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This study examines encounters between youth and police to identify individual, contextual, and social factors
that predict the outcome of these encounters. Young people aged 16–30 years were surveyed between May 2017
and June 2018 in three non-metropolitan cities across British Columbia, Canada. Outcomes were analysed using
multinomial logistic generalized estimating equations. A total of 675 encounters were reported by 360 participants. These outcomes resulted in participants being questioned (n = 227; 33.6%); given warnings (n = 132;
19.6%); being searched (n = 104; 15.4%); being given a ticket (n = 101; 15.0%); and being handcuﬀed or
arrested (n = 111; 16.4%). Young Indigenous people (vs. white) were signiﬁcantly more likely to be handcuﬀed
or arrested (OR=3.26; 1.43, 7.43). Statistical signiﬁcance held after adjusting for history of police encounters
and contextual factors. Findings suggest that police discretion, which has the potential to beneﬁt youth, may be
undermined by discriminatory applications of discretion.

Introduction
Experiences between youth and police have frequently been characterized by negativity, harassment, and mutual disrespect (Fagan &
Tyler, 2005; Hinds, 2007; Mcara & Mcvie, 2005; Piquero, Fagan,
Mulvey, Steinberg & Odgers, 2005; Hinds, 2007; Stewart, Baumer,
Brunson & Simons, 2009). Young people have frequently reported
procedurally unfair practices, discrimination, and harassment (Cunneen
& White, 1995; Hinds, 2007; Stewart et al., 2009; White, 1993). In
particular, young people who are marginalized and/or from diverse
backgrounds appear to be disproportionately impacted by forceful policing (Hagan, Shedd & Payne, 2005). For instance, Owusu-Bempah and
Wortley (2014) surveyed over 3300 Toronto high school students about
encounters with police. These researchers found that black youth
without a history of criminal involvement were signiﬁcantly more likely
to be stopped and searched than white youth with a history of criminal
involvement – indicating a disproportionate frequency of racial

proﬁling amongst black youth. Less is known about variation in experiences between police and young people impacted by other forms of
marginalization, including those identifying as non-binary gender and
Indigenous.
Highlighting the importance of studying this issue, concerns have
been levied by researchers who claim that it may be diﬃcult for young
people to overcome the social impact of early encounters with police –
leading to long-term entrapment within the legal system for what often
begins as non-violent and low-level oﬀenses (Nagin, Farrington &
Moﬃtt, 1995; Rasmusen, 1996). In their study, McAra and
McVie (2005) show that police contact with youth not only fosters
hostility towards the law, but also increases oﬀending. Others who have
studied patterns of policing suggest that oﬃcers may target young
people – particularly those who are socially marginalized (Fitzgerald &
Carrington, 2011). Regardless of the extent to which these problems
manifest and deﬁne contemporary policing practices, there is signiﬁcant public interest in ensuring that the encounters between young
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young people community service agencies, health clinics, cannabis
dispensaries, and coﬀee shops, as well as distributed via Facebook and
Instagram. Participants were encouraged to tell friends about the study.
To facilitate recruitment of young people, regular oﬃce hours at youth
community service agencies were oﬀered. Interested individuals could
also text, Facebook message, or call the contact information on the
recruitment material to schedule an interview with research assistants.
Eligibility criteria restricted participation to young people aged 16–30
who lived in the recruitment community for the past six months. As the
study was designed to examine the experiences of young people who
used drugs (including cannabis, which was not legal at the time of this
study), we aimed to recruit a sample where two-thirds reported more
than weekly use and one-third reported less than weekly (or no) use.
After informed consent was given, a questionnaire was administered to
the participant by a trained research assistant and took approximately
one hour to complete. Each participant received $25 CAD. After data
collection, all participants were oﬀered ﬁve recruitment coupons and
instructed to share these with eligible peers within one month. Participants who successfully recruited peers were remunerated $5 CAD for
each new participant who completed the study (maximum $25 CAD).
This study was reviewed by the research ethics board at the University
of Victoria.

people and police are not only procedurally just (i.e., procedures follow
criteria independent of a person's identity; Maskaly, Fridell, Jennings &
Donner, 2015), but also ultimately beneﬁt young people and communities (Caputo, McIntyre, Wang & Hodgkinson, 2018).
Previous studies of police have also highlighted the role that appearance, behaviour, and context play in shaping police decisions and
how these decisions impact the outcome of police encounters
(Dunham, Alpert, Stroshine & Bennett, 2005; Novak, Frank, Smith &
Engel, 2002; Rowe, 2007). From the citizenry's perspective, however,
the outcomes of police encounters must be meted out fairly, and not
based on one's social position (e.g., age, ethnicity, socioeconomic
status; Bronitt & Stenning, 2011) However, since the 1970s, policing
responsibilities in Western countries have been encroaching into increasingly “low-level” oﬀenses and have, for better or worse, repositioned police both as enforcers of the law, and “preventers” of crime, a
stance lifted from the ﬁelds of social work and public health
(Livingston, 1997; Roberts, 1976). Policing has also come to include
greater focus on health and social issues, despite minimal training in
these areas. As a result, the role of personal and social biases amongst
police may play a greater role in shaping how police-youth encounters
unfold than commonly assumed. The unfolding of these encounters in
turn may inﬂuence the ultimate outcome that these encounters have on
youth (Berry, 2019; Ross, 2018).
In Canada, much of the research on young peoples’ encounters with
police has been conducted in Ontario and Quebec (Abbott, 2017;
Fitzgerald & Carrington, 2011; Tator & Henry, 2006) or have focused on
urban, metropolitan, and inner-city areas (such as Metro Vancouver;
Meng, 2014; Omura, Wood, Nguyen, Kerr & DeBeck, 2014;
Sersli, Salazar & Lozano, 2010; Ti, Wood, Shannon, Feng & Kerr, 2013;
Wortley, 2007). Studies suggest that social context, including city of
residence, may shape young peoples’ attitudes towards police
(Taylor, Turner, Esbensen & Winfree, 2001). Canadian government
surveys and reports have singled out jurisdictions with distinct social
ecologies that relate to the policing of young people, including rural
and remote areas (Nuﬃeld, 2003) and British Columbia (BC) speciﬁcally (Carrington & Schulenberg, 2003). For example, notably few
(20–30%) apprehended youth have been charged in BC compared with
those in other provinces (Carrington & Schulenberg, 2003); yet, the
rating BC young people give police is consistently lower than counterparts in other Canadian jurisdictions (Cotter, 2015).
These and other studies indicate a need to evaluate the ongoing
relationships between young people in non-metropolitan jurisdictions
and the outcomes of police encounters across British Columbia. The
current study aimed to understand event-level police encounters and
outcomes reported amongst young people in three BC urban communities, including the salient situational, psychosocial, and individual
factors that may be associated with these outcomes. We hypothesize
that young people who exhibit greater social marginalisation – based on
social identity (e.g., ethnicity, gender identity), situational context
(e.g., time of day, substance use) or psychosocial factors (e.g., social
support, quality of life) – will have higher odds of experiencing negative
police encounter outcomes.

Explanatory variables
A series of questions about police encounters were repeated for up
to three police encounters per participant. Participants were instructed
to report on the most recent encounters, but it remained possible that
they actually reported on the most salient ones. Explanatory variables
(Table 1) included those related to: 1) individual demographics; 2)
contextual factors; and 3) personal or social factors.
First, person-level explanatory variables included age at time of
study (16–20, 21–25, 26–30), gender identity (male, female, nonbinary), sexual orientation (heterosexual, other), ethnicity (White,
Indigenous, other), and monthly income (<$663 [i.e., provincial income assistance level], $664-$1200, $1201-$2000, >$2000). To account for previous encounters with police which may have contributed
to their encounters, participants reported the number of times they
encountered the police in the past ﬁve years (0, 1–3 times, 4–10 times,
>10 times). Participants also indicated whether they had ever dealt
drugs (no, yes).
Second, encounter-level explanatory variables, or factors speciﬁc to
each encounter, included: the time of day; situation (what the participants were doing); police reason told to participant for encounter occurrence; the people or associates participants were with during the
stop; whether the participant was using drugs at the time of the encounter, and whether they were found in possession of drugs during the
encounter. These encounter-level factors were included as descriptive
variables and to control for the confounding eﬀect of speciﬁc contextual
details of the event. Controlling for these variables as confounders in
our multivariable approach allowed us to assess identity-related characteristics independent of the context of the encounters being studied.
Finally, to understand the social or personal factors that might explain outcomes, we included three scales: The Medical Outcomes Study
Modiﬁed Social Support Scale (MOS-MSSS' Gjesfjeld, Greeno & Kim,
2008), the Public Visibility and Activities Scale (PVAS; Wortley &
Owusu-Bempah, 2011), and; the EUROHIIS Quality of Life Index (QOL;
Rocha, Power, Bushnell & Fleck, 2012). These three scales captured
participants’ quality of life, public visibility, and social support to test
our hypotheses related to experiences of marginalized individuals, who
often have less social support, lower quality of life, but are more publicly visible. First, the MOS-MSSS consisted of ﬁve items (e.g., “How
often are the following kinds of support available to you if you need it…
Someone you can count on to listen to you when you need to talk?”)
describing the frequency individuals have access to social support. Each
item is scored on a ﬁve-point Likert scale ranging from “None of the

METHODS
Data collection
Data on young peoples’ encounters with police was gathered from
the The Youth Experiences Project, which recruited participants between May 2017 and June 2018 using a community-informed mixed
chain-referral and maximum variation sampling method in three BC
municipalities: Victoria, Chilliwack, and Prince George. Additional information on study recruitment is provided in Selfridge et al. (2019). In
brief, participants were approached by trained research assistants at
restaurants, construction sites, high schools, universities, skateboard
parks, and other downtown locales. Posters were also hung at local
2
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Table 1
Explanatory Variables.
Variable
Age
Gender identity
Sexual orientation
Ethnicity
Monthly income
Past police encounter
Past drug dealing
Contextual
Time of day
Situational
Reason

Associates
Drug use
Drug possession
Personal and social
Social support
Public Visibility
Quality of life

Levels
16–20, 21–25, 26–30
Male, female, non-binary
Heterosexual, other
White, Indigenous, other
<$663, $664-$1200, $1201-$2000, >$2000
0, 1–3 times, 4–10 times, >10 times
No, yes
Morning/afternoon, evening/night
Biking or walking; driving or in a car as a passenger; hanging out (e.g., at a party, at work or school, at home); illegal activities (e.g., engaged in non-legal
drug or under-aged alcohol use, in a ﬁght)
looking for crime suspects, noise complaint, responding to call or overdose; road block or random check; suspected of drug possession, trespassing, public
intoxication; violent encounter or disturbance, breaking up a party; traﬃc, jaywalking, or suspected intoxication while driving; other (e.g., problem with
vehicle, didn't give a reason)
Alone/none, with friends, with parents/family/partner, with professionals/coworkers/other
Yes/no
Yes/no
The Medical Outcomes Study Modiﬁed Social Support Scale
Public Visibility and Activities Scale
EUROHIIS Quality of Life Index

time (1)” to “All of the time” (5). Final scores were calculated by
summing the scores of each question. Second, the PVAS consisted of
ﬁve items (e.g., “How often do you hang out on the street, outside of
schools, or in the parks of your neighbourhood?”) measuring public
visibility. Each item is scored on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from
“Never (1)” to “Every day (7).” Final scores were calculated by summing the scores of each question. For each scale, scores were only
calculated for individuals who answered all constituent items. Third,
the QOL consisted of eight items (e.g., “How would you rate your
quality of life?”) measuring quality of life. Each item is scored on a ﬁvepoint Likert scale ranging from “Very poor (1)” to “Very good (5).”
Final scores for each scale were calculated by summing the scores of
each question.

Statistical analysis
All statistical analyses for this study were conducted in R (v. 3.5.2).
Analytic criteria restricted inclusion to participants who stated that
they had at least one police encounter in the past ﬁve years and who
provided encounter-level descriptions for at least one police encounter
over the past three years. Bivariable and multivariable multinomial
logistic regression models were constructed using generalised estimating equations (known as GEE) with Huber-White standard errors
from the multgee package (Touloumis, 2014). The referent level for all
models was having “no action, questioned, or asked for identiﬁcation.”
In multivariable modelling, all theoretically appropriate variables were
included and no artiﬁcial variable selection method was utilised. These
models were used to identify the independent and adjusted factors associated with the outcome of police encounters, while also controlling
for multiple observations per participant. Sensitivity analyses were also
performed by using recruitment chain clusters as the clustering variable
– however the eﬀect on estimates and standard errors with and without
these clusters was negligible (likely due to the reality that most participants were not part of recruitment chains and due to the small
number of participants in each chain). Likewise, comparisons of simple
regression and multilevel regression models showed little to no eﬀect of
within-chain clustering but a signiﬁcant eﬀect on conclusions attributable to repeated measures.
In addition to the multivariable modelling approach, we also used
cross tabulations and bivariable odds ratios to evaluate whether personlevel factors signiﬁcantly associated with the outcome of police encounters were associated with the circumstances of the event.
Bivariable odds ratios were calculated using generalised estimate
equations with the geepack package for two binary outcomes: (1)
whether the participant reported engaging in an illegal activity prior to
the encounter and (2) whether the participant reported that the police
oﬃcer had suspected them of illegal activity as the rationale for their
encounter.

Outcome variable
A ﬁve-level variable was constructed from six questions regarding
each police encounter (“Did the police ask you for identiﬁcation?”; “Did
the police search you?”; “Did the police frisk or pat you down?”; “Did the
police handcuﬀ you?”; “If you were arrested were you taken into custody?”;
and “What was the result or outcome of this encounter?”). Participants’
responses were classiﬁed according to the most severe action taken by
police during the encounter ranging from (1) “no action, questioned, or
asked for identiﬁcation;” (2) “warned and/or told to leave;” (3) “searched and/or frisked;” (4) “ticketed or given a citation;” to (5) “handcuﬀed or arrested.” This classiﬁcation method was selected to distinguish beyond simple dichotomies of “any action vs. none.” While the
experience of being ticketed or warned would be qualitatively distinct
from the experiences of being handcuﬀed, our quantitative methods did
not allow for such delineation. Although some salient distinctions exist
between the concepts captured in each variable (e.g., search vs. frisk;
handcuﬀed vs. arrested), these levels were selected due to either small
counts in the otherwise mutually exclusive categories or due to concerns that participants did not understand the distinctions well enough
to accurately control for misclassiﬁcation bias. It is important to note
that encounters were classiﬁed into the most severe outcomes that were
reported during the encounter (e.g., participants who were arrested
may have also been frisked leading up to the arrest, but were classiﬁed
only as being arrested). This classiﬁcation scheme was selected as our
intent was not to estimate eﬀects for each speciﬁc policing activity, but
to identify the independent and adjusted factors associated with encounter-level outcomes.

RESULTS
A total of 449 young people participated in the cross-sectional
multi-community survey. Of these participants, 412 reported having at
least one encounter with the police in the past ﬁve years. However, of
these 412 participants with a history of a police encounters, only 360
participants answered questions about police encounters. These 360
participants provided information regarding 675 encounters with
3

International Journal of Drug Policy xxx (xxxx) xxxx

K.G. Card, et al.

Table 2
Person-level Characteristics for Analytic Sample (N = 360 Participants).

Table 3
Encounter-level Characteristics (N = 675 Encounters).

n (%)
Age
16 - 20
21 - 25
26 - 30
City of Residence
Victoria
Chilliwack
Prince George
Gender
Female
Male
Non-binary
Sexual Orientation
Heterosexual
Non-heterosexual
Income Level (Monthly)
$0 - $663
$664 - $1200
$1201 - $2000
$2001 or more
Ethnicity
White
Indigenous
Other
History of Drug Dealing
No
Yes
Number of Police Encounters in Past 5 Years
1 to 3 Times
4 to 10 times
More than 10 times
Quality of Life Scores (Median [Q1, Q3])
Social Support Scores (Median [Q1, Q3])
Public Visibility Scores (Median [Q1, Q3])

n (%)
Encounter Outcome
No action, Questioned, and/or Asked for Identiﬁcation
Warned and/or Told to leave
Searched and/or Frisked
Ticket and/or Citation
Handcuﬀed or Arrested
Time of event
Day time
Night time
Activity leading up to encounter
Driving (as driver or passenger)
Biking or Walking
Hanging out (e.g., at school, at home, in public)
Doing something illegal (e.g., in a ﬁght)
Reason Given By Police for Encounter
Traﬃc-related Infraction (e.g., Jaywalking/DUI)
Random stop (e.g., roadblock)
Responding to a call (e.g., overdose, noise complaint)
Suspected Illegal Activity (e.g., trespassing, ﬁghting)
Other
Encounter-level Use of Drugs
No
Yes
Found in Possession of Drugs
No
Yes
Participant was…
Alone
With Friends
With Family members
With others (e.g., coworkers, professionals)

155 (43.1)
134 (37.2)
67 (18.6)
116 (32.2)
115 (31.9)
129 (35.8)
169 (46.9)
178 (49.4)
13 (3.6)
286 (79.4)
73 (20.3)
154 (42.7)
88 (24.4)
51 (14.2)
67 (18.6)
226 (62.7)
85 (23.6)
49 (13.6)
284 (78.8)
76 (21.1)
161 (44.7)
116 (32.2)
83 (23.1)
30 (25, 33)
21 (19, 24)
14 (11, 17)

227
132
104
101
111

(33.6)
(19.6)
(15.4)
(15.0)
(16.4)

269 (39.9)
402 (59.6)
247 (36.6)
117 (17.3)
241 (35.7)
69 (10.2)
159 (23.6)
131 (19.4)
183 (27.1)
102 (15.1)
95 (14.1)
350 (51.9)
319 (47.3)
604 (89.5)
60 (8.9)
202 (29.9)
368 (54.5)
74 (11.0)
28 (4.2)

*Observations with missing values included in proportion calculation.

asked for identiﬁcation (outcome level 1). In multivariable modelling,
being warned and/or told to leave (outcome level 2) was associated
with living in Victoria (vs. Prince George), higher quality of life scores,
driving leading up to the encounter (vs. biking or walking), traﬃc-related citations (e.g., traﬃc/jaywalking/driving under the inﬂuence
[DUI]), drugs or alcohol use at the time of the encounter, and being
alone (vs. being with others). Being searched and/or frisked (outcome
level 3) was associated with younger age, residence in Chilliwack (vs.
Victoria), higher social support scores, illegal activity, random or nonexplained police encounters, and drug possession. Being ticketed or
given a citation (outcome level 4) was associated with higher income
($1201–2000 vs. $0–663), encounters at night, hanging out (vs.
driving), and traﬃc-related infraction (e.g. traﬃc/jaywalking/DUI).
Finally, being handcuﬀed or arrested (outcome level 5) was associated
with identifying as gender non-binary, Indigenous, a history of drug
dealing, random police stops and “other” situations (e.g., problem with
car) (vs. traﬃc-related infractions), as well as being in possession of
drugs at time of the encounter.
Supplementary results in Supplemental Table S2 show sub-analyses examining whether (i) non-binary, (ii) Indigenous, and (iii)
younger individuals were more likely to report that (a) the police ofﬁcer said they stopped them because they were suspected of illegal
activity and (b) they were doing something illegal at the time of the
police encounter. These results showed that younger age, non-binary
gender, and Indigenous ethnicity were independent of participation in
illegal activity and of being suspected of a crime at the time of the
encounter.

*Observations with missing values included in proportion calculation.

police (participants reported up to three events). Descriptive statistics
for the analytic sample are provided in Table 2. In brief, most included
participants identiﬁed as heterosexual (n = 286; 79.4%), white
(n = 226; 62.7%), and <20 years of age (n = 155; 43.1%) or between
the ages of 21 and 25 (n = 134; 37.2%). The sample was evenly divided
between those who identiﬁed as women (n = 169; 46.9%) and men
(178; 49.4%), with thirteen (3.6%) identifying as gender non-binary. A
total of 76 (21.1%) participants reported ever dealing drugs and 199
(55.3%) reported having more than four encounters with police in the
past ﬁve years.
Descriptive statistics for the encounter-level encounters between
young people and police are provided in Table 3. Within the context of
these encounters, 117 (17.3%) occurred while the participant was
biking or walking; 247 (36.6%) occurred while the participant was
driving or riding as a passenger; 241 (35.7%) occurred while the participant was hanging out; and 69 (10.2%) occurred while the participant was engaged in an illegal activity. Most encounters occurred when
a participant was with friends (n = 368; 54.5%) or alone (n = 202;
29.9%); and most encounters occurred at night or in the evening
(n = 402; 59.6%). Additional variables can be found in Table 3.
Regarding the outcomes of these encounters, 111 (16.4%) resulted
in the participant being handcuﬀed or arrested; 104 (15.4%) resulted in
being searched or frisked; 101 (15.0%) resulted in being ticketed or
given a citation; 132 (19.6%) resulted in being warned or told to leave;
and 227 (33.6%) resulted in no action, just being questioned, or being
asked for identiﬁcation.
Supplemental Table S1 shows bivariable associations between the
outcome of the police encounter and each explanatory factor of interest
and Table 4 provides the multivariable-adjusted independent correlates
of our outcome variable. The referent level for both bivariable models
and our multivariable model was no action, being questioned, or being

DISCUSSION
To our knowledge, this is the ﬁrst study which examines contextual,
individual, personal, and social factors implicated in encounters between police amongst young people—particularly with its novel focus
4
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Table 4
Multivariable Adjusted and Independent Associations with the Outcome of Young Adults’ Encounters with Police (N = 624 Encounters).

Person-Level Factors
Age
16 - 20
21 - 25
26 - 30
Gender
Female
Male
Non-binary
Ethnicity
White
Indigenous
Other
Income Level (Monthly)
$0 - $663
$664 - $1200
$1201 - $2000
$2001 or more
Sexual Orientation
Heterosexual
Non-heterosexual
City of Residence
Victoria
Chilliwack
Prince George
Quality of Life Scores
Social Support Scores
Public Visibility Scores
History of Drug Dealing
No
Yes
Number of Police Encounters in Past 5 Years
1 to 3 Times
4 to 10 times
More than 10 times
Encounter-Level Factors
Time of event
Day time
Night time
Activity leading up to encounter
Driving (as driver or passenger)
Biking or Walking
Doing something illegal (e.g., in a ﬁght)
Hanging out (e.g., at school, at home, in public)
Reason Given By Police for Encounter
Traﬃc-related Infraction (e.g., Jaywalking/DUI)
Random stop (e.g., roadblock)
Responding to a call (e.g., overdose, noise complaint)
Suspected Illegal Activity (e.g., trespassing, ﬁghting)
Other
Encounter-level Use of Drugs
No
Yes
Found in Possession of Drugs
No
Yes
Participant was…
Alone
With Friends
With Family members
With others (e.g., coworkers, professionals)

Warned and/or told to leave
aOR (95% CI)

Searched and/or Frisked
aOR (95% CI)

Given a Ticket and/or Citation
aOR (95% CI)

Handcuﬀed and/or arrested
aOR (95% CI)

1.00
0.60 (0.31, 1.16)
0.55 (0.25, 1.21)

1.00
0.33 (0.15, 0.73)
0.44 (0.21, 0.93)

1.00
0.67 (0.32, 1.41)
0.64 (0.23, 1.76)

1.00
0.82 (0.40, 1.66)
0.43 (0.17, 1.06)

1.00
1.26 (0.69, 2.32)
1.7 (0.29, 10.01)

1.00
1.18 (0.66, 2.11)
2.82 (0.62, 12.89)

1.00
0.77 (0.36, 1.66)
0.69 (0.14, 3.47)

1.00
0.65 (0.32, 1.32)
8.40 (1.01, 69.72)

1.00
1.57 (0.73, 3.38)
1.22 (0.59, 2.53)

1.00
1.84 (0.86, 3.95)
1.55 (0.66, 3.64)

1.00
0.90 (0.31, 2.65)
1.05 (0.42, 2.63)

1.00
3.26 (1.43, 7.43)
1.22 (0.47, 3.14)

1.00
1.35 (0.70, 2.58)
1.29 (0.51, 3.29)
1.43 (0.64, 3.19)

1.00
1.22 (0.58, 2.59)
1.54 (0.57, 4.20)
1.23 (0.50, 3.07)

1.00
2.02 (0.82, 4.96)
2.67 (1.01, 7.02)
2.40 (0.92, 6.25)

1.00
1.05 (0.51, 2.19)
0.96 (0.30, 3.07)
1.19 (0.48, 2.94)

1.00
1.19 (0.59, 2.40)

1.00
1.39 (0.61, 3.17)

1.00
1.32 (0.46, 3.77)

1.00
0.58 (0.25, 1.35)

1.00
0.66 (0.35, 1.27)
0.37 (0.18, 0.77)
1.06 (1.00, 1.12)
0.97 (0.90, 1.04)
1.02 (0.95, 1.09)

1.00
2.36 (1.12, 4.96)
1.47 (0.62, 3.48)
0.94 (0.89, 1.00)
1.12 (1.04, 1.21)
1.01 (0.93, 1.08)

1.00
0.50
0.74
1.04
0.98
0.99

1.00
0.65
1.15
1.00
0.95
1.03

1.00
1.44 (0.75, 2.79)

1.00
1.6 (0.76, 3.40)

1.00
0.99 (0.34, 2.94)

1.00
2.37 (1.15, 4.89)

1.00
1.19 (0.67, 2.12)
1.08 (0.49, 2.41)

1.00
0.83 (0.43, 1.63)
0.73 (0.32, 1.69)

1.00
0.64 (0.32, 1.25)
0.69 (0.24, 1.98)

1.00
1.44 (0.67, 3.10)
1.89 (0.76, 4.69)

1.00
0.68 (0.38, 1.21)

1.00
1.29 (0.7, 2.37)

1.00
0.45 (0.23, 0.89)

1.00
0.71 (0.39, 1.27)

1.00
0.32 (0.11, 0.94)
2.1 (0.66, 6.72)
1.13 (0.48, 2.66)

1.00
2.41 (0.95, 6.11)
3.49 (1.11, 10.94)
1.49 (0.60, 3.74)

1.00
0.48 (0.16, 1.42)
0.85 (0.17, 4.17)
0.18 (0.06, 0.62)

1.00
0.85 (0.31, 2.33)
1.47 (0.43, 4.96)
0.96 (0.38, 2.43)

1.00
0.13
0.21
0.24
0.13

1.00
0.69 (0.25, 1.85)
0.89 (0.30, 2.67)
1.24 (0.37, 4.11)
0.74 (0.25, 2.20)

1.00
0.03
0.02
0.12
0.10

1.00
0.27 (0.10, 0.78)
0.91 (0.31, 2.64)
0.57 (0.17, 1.87)
0.32 (0.12, 0.90)

1.00
2.08 (1.16, 3.72)

1.00
1.69 (0.88, 3.23)

1.00
1.56 (0.63, 3.87)

1.00
1.34 (0.69, 2.59)

1.00
1.99 (0.49, 8.04)

1.00
5.77 (1.53, 21.84)

1.00
3.58 (0.48, 26.61)

1.00
14.59 (4.18, 50.87)

1.00
1.83 (0.94, 3.56)
0.51 (0.19, 1.35)
0.09 (0.01, 0.96)

1.00
1.78 (0.88, 3.59)
0.57 (0.17, 1.94)
0.53 (0.11, 2.60)

1.00
0.76 (0.36, 1.61)
0.69 (0.22, 2.14)
0.24 (0.02, 3.58)

1.00
1.15 (0.55, 2.41)
0.71 (0.23, 2.14)
0.08 (0.01, 1.08)

(0.05,
(0.07,
(0.07,
(0.05,

0.33)
0.64)
0.77)
0.39)

(0.22,
(0.29,
(0.97,
(0.88,
(0.91,

(0.01,
(0.01,
(0.03,
(0.03,

1.14)
1.92)
1.11)
1.09)
1.09)

0.08)
0.13)
0.49)
0.26)

(0.26,
(0.46,
(0.93,
(0.86,
(0.95,

1.61)
2.88)
1.08)
1.05)
1.11)

Reference Level = Nothing happened, questioned, and/or asked for identiﬁcation; aOR = Adjusted Odds Ratio; 95% CI = 95% Conﬁdence Interval.

illegal activity or being suspected of a crime at the time of the encounter. These ﬁndings indicate that outcomes of encounters between
young people and police may be discriminatory – predicated on individual's visible characteristics, such as race, gender, and age.
These ﬁndings support and extend other ﬁndings indicating that
police may interact more frequently with marginalised individuals by
demonstrating that the outcomes of these encounters are more severe
for people identiﬁed as minorities (e.g., identiﬁed as Indigenous people

on younger Canadians living in smaller, non-metropolitan communities. Our study found that key person- and context-speciﬁc factors
were associated with the reported outcomes of these encounters.
Notably, we found that gender non-binary and Indigenous participants
were more likely to experience punitive measures (i.e., being handcuﬀed or arrested), even after adjusting for histories of drug dealing,
past police encounters, and contextual factors. Younger participants
were also more likely to be searched or frisked by police regardless of
5
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These ﬁndings speak to the role police have been assigned in enforcing
the criminal code and public safety.
The present study is not without limitations. First, we recognise that
the encounters between young people and police are incredibly diverse
and that this diversity may not be captured within the current ﬁndings.
While we did our best to classify encounters using succinct and wellreasoned quantitative categories, it was clear that improvements to
survey methodologies on police encounters could be made. This limitation is particularly true for variables describing what participants
were doing leading up to the encounter, reasons given by police for
each encounter, and the setting in which arrests occurred as bias may
be present. Nevertheless, this retrospective, encounter-level data provides a unique contribution to the study of police encounters with
young people that may enrich and catalyse future studies – particularly
those which adopt qualitative methods to capture the nature of young
peoples’ encounters with police, and how various situational, personal,
and social factors are experienced by youth people in diverse and
complex ways. As well, despite our attempt to recruit a diverse sample
of young people using multiple methods of participant engagement, our
study does not come from a random sample and therefore may not be
generalizable to all young people who use drugs—especially those who
might not have been willing to talk with interviewers or were not
available at the locations where interviews were advertised. Similarly,
we note that some small cell counts (e.g., only 13 participants reported
non-binary gender) – arising from both our sampling procedure and our
use of a multi-level outcome – may limit the generalizability of our
ﬁndings and introduce risk for error. While we rely on p-values to inform us as to whether the diﬀerences between these groups may be
observed by chance alone, we do recognize that our study may be underpowered. A larger scale study is thus needed to better understand
the relationships modelled here. Furthermore, a larger sample size
would also address potential issues with model ﬁt that may arise from
including the relatively large number of variables required to isolate the
eﬀects being studied in this analysis. In addition to random error, our
subject is also vulnerable to bias. Indeed, because our study was conducted amongst young people who use drugs and aimed to understand
encounters with police, it is likely that our study was subject to response biases in that some young people who would be afraid to talk
about their experiences with police may not represented in our sample.
In addition, participants were only required to reside in their city for
the past six months while the events reported may have taken place
anywhere. Therefore, the inclusion of city in our multivariable model
should not be interpreted with great weight. Finally, we recognize that
the validity of this study relies, at least in part, on the validity of selfreported data. As noted by Knight, Little, Losoya and Mulvey (2004),
self-reported data regarding experiences with police are generally believed to be valid and reliable, but some between-group diﬀerences may
exist. This is important to consider given that our study sought to
speciﬁcally understand how between-group demographic traits might
relate to outcomes of encounters with police (Knight et al., 2004).
Further investigation into these diﬀerential eﬀects is warranted, but it is
worth noting that our ﬁndings are generally consistent with well-established narratives that young people themselves provide regarding
policing practices (Wästerfors & Alm, 2020). Furthermore, other studies
generally suggest that self-reported prevalence, frequency, and timing
of arrest is valuable – particularly in interview administered questionnaires such as that utilized in the present study (Morris &
Slocum, 2010).
Despite these limitations, our results, in tandem with the larger
body of evidence on this topic, reﬂect the unfortunate reality in which
those with the least trust and conﬁdence in police are those who have
experienced the worst outcomes from interacting with police. Given
that negative perceptions of police have been linked with reduced
likelihood of reporting crimes (Wiedlitzka, Mazerolle, Fay-Ramirez &
Miles-Johnson, 2018), reduced willingness amongst victims to cooperate with police (Koster, 2017), and increased citizen support for

or gender non-binary), irrespective of situational factors and criminal
histories. For a variety of reasons, research primarily emphasises proﬁling based on ethnicity and Indigeneity (Hayle, Wortley & Tanner,
2016; S. Wortley & Tanner, 2004, 2006), but also includes markers that
may indicate other identity-related characteristics, such as a person's
religion (Roux, 2018), lower socioeconomic status (Robinson, 2019), or
non-heterosexual sexual orientation (Mallory, Hasenbush & Sears,
2015). However, visible diﬀerences alone are not a suﬃcient explanation for these ﬁndings. Indeed, stigma combined with histories of social
oppression (e.g., colonialism, patriarchy) have long been institutionalized and enforced (Benoit, Jansson, Smith & Flagg, 2018).
Thus, we would interpret the combination of visibility and social history as the drivers behind these ﬁndings.
In combination with our ﬁndings, evidence of discriminatory policing amongst young people in BC is particularly concerning as these
encounters may signiﬁcantly impact the wellbeing of an already marginalised population, young people who are rendered vulnerable
through systemic oppression, stigmatisation, discrimination, and colonisation, in the face of police who wield a signiﬁcant amount of power
(Boyce, Rotenberg & Karam, 2015; Pan et al., 2013). These ﬁndings also
underscore human rights concerns posed by others regarding such encounters (Carrington & Schulenberg, 2003).
Relatedly, our ﬁnding that young people using drugs or alcohol
were more likely to be warned or told to leave suggests that police
sometimes exercise discretion when interacting with young people,
opting for informal police action over punitive measures. While such
discretion over the control of public spaces is not without harm
(Sylvestre, 2010), restraint in invoking the criminal process is commendable. Yet, our ﬁnding that young people with a history of drug
dealing are more likely to be handcuﬀed or arrested suggests that police
might be relying on young people's past histories to make decisions
during these encounters. Taken together, these ﬁndings speak to the so
called ‘low visibility decisions’ in the administration of justice within
police encounters (Goldstein, 1959). Given the street-level bureaucratic
power maintained by police, our ﬁndings support the need for improved training on when police oﬃcers should employ discretion and
also highlight the need to actively ensure that such discretions are
meted out irrespective of race, gender or age. Further research is also
needed to understand how these discriminatory decisions might impact
health and wellness of youth overtime as they move towards adulthood.
Finally, our ﬁndings indicate that contextual factors were associated
with encounter outcomes. For example, encounters occurring at night
were less likely to result in police action, particularly with regards to
issuance of tickets and citations. Noting that nearly two-thirds of encounters occur at night, our results call into question the nature of these
encounters and whether police encounters with young people occur
simply as a preventative measure or if they are actually intended to
avert crime or harm (White, 1993). If the former, we should note that
previous studies have found that youth who feel targeted by police are
less likely to access police for protection or when there is an imminent
need (Norman, 2009). Discouraging non-essential encounters might,
therefore, improve the eﬃciency and eﬃcacy of policing activities.
Similar to our ﬁnding regarding police activities at night, our results
provide some descriptive insight into the nature of the encounters reported by our participants. For instance, those engaged in illegal activity were more likely to be searched, and those found in possession of
drugs were more likely to be searched/frisked and more likely to be
handcuﬀed or arrested. These ﬁndings were somewhat expected given
the criminalisation of personal drug use and possession in Canada.
While this is not to say that young people are not exposed to unjust
punitive outcomes (other studies have shown that racial minorities are
more likely to be searched (Tillyer & Klahm, 2011), it does suggest that,
in general, police are responding to illegal activities by invoking more
severe measures. Likewise, our ﬁnding that youth driving versus
hanging out were more likely to be cited was unsurprising given the
role police have in enforcing traﬃc safety and motor vehicle laws.
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vigilantism (Haas, Keijser & Bruinsma, 2014), our ﬁndings suggest that
the overall eﬀectiveness of policing initiatives may be degraded
through policing activities themselves which are discriminatory, especially when, as reported in our study here, policing activities appear to
have a disproportionate burden on already marginalised individuals
and communities (Doob & Gartner, 2017; Weaver, 2018). As such,
promoting citizens’ respectability towards law enforcement may require an immediate improvement to policing activities which address
the inequities in policing outcomes in order to address the disparate
discrimination and negative outcomes marginalised individuals and
communities experience (Bazemore & Schiﬀ, 2001; Cunneen, 2001;
Dwyer, 2014).

Canada, 2012 (No. 85-002–X; Juristat). Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics, Ottawa,
Canada. https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/en/pub/85-002-x/2015001/article/
14176-eng.pdf?st=4Yx5SjFO.
Bronitt, S., & Stenning, P. (2011). Understanding discretion in modern policing. Criminal
Law Journal, 35(6), 319–332.
Caputo, T., McIntyre, M. L., Wang, L. M. Y., & Hodgkinson, T. K. (2018). Assessing what
police oﬃcers do “on the job”: Toward a “public values” approach. Policing: An
International Journal, 41(1), 70–83. https://doi.org/10.1108/PIJPSM-11-2016-0171.
Carrington, P. J., & Schulenberg, J. L. (2003). Police discretion with young oﬀenders (Report
to the department of justice canada). Department of Justice, Ottawa, Canadahttps://
www.justice.gc.ca/eng/rp-pr/cj-jp/yj-jj/discre/pdf/rep-rap.pdf.
Cotter, A. (2015). Public conﬁdence in Canadian institutions (Spotlight on Canadians: results
from the general social survey). Statistics Canada, Ottawa, Canada. https://www150.
statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/89-652-x/89-652-x2015007-eng.htm.
Cunneen, C. (2001). Conﬂict, politics and crime: Aboriginal communities and the police (SSRN
scholarly paper id 2196235). Social Science Research Networkhttps://papers.ssrn.
com/abstract=2196235.
Cunneen, C., & White, R. D. (1995). Juvenile justice: An australian perspective.
MelbourneOxford: Oxford University Press. https://trove.nla.gov.au/version/
45484735.
Doob, A. N., & Gartner, R. (2017). Understanding the impact of police stops (A report prepared for the toronto police services board). Centre for Criminology and Sociolegal
Studies, Toronto, Ontariohttps://criminology.utoronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/
2017/03/DoobGartnerPoliceStopsReport-17Jan2017r.pdf.
Dunham, R. G., Alpert, G. P., Stroshine, M. S., & Bennett, K. (2005). Transforming citizens
into suspects: factors that inﬂuence the formation of police suspicion. Police Quarterly,
8(3), 366–393. https://doi.org/10.1177/1098611105274539.
Dwyer, A. (2014). Pleasures, perversities, and partnerships: The historical emergence of
LGBT-police relationships. In D. Peterson, & V. R. Panﬁl (Eds.). Handbook of lgbt
communities, crime, and justice (pp. 149–164). New York: Springer. https://doi.org/
10.1007/978-1-4614-9188-0_8.
Fagan, J., & Tyler, T. R. (2005). Legal socialization of children and adolescents. Social
Justice Research, 18(3), 217–241. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-005-6823-3.
Fitzgerald, R. T., & Carrington, P. J. (2011). Disproportionate minority contact in Canada:
Police and visible minority youth. Canadian Journal of Criminology and Criminal
Justice, 53(4), 449–486.
Gjesfjeld, C. D., Greeno, C. G., & Kim, K. H. (2008). A conﬁrmatory factor analysis of an
abbreviated social support instrument: The MOS-SSS. Research on Social Work
Practice, 18(3), 231–237. https://doi.org/10.1177/1049731507309830.
Goldstein, J. (1959). Police discretion not to invoke the criminal process; low-visibility
decisions in the administration of justice. Yale Law Journal, 69, 543–594.
Haas, N. E., Keijser, J. W.de, & Bruinsma, G. J. N. (2014). Public support for vigilantism,
conﬁdence in police and police responsiveness. Policing and Society, 24(2), 224–241.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2013.784298.
Hagan, J., Shedd, C., & Payne, M. R. (2005). Race, ethnicity, and youth perceptions of
criminal injustice. American Sociological Review, 70(3), 381–407. https://doi.org/10.
1177/000312240507000302.
Hayle, S., Wortley, S., & Tanner, J. (2016). Race, street life, and policing: Implications for
racial proﬁling1. Canadian Journal of Criminology and Criminal Justice, 58(3), https://
doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.2014.E32 July/juillet 2016, pp. 322–353.
Hinds, L. (2007). Building police—youth relationships: The importance of procedural
justice. Youth Justice, 7(3), 195–209. https://doi.org/10.1177/1473225407082510.
Knight, G. P., Little, M., Losoya, S. H., & Mulvey, E. P. (2004). The self-report of oﬀending
among serious juvenile oﬀenders. Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice, 2(3), 223–295.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1541204004265878.
Koster, N.-S. N. (2017). Victims’ perceptions of the police response as a predictor of victim
cooperation in the Netherlands: A prospective analysis. Psychology, Crime & Law,
23(3), 201–220. https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2016.1239098.
Livingston, D. (1997). Police discretion and the quality of life in public places: Courts,
communities, and the new policing. Columbia Law Review, 97, 551–672.
Mallory, C., Hasenbush, A., & Sears, B. (2015). Discrimination and harassment by law enforcement oﬃcers in the lgbt community. The Williams Institue, Los Angeles,
Californiahttps://cloudfront.escholarship.org/dist/prd/content/qt5663q0w1/
qt5663q0w1.pdf.
Maskaly, J., Fridell, L., Jennings, W. G., & Donner, C. (2015). Policing and procedural
justice: A state-of-the-art review. Policing: An International Journal, 38(1), 153–172.
https://doi.org/10.1108/PIJPSM-12-2014-0129.
Mcara, L., & Mcvie, S. (2005). The usual suspects?: Street-life, young people and the
police. Criminal Justice, 5(1), 5–36. https://doi.org/10.1177/1466802505050977.
Meng, Y. (2014). Racially biased policing and neighborhood characteristics: A case study
in Toronto, Canada. Cybergeo: European Journal of Geography. https://doi.org/10.
4000/cybergeo.26165.
Morris, N. A., & Slocum, L. A. (2010). The validity of self-reported prevalence, frequency,
and timing of arrest: An evaluation of data collected using a life event calendar.
Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 47(2), 210–240. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0022427809357719.
Nagin, D. S., Farrington, D. P., & Moﬃtt, T. E. (1995). Life-course trajectories of diﬀerent
types of oﬀenders. Criminology; Columbus, 33(1), 111–140. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1745-9125.1995.tb01173.x.
Norman, J. (2009). Seen and not heard: Young people's perceptions of the police. Policing:
A Journal of Policy and Practice, 3(4), 364–372. https://doi.org/10.1093/police/
pap044.
Novak, K. J., Frank, J., Smith, B. W., & Engel, R. S. (2002). Revisiting the decision to
arrest: Comparing beat and community oﬃcers. Crime & Delinquency, 48(1), 70–98.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128702048001003.
Nuﬃeld, J. (2003). The challenges of youth justice in rural and isolated areas in canada (No.

Funding information
This research was supported by the Social Sciences and Humanities
Research Council of Canada Insight Grant #435–2016–0497.
Author note
SM, KU, NJL, CB, and BP participated in conceptualization and
methodological design of the Youth Experiences Project, funding acquisition, and secured project resources. MS and AMG coordinated and
provided insight on instrument design, protocol development, participant recruitment and they conducted interviews with youth. KGC led
the initial analytic design for this aim of the study, with input from MS,
AMG, and SM. KGC and KJH completed the formal analysis. KGC led
the writing (original draft) of the manuscript, assisted by ABF and AMG.
All authors provided writing review and editing for the ﬁnal submitted
version of the manuscript, including substantial revisions that led to
signiﬁcant revisions to the analytic approach.”
Declaration of Competing Interests
None.
Acknowledgements
We would like to thank Bruce Wallace and Scott Wortley for their
assistance with this manuscript and study and all the young people,
community partners, and research associates who made this study
possible. The Youth Experiences Project was supported by the Social
Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada Insight Grant
(#435-2016-0497). The Youth Experiences Project is supported by a
Canadian HIV Trials Network / Canadian Foundation for AIDS Research
Postdoctoral Fellowship award, a Michael Smith Foundation for Health
Research (MSFHR) Trainee award, and a Canadian Institutes of Health
Research Health Systems Impact Fellowship award. NJL is supported by
a MSFHR Scholar award.
Supplementary materials
Supplementary material associated with this article can be found, in
the online version, at doi:10.1016/j.drugpo.2020.102824.
References
Abbott, C. (2017). Street checks and canadian youth: A critical legal analysis. Master of Laws,
University of Saskatchewan, Saskatoon, SKhttps://harvest.usask.ca/bitstream/
handle/10388/8098/ABBOTT-THESIS-2017.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y.
Bazemore, G., & Schiﬀ, M. (2001). Restorative community justice: Repairing harm and
transforming communities. Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon, Routledge.
Benoit, C., Jansson, S. M., Smith, M., & Flagg, J. (2018). Prostitution stigma and its eﬀect
on the working conditions, personal lives, and health of sex workers. The Journal of
Sex Research, 55(4–5), 457–471. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2017.1393652.
Berry, B. (2019). Appearance bias and crime. Cambridge University Press, Port Melborne,
Victoria, Austrailia.
Boyce, J., Rotenberg, C., & Karam, M. (2015). Mental health and contact with police in

7

International Journal of Drug Policy xxx (xxxx) xxxx

K.G. Card, et al.

context and perceptions of police-based racial discrimination among Black youth.
Criminology: An Interdisciplinary Journal, 47(3), 847–887. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1745-9125.2009.00159.x.
Sylvestre, M.-. E. (2010). Disorder and public spaces in montreal: Repression (and resistance)
through law, politics, and police discretion (SSRN scholarly paper id 2444230). Social
Science Research Networkhttps://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=2444230.
Tator, C., & Henry, F. (2006). Racial proﬁling in canada: Challenging the myth of “a few bad
apples”. University of Toronto Press, Toronto, Ontario.
Taylor, T. J., Turner, K. B., Esbensen, F.-. A., & Winfree, L. T. (2001). Coppin’ an attitude:
Attitudinal diﬀerences among juveniles toward police. Journal of Criminal Justice,
29(4), 295–305. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0047-2352(01)00089-7.
Ti, L., Wood, E., Shannon, K., Feng, C., & Kerr, T. (2013). Police confrontations among
street-involved youth in a Canadian setting. The International Journal on Drug Policy,
24(1), 46–51. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugpo.2012.06.008.
Tillyer, R., & Klahm, C. (2011). Searching for contraband: Assessing the use of discretion
by police oﬃcers. Police Quarterly, 14(2), 166–185. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1098611111404178.
Touloumis, A. (2014). R package multgee: A generalized estimating equations solver for
multinomial responses. ArXiv:1410.5232 [Stat]. http://arxiv.org/abs/1410.5232.
Wästerfors, D., & Alm, V. B. (2020). ‘They are harsher to me than to my friend who is
blonde’. Police critique among ethnic minority youth in Sweden. Journal of Youth
Studies, 23(2), 170–188. https://doi.org/10.1080/13676261.2019.1592129.
Weaver, V. M. (2018). More security may actually make us feel less secure. Proceedings of
the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 115(39), 9649–9651.
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1813014115.
White, R. (1993). Youth and the conﬂict over urban space. Children's Environments, 10(1),
85–93.
Wiedlitzka, S., Mazerolle, L., Fay-Ramirez, S., & Miles-Johnson, T. (2018). Perceptions of
police legitimacy and citizen decisions to report hate crime incidents in Australia.
International Journal for Crime, Justice and Social Democracy, 7, 91–106.
Wortley, S. (Ed.). (2007). Criminal organizations or social groups? an exploration of the myths
and realities of youth gangs in Toronto(1st ed). Metropolis Canada, Toronto, Canada;
NA-Thesishttp://myaccess.library.utoronto.ca/login?url=http://books.
scholarsportal.info/viewdoc.html?id=/ebooks/ebooks0/gibson_cppc/2012-11-09/
1/10586034.
Wortley, S., & Owusu-Bempah, A. (2011). The usual suspects: Police stop and search
practices in Canada. Policing and Society, 21(4)https://munkschool.utoronto.ca/
ethnicstudies/ﬁles/2013/11/Wortley-and-Owusu-Bempah-2011-The-Usual-Suspects.
pdf 395-407.
Wortley, S., & Tanner, J. (2004). Data, denials and confusion: The racial proﬁling debate
in Toronto. The Canadian Review of Policing Research, 1(0)http://crpr.icaap.org/
index.php/crpr/article/view/26.
Wortley, S., & Tanner, J. (2006). Inﬂammatory rhetoric? baseless accusations? A response
to Gabor's critique of racial proﬁling research in Canada. Canadian Journal of
Criminology and Criminal Justice, 47(3), 581–610. https://doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.
581.

RR03YJ-5e). Department of Justice Canada, Ottawa, Canadahttps://www.justice.gc.
ca/eng/rp-pr/cj-jp/yj-jj/rr03_yj5-rr03_jj5/rr03_yj5.pdf.
Omura, J. D., Wood, E., Nguyen, P., Kerr, T., & DeBeck, K. (2014). Incarceration among
street-involved youth in a Canadian study: Implications for health and policy interventions. The International Journal on Drug Policy, 25(2), 291–296. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.drugpo.2013.10.010.
Owusu-Bempah, A., & Wortley, S. (2014). Race, crime, and criminal justice in Canada.
The Oxford Handbook of Ethnicity, Crime, and Immigration. https://doi.org/10.1093/
oxfordhb/9780199859016.013.020.
Pan, S. W., Christian, C. W. M., Pearce, M. E., Blair, A. H., Jongbloed, K., & Zhang, H.,
Teegee, M., Thomas, V., Schechter, M. T., & (2013). The cedar project: Impacts of
policing among young Aboriginal people who use injection and non-injection drugs
in British Columbia, Canada. The International Journal on Drug Policy, 24(5), 449–459.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugpo.2013.04.009.
Piquero, A., Fagan, J., Mulvey, E., Steinberg, L., & Odgers, C. (2005). Developmental
trajectories of legal socialisation among serious adolescent oﬀenders. The Journal of
Criminal Law & Criminology, 96(1), 267–298.
Rasmusen, E. (1996). Stigma and self-fulﬁlling expectations of criminality. The Journal of
Law & Economics, 39(2), 519–543.
Roberts, A. R. (1976). Police social workers: A history. Social Work, 21(4), 294–299
JSTOR.
Robinson, T. (2019). No right to rest: Police enforcement patterns and quality of life
consequences of the criminalization of homelessness. Urban Aﬀairs Review, 55(1),
41–73 1078087417690833.
Rocha, N. S.da, Power, M. J., Bushnell, D. M., & Fleck, M. P. (2012). The EUROHIS-QOL
8-item index: Comparative psychometric properties to its parent WHOQOL-BREF.
Value in Health, 15(3), 449–457. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jval.2011.11.035.
Ross, L. A. (2018). Understanding police bias. Quest (Grand Rapids, Mich.), 2(1)https://
digitalcommons.collin.edu/quest/vol2/iss1/1.
Roux, G. (2018). Perception of police unfairness amongst stigmatized groups: The impact
of ethnicity, Islamic aﬃliation and neighbourhood. In S. Roché, & M. Hough (Eds.).
Minority youth and social integration: The ISRD-3 study in europe and the us (pp. 193–
217). Springer International Publishing, Cham, Switzerland. https://doi.org/10.
1007/978-3-319-89462-1_8.
Rowe, D. M. (2007). Rendering visible the invisible: Police discretion, professionalism
and decision-making. Policing and Society, 17(3), 279–294. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10439460701497352.
Selfridge, M., Card, K. G., Greer, A., Ferencz, S., Lachowsky, N. J., & Macdonald, S.
(2019). RDS with youth who use drugs: A mixed method assessment. Contemporary
Drug Problems, 17(3).
Sersli, S., Salazar, J., & Lozano, N. (2010). Gang Prevention for New Immigrant and Refugee
Youth in B.C. [Community Consultation Paper]. Immigrant Services Society of BC,
Victoria, BC. https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/public-safety-and-emergencyservices/crime-prevention/community-crime-prevention/publications/gangprevention-immigrant-refugee.pdf.
Stewart, E. A., Baumer, E. P., Brunson, R. K., & Simons, R. L. (2009). Neighborhood racial

8

