvement, compared to about 38% of East Indians.  

Depression Outcome 
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Exhibit 65 shows significant differences between ages for the depression 

outcome. As the respondent’s age increased, the more likely they were to be at risk for 

depression. Those 14 or younger were at the lowest risk (38.3%) for depression, and 

those 17 or older (50%) were at the highest risk. About 50% of females and about 37% of 

males, a significant difference, were at risk for depression (Exhibit 66). Exhibit 67 shows 

that Afro/Indians reported the highest risk for depression (48.8%), followed by East 

Indians (46.3%), Africans (43.7%), and those from an “other” ethnic group (43.4%). 

Gang Involvement 

As the respondent’s age increased, the more likely they were to be at risk for gang 

involvement. Exhibit 65 shows that 23.4% of those 14 or younger, 28.3% of 15-year-

olds, 33.5% of 16-year-olds, and 35% of those 17 or older were at risk for gang 

involvement. Exhibit 66 shows that males were twice as likely as females (42.8% 

compared to 20.9%) to be at risk for gang involvement. Exhibit 67 shows that 33.7% of 

those from an “other” ethnic group were at risk for gang involvement compared to 30.3% 

of Afro/Indians, 28.9% of Africans, and about 27% of East Indians.  

Sensation Seeking 

Exhibit 65 shows that 36.7% of those 14 or younger, 38.6% of 15-year-olds, 

39.2% of 16-year-olds, and 42% of those 17 or older were at risk for sensation seeking. 

Exhibit 66 shows that 46.2% of males and 33.7% of females were at risk for sensation 

seeking.  Exhibit 67 shows significant differences between ethnic groups for sensation 

seeking. About 43% of Afro/Indians were at risk for sensation seeking compared to  
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41.7% of those from an “other” ethnic group, 40.4% of Africans, and 30.8% of East 

Indians. 

Exhibit 65:  Risk Factors: Peer-individual Domain by Age
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Exhibit 65:  Risk Factors: Peer-individual Domain by Age, Continued
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Exhibit 66:  Risk Factors: Peer-individual Domain by Gender
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Exhibit 66:  Risk Factors: Peer-individual Domain by Gender, Continued
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Exhibit 67:  Risk Factors: Peer-individual Domain by Ethnicity
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Exhibit 67: Risk Factors: Peer-individual Domain by Ethnicity, Continued
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Peer-Individual Domain: Protective Factors 

Religiosity 

Exhibit 68 shows that as the respondent’s age increased, the less likely they were 

to have the protection of religiosity. Significant differences were found between ages for 

religiosity. About 62% of those 14 or younger, 58.7% of 15-year-olds, 55.1% of 16-year-

olds, and 44.1% of those 17 or older had the protection of religiosity. About 55% of 

males and 58.5% of females had the protection of religiosity (Exhibit 69). Exhibit 70 

shows ethnicity was not significantly related to religiosity protection.  

Social Skills 

Exhibit 68 shows significant differences between ages for social skills. About 

59% of those 14 or younger, 55.9% of 15-year-olds, 45.7% of 16-year-olds, and 51.3% of 

those 17 or older had protection of social skills. A significant difference exists between  

males and females for social skills. Females had a higher rate of protection (59.9%) than 

males (43.9%) (Exhibit 69). Exhibit 70 shows that East Indians had the highest rate of 

social skills (65.4%), followed by those from an “other” ethnic group (53.1%), Africans 

(48.6%), and Afro/Indians (47.2%).  

Belief in Moral Order 

Exhibit 68 reveals that as the age of the respondent increased, their level of 

protection of belief in moral order decreased. About 65% of those 14 or younger, 61.7% 

of 15-year-olds, 55.7% of 16-year-olds, and 53.7% of those 17 or older had protection of 

belief in moral order. Exhibit 69 shows that 63.7% of females and 53.5% of males had 

protection of belief in moral order. East Indians had the highest rate of protection from  
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belief in moral order (70.2%); compared to about 58% of Afro/Indians and those from an 

“other” ethnic group, and 54.6% of Africans (Exhibit 70).  

Prosocial Involvement  

Exhibit 68 shows about 51% of those 15 or younger and about 55% of those 16 or 

older had the protection of prosocial involvement. Exhibit 69 shows that females had 

slightly higher protection than males (54.4% compared to 51.1%%). As shown in Exhibit 

70, those who reported belonging to an “other” ethnic group had the highest level of 

prosocial involvement (55.5%), and East Indians had the lowest (48.5%).  

Rewards for Prosocial Involvement 

Exhibit 68 shows that about 69% of those 14 or younger and 16-year-olds 

reported rewards for prosocial involvement, compared to 71% of 15-year-olds and those 

17 or older. Exhibit 69 shows about 71% of males and about 69% of females reported  

rewards for prosocial involvement. Exhibit 70 shows that while Africans and 

Afro/Indians were the most likely to report receiving rewards for prosocial involvement 

(71.9% and 71.3%, respectively), East Indians were the least likely (67.5%).  

Interaction with Prosocial Peers 

Exhibit 68 shows that 16-year-olds had the highest rate of interaction with 

prosocial peers (53.5%), compared to about 51% of all other ages. Exhibit 69 shows 

about 56% of females and about 47% of males had the protection of interaction with 

prosocial peers, a significant difference. Exhibit 70 shows about 54% Africans and 

Afro/Indians and about 50% of East Indians and those from an “other” ethnic group 

reported the protection of interaction with prosocial peers.  
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Exhibit 69: Protective Factors: Peer-individual Domain by Gender
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Exhibit 68: Protective Factors: Peer-individual Domain by Age
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Exhibit 70:  Protective Factors: Peer-individual Domain by Ethnicity
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APPENDIX F 

COMPREHENSIVE GANG SUPPRESSION MODEL 
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