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Abstract

This study describes rates of violence victimization, perpetration, and witnessing in 6th-11th
grade for a multisite sample (V= 3,466) of predominantly Black and Hispanic middle- and
high-school students from urban areas with high rates of crime and economic disadvantage.
Students completed surveys in middle and high school assessing teen dating violence, stalking,
sexual violence and harassment, bullying, cyberbullying, and physical violence perpetration and
victimization, as well as witnessing violence. The highest prevalence rates are observed most often
in 8th or 9th grade. Youth reported high rates of witnessing serious assault and severe community
violence throughout adolescence. These findings suggest that efforts to prevent violence among
youth living in under-resourced communities need to start early and address community-level
socioeconomic disparities.
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INTRODUCTION

Adolescence is defined by critical changes in physical, social, and emotional development
that present both opportunities and risks for establishing healthy behavior into adulthood
(DiClemente et al., 1996). Exposure to violence—as a victim, perpetrator, or witness—
during adolescence is a well-established risk factor and potentially traumatic adverse
childhood experience (ACE) associated with a range of negative health outcomes, including
mental and physical health concerns, substance abuse, poorer educational and occupational
outcomes, and later violence exposure in adulthood (Basile et al., 2020; Bellis et al., 2019;
David-Ferdon et al., 2021). Many young people will experience some form of violence
before adulthood and often for the first time in adolescence (Sacks et al., 2014). Efforts to
reduce or prevent that exposure rely, in part, on an understanding of the development of
those behaviors and risks during the life course (Bellis et al., 2019). While many studies
have examined exposure to violence among young people, most examine a narrow subset of
violence types, and few have looked at the prevalence of these experiences across adolescent
development to identify patterns and critical windows for intervention (e.g., Camerini et

al., 2020; Wincentak et al., 2017). In addition, fewer studies have looked at prevalence in
racially, ethnically, and socioeconomically diverse samples of youth. The purpose of the
current study is to add to the understanding of the prevalence of violence exposure on a
comprehensive set of experiences, including teen dating violence (TDV), sexual violence,
sexual harassment, stalking, bullying, cyberbullying, and physical violence victimization and
perpetration, as well as witnessing violence in the home and community in a diverse sample
of youth followed from 6th through 11th grade.

Violence Exposure in Adolescence

Adolescents experience a substantial burden of violence exposure (David-Ferdon et al.,
2021; Sacks et al., 2014). Data from the 2019 Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS) found
that 44.3% of high-school students had experienced at least one form of violence (e.g.,
physical fighting, being threatened with a weapon, physical dating violence, sexual violence,
and bullying) in the past year, and 15.6% experienced two or more types (David-Ferdon
etal., 2021). Changes in socioemotional development and exposure to a wider range of
physical and relational contexts where violence can occur (e.g., dating relationships, online
or electronic communication, unsupervised peer activities, or access to the community)
introduce new opportunities for risk as youth age (Ybarra & Thompson, 2018). Yet

these risks for violence exposure are not borne proportionately across the population,

with differential risk for victimization and perpetration well-documented by gender, race/
ethnicity, and sexual identity (Mennicke et al., 2021; Wincentak et al., 2017). Evidence
also suggests that youth exposed to social and economic inequities, including racism,
poverty, and neighborhood disadvantage, may be at greater risk for a range of victimization,
perpetration, and witnessing violence exposures (Voisin et al., 2016; Wincentak et al.,
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2017). Understanding the nature, prevalence, and patterns of violence in the population,
particularly in groups experiencing disproportionate risk, is critically important to the
strategic development and implementation of primary prevention approaches (Niolon et al.,
2017).

Dating Violence, Sexual Violence and Harassment, and Stalking

The onset of sexual development and dating behavior, coinciding with decreasing parental
supervision online and in person, creates new opportunities for the initiation of relationship
and sexual violence in early adolescence (Ybarra & Thompson, 2018). Dating violence
occurs within the context of dating and romantic relationships and includes a range of
harmful behaviors such as psychological, physical, and sexual behaviors (Wincentak et al.,
2017), while sexual violence, sexual harassment, and stalking can occur within or outside
of the dating context (Basile et al., 2020). A recent meta-analysis estimated the prevalence
of physical (20%) and sexual (9%) dating violence among U.S. teens (Wincentak et al.,
2017). Furthermore, data from the 2019 YRBS indicated that 11% of teens had experienced
sexual violence by anyone in the past year (Basile et al., 2020). A large, statewide study

of Kentucky high-school students found substantial exposure to several forms of violence
victimization and perpetration, respectively, including dating violence (33% and 20%; Coker
et al., 2014), sexual violence (19% and 8%; Williams et al., 2014), sexual harassment (30%
and 9%; Clear et al., 2014), and stalking (17% and 5%; Fisher et al., 2014).

Some youth may be at even greater risk of exposure. For example, a meta-analysis found
higher rates of physical (but not sexual) dating violence perpetration and victimization

in samples from under-resourced neighborhoods and those with higher proportions of
cultural or racial/ethnic minority youth—»but only for girls, highlighting the intersectional
risks associated with gender and socioeconomic disadvantage on some forms of violence
(Wincentak et al., 2017). The same meta-analysis found that, overall, girls perpetrated more
physical dating violence than boys (25%-13%) with no differences in victimization rates
but perpetrated less (3%—-10%) and experienced more (14%-8%) sexual dating violence than
boys; prevalence rates of sexual, but not physical, dating violence victimization were higher
for older teens.

Trajectory analyses of dating violence suggest that dating violence tends to increase from
early to later adolescence, peaking around 16 or 17 and declining as youth approach
adulthood with generally consistent patterns (despite different rates) by gender and race
(Foshee et al., 2009; Orpinas et al., 2013). Sexual harassment and sexual violence
perpetration, however, may start earlier, with the average onset between 15 and 16 years in
one longitudinal study (Ybarra & Thompson, 2018). Developmental patterns of adolescent
stalking remain relatively unexamined.

Bullying and Peer Violence

A core developmental shift in adolescence involves the emerging significance of peers

as important sources of influence, social support, and conflict, with related increases in
bullying and peer violence as youth navigate these relationships. Bullying and peer violence
are forms of youth violence that involve the use of power or physical force to threaten
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or harm others; bullying can occur in person or online (David-Ferdon et al., 2016). A
meta-analysis of 80 studies reported a mean prevalence rate of 35% for in-person bullying
involvement (as perpetrator and/or victim) and 15% for cyberbullying involvement (Modecki
et al., 2014). Bullying victimization during the last year was also reported by 25% of
high-school youth on the 2019 YRBS, with 20% reporting being bullied on school property
and 16% electronically (Basile et al., 2020). Victimization rates were highest among girls
and among White compared with Black or Hispanic youth. A longitudinal prospective study
of Swiss adolescents (ages 11-17) found that physical bullying tended to decrease over

time for those exposed to only perpetration or victimization but was persistently high and
increased from age 15 to 17 for bully/victims who both perpetrated and experienced bullying
(Zych et al., 2020).

About one in five (22%) adolescents reported experiencing physical assault by a peer in the
past year, with the highest rates of victimization among Black youth (32%), in a nationally
representative survey (Turner et al., 2011). Other studies of middle- and high-school students
found that roughly 40% had perpetrated peer physical violence in the past 1-3 months
(Rothman et al., 2010), with the highest rates of perpetration and victimization consistently
reported by males (Rothman et al., 2010; Turner et al., 2011). A national longitudinal survey
found that rates of peer physical assault victimization increased substantially around age 10
and remained near 25% throughout adolescence; across all age groups, boys were victimized
at rates almost twice as high as girls (Finkelhor et al., 2009).

Witnessing Violence in the Home and Community

METHOD

Less data are available on the prevalence of witnessing violence in adolescence, though
evidence suggests it can be traumatic with harmful impacts on health and behavior (Moisin
et al., 2016), including an increased risk for bullying and peer victimization (Voisin &
Hong, 2012). One study of high-school students who had dated found that 41% had
witnessed parental violence in their lifetime, and this exposure predicted dating violence
victimization (Karlsson et al., 2016). Another study by Duke et al. (2010) found that
witnessing physical abuse within the home was significantly associated with the perpetration
of delinquent behavior, bullying, physical fighting, dating violence, and weapon carrying
among adolescents. A review by Stein et al. (2003) pointed to substantially higher rates

of witnessing community violence among urban versus suburban youth. In a national
longitudinal study (Finkelhor et al., 2009), witnessing violence and indirect violence
exposure (e.g., being told about it) increased dramatically after age 10, with lifetime rates
of witnessing violence in the home and/or community nearing 50% among older youth
(14-17).

Study Design and Analysis Sample

Data for this study were drawn from a multisite, longitudinal, cluster-randomized (school)
controlled trial of a comprehensive TDV prevention model (see Niolon et al., 2019 for
details regarding the larger study design). The current study only uses data from students
in 26 middle schools that were randomly assigned to a standard-of-care comparison
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condition to avoid concerns that behavior change associated with exposure to this
comprehensive violence prevention model throughout middle school may have impacted
violence prevalence rates in the sample at later ages. Students in the comparison condition
received an evidence-based TDV prevention program in the 8th grade that is widely
implemented in the United States (Safe Dates, Foshee et al., 1998). Schools were located

in four urban sites (Alameda County, CA; Baltimore, MD; Broward County, FL; and
Chicago, IL) and were located in neighborhoods with above-average crime and economic
disadvantage, as determined by the local health department relative to the metropolitan area
in which they were located (Niolon et al., 2016).

The current sample includes data from five cohorts of students surveyed over 6 years (2011-
2016). Students in grades 6-8 were enrolled in Year 1 (Cohorts 1-3) with new cohorts of
6th graders added in Years 2 and 3 (Cohorts 4-5). Cohorts were surveyed in the following
grades: Cohort 1 (8th—11th); Cohort 2 (7th-11th); Cohort 3 (6th-11th); Cohort 4 (6th—10th);
Cohort 5 (6th—7th and 9th; grade 8 data were not collected due to a gap in contractual
timing). Data from multiple waves were aligned into samples based on grade such that the
6th-grade sample, for example, consists of all surveys taken by 6th graders regardless of

the year of survey administration, creating successive semi-independent samples by grade.
A total sample of 3,466 student participants (range = 31-317 per school; M= 133.3)

were used in the current analyses.1 Fifty-three percent of the sample was female.2 The
sample was 48% non-Hispanic Black, 34% Hispanic, 8% Asian, 4% non-Hispanic white,
6% non-Hispanic multiracial, and 1% American Indian/Alaskan Native/Native Hawaiian/
Pacific Islander.

All students in Cohorts 1 and 2 were followed into high school. For Cohorts 3-5, high
school follow-up was conducted with a random sample of participants due to budget
limitations. Random samples from each cohort at each middle school were selected for
recruitment into the high-school surveys. To supplement this planned missing design, a
convenience sample was also surveyed if a student was present on the day of an in-person
high-school assessment and had previously participated during middle school. Of the total
sample, 357 (10.30%) took the survey at 5 or more occasions; cumulatively 1,025 (29.57%)
at 4 or more; 1,720 (49.62%) at 3 or more; and 2,518 (72.65%) at 2 or more occasions.

During middle school (Grades 6-8), we surveyed students in their classrooms twice each
year (fall and spring); only data from spring surveys were included in the current study. As
surveys during high school were only administered in spring, spring surveys were utilized
in middle school to capture experiences during that grade level as well. In addition, time
periods assessed in fall surveys (e.g., last 4 months) overlap substantially with the summer,
whereas spring surveys captured only experiences during the school year. Active parental

l-Eight students who had died, been institutionalized, or did not matriculate with their respective cohort into Grade 9 were removed
from the larger study from which this data was drawn.

‘Due to missing or irreconcilable gender and birthdate information across middle school data collection, demographic data was
imputed for 16% of the total RCT sample (/7= 1,282, including intervention and comparison conditions) using middle school data
collected mid-way through the study, with gender and birthdate assigned based on model imputed values across 100 imputations.
Imputed values from the larger study were utilized for the subsample in the current analysis. Because imputation was completed for
the full sample and not tracked by condition, the percent of imputed data in the current sample is not available but assumed to be
proportional to the total RCT sample.
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consent was obtained for students to participate in the study across multiple years, with the
exception of one site which was allowed to switch to passive parental consent procedures
in Year 2 due to difficulty in getting forms returned from parents regardless of whether

the parent gave or withheld consent. Student assent was obtained at each survey wave. In
high school (Grades 9-11), we administered the survey once per year. These annual surveys
were made available as either paper-and-pencil or online versions and could be completed
either in the classroom context or individually; interviewer assistance was available. The
research design, procedures, and materials for the trial were approved by the Office of
Management and Budget (#0920-0921), the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC) Institutional Review Board (IRB; #6161), the NORC IRB (#120104), and multiple
local ethical review boards.

Supplementary Table 1 (available at https://connect.springerpub.com/journals in the PDF
view) summarizes measures used to assess dating violence, stalking, sexual violence and
harassment, bullying, cyberbullying, physical violence, and witnessing violence. Reliability
estimates for each scale are included in Supplementary tables 2—6 (available at https://
connect.springerpub.com/journals in the PDF view). Youth who endorsed any items within a
measure were considered exposed at that measurement occasion.

Analytic Approach

RESULTS

Descriptive analyses consisted of simple summarization (proportions, means, and standard
deviations) of raw endorsements by construct and gender for each grade-level sample.

In addition, mean rates of violence exposure across grades (overall and by gender) were
calculated to facilitate a comparison of overall rates of exposure with other studies and
between violence measures within the current study. T-tests by gender of mean differences in
item-response metric are provided in Supplemental Table 1 without correction for multiple
comparisons. As not all youth responded on each occasion due to design, absence, or

loss to follow-up, the results reflect developmental patterns across grades rather than
individual, longitudinal trajectories. In the context of patterns versus trajectories, no
statistical comparison of means across time is made; however, means by time and gender
are provided for visual comparison. As such, analyses utilizing clustering (e.g., time within
person within cohort within site/school) information to obtain standard errors adjusted for
intraclass correlations were unnecessary. Some pattern variation may reflect missing data
patterns and design factors.

Patterns of violence exposure by grade for the full sample are provided for dating violence
(Figure 1), sexual violence and harassment, bullying, and physical violence (Figure 2),

and witnessing violence (Figure 3). Patterns of violence exposure by grade and gender

are presented in Supplementary figures 1-3 (available at https://connect.springerpub.com/
journals in the PDF view). Mean endorsement rates (% any) averaged across grades for

the full sample and by gender are provided in Table 1. In addition, overall, subscale, and
data means in item-response metric by grade, sample sizes by occasion, reliability estimates,
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and ttests of gender differences are available in Supplementary tables 2—6 (available at
https://connect.springerpub.com/journals in the PDF view).

The highest rates of violence exposure across middle and high school involved dating
violence (M Perpetration [p], Victimization [v] = 66.9%, 68.5%), driven primarily by
consistently high reports of emotional TDV perpetration and victimization that were higher
in 6th-9th grade and leveled off in high school (see Figure 1; Table 1; Supplementary Figure
1 Javailable at https://connect.springerpub.com/journals in the PDF view]). Rates of physical
TDV assessed by the primary measure were also substantial (M p,v = 25.6%, 24.7%)

with the highest reports for 8th and 9th graders. Partner sexual violence victimization was
reported by about one in five girls (20.7%) and one in six boys (15.6%) on the primary
measure with fewer youth reporting perpetration overall; perpetration increased slightly over
time, while victimization increased only for females. Greater perpetration of physical and
threatening TDV was reported by females vs. males across grades, though victimization
rates and patterns by gender were similar. Rates of threatening TDV and stalking were
reported less often than other forms of TDV with relatively stable rates across grades.
Relational TDV was also less prevalent overall and reports declined over time. Physical

and sexual TDV in the past 12 months were also assessed in high school with secondary
single-item measures drawn from the YRBS (with variants assessing perpetration and
victimization) to permit comparison with national norms (see Figure 1; Table 1). Reports
using these items were much lower, with means of 5.0% and 3.0% for physical and 3.3%
and 3.6% for sexual TDV perpetration and victimization, respectively, across grades.

Sexual harassment rates (M p,v = 14.8%, 32.1%) were substantially higher than rates of
sexual violence against anyone (M p,v = 1.5%, 2.6%) with rates for both forms of violence
being highest in 8th grade and decreasing or leveling off in the high school grades. Males
generally reported greater perpetration of sexual violence and harassment, while females
reported slightly higher rates of victimization at most time points starting in 7th grade (see
Figure 2; Supplementary Figure 2 [available at https://connect.springerpub.com/journals in
the PDF view]).

Bullying, cyberbullying, and physical violence (against/by anyone) rates were consistently
highest in middle school—generally peaking in 7th and 8th grade—and lower in high
school. Bullying (M p,v = 33.3%, 34.6%) and cyberbullying (M p,v = 6.2%, 14.4%) were
more prevalent than physical violence (M p,v = 4.4%, 4.9%). Patterns of bullying and
physical violence exposure were similar for males and females over time; however, females
reported more bullying (in middle school) and cyberbullying victimization; males reported
more physical violence victimization and perpetration (see Figure 2; Supplementary Figure
2 [available at https://connect.springerpub.com/journals in the PDF view]).

Substantially more youth in this population reported witnessing assault with a weapon (M =
19.6%) or severe violence in the community (i.e., shootings, bombs, or riots; M= 24.4%)
than violence between parents/caregivers in their home (i.e., intimate partner violence [IPV];
M =7.6%). Rates of witnessing violence at home and in the community were highest among
middle schoolers and rates declined for all groups during high school. Reports of witnessing
severe violence in the community declined slightly in the older grades, while reports of
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witnessing serious assaults declined more steadily from 9th to 11th grade. There were no
differences in witnessing IPV by gender; males were slightly more likely than females to
report witnessing assaults and severe violence in the community in high school grades (see
Figure 3; Supplementary Figure 3 [available at https://connect.springerpub.com/journals in
the PDF view]).

DISCUSSION

This study considered unadjusted endorsement rates and patterns of violence exposure

from 6th through 11th grade for multiple forms of dating violence, sexual violence and
harassment, bullying, and physical violence against anyone, as well as witnessing violence
in successive, semi-independent, cross-sectional samples of primarily Black and Hispanic
youth living in under-resourced urban neighborhoods. The study aimed to address three

key gaps in understanding of violence exposure in adolescence: comparing rates and
patterns of a comprehensive range of violence types—both perpetration and victimization—
within one sample; examining violence exposure in a sample of predominantly racial/ethnic
minority youth from under-resourced communities; and highlighting developmental periods
(as measured by grade) in which rates of different forms of violence are highest from early
to late adolescence.

The most common forms of violence victimization experienced across adolescence in this
sample, with exposure rates averaged across grade, were emotional dating violence (65%),
bullying (35%), and sexual harassment (32%)—three interrelated forms of aggression that
employ similar verbal and relational tactics to harass, denigrate, manipulate, exclude, and
intimidate victims. Although there are no comparable studies examining the wide range of
violence types included in this study within one sample from early to later adolescence, prior
research has also identified dating violence and sexual harassment (Clear et al., 2014; Coker
et al., 2014) and bullying (Basile et al., 2020) as more prevalent forms of violence during
high school than other forms of violence assessed. Prior research has identified bullying
perpetration as a correlate and developmental precursor of sexual harassment during middle
school (Espelage et al., 2015), and involvement in bullying has been associated with a
greater risk for sexual harassment and emotional and physical dating violence victimization
(Espelage et al., 2018). Cutbush et al. (2016) also found that bullying and sexual harassment
perpetration in middle school predicted later TDV perpetration. In the current study, rates of
bullying and sexual harassment declined substantially after middle school, while emotional
dating violence exposure increased from middle to high school by a similar margin—around
20%. Although these analyses did not examine individual-level trajectories, it is possible
that these patterns reflect a developmental shift in the way these forms of aggression are
expressed in youth at higher risk of violence, from bullying and sexual harassment in middle
school to emotional relationship abuse in high school as involvement in more serious dyadic
relationships increases.

Physical dating violence victimization was also prevalent in this sample, with about one

in four youth reporting these experiences on average in the last 4 months. Rates and
demographic patterns of physical TDV in this study were strikingly consistent with a recent
meta-analysis which found an overall prevalence of 20% for physical TDV exposure, higher
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perpetration rates among girls but equivalent rates of victimization by gender, and higher
rates in samples of cultural minority girls or youth from under-resourced neighborhoods
(Wincentak et al., 2017). Likewise, the overall prevalence of physical TDV in this study with
a diverse, disadvantaged sample was somewhat higher at 25% on average across gender and
time with the highest rates reported for girls’ perpetration (33%). Lower rates of physical
and sexual dating violence (3%—5% on average) reported using single-item measures from
the YRBS (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2009) were expected, as these items
assess only more severe behaviors involving physical injury and forced sex. Rates in this
sample, however, were also lower than the most recent nationally representative YRBS
sample which found victimization rates of 8.2% for both outcomes (Basile et al., 2020).

Another experience affecting about one in four youth in this sample—witnessing severe
violence in the community—was assessed with an item from Finkelhor’s Juvenile Violence
Questionnaire, which asked youth whether they had seen or heard in real life people

being shot, bombs going off, or street riots (Finkelhor et al., 2005). These experiences
represent a diverse (and extreme) range of experiences that are vulnerable to discrepant
interpretation by respondents and, as such, interpretation is difficult. Rates of exposure
ranging from 18% to 29% in this sample were substantially higher than those found for a
recent national sample of youth ages 10-13 (4.4%) and 14-17 (10.3%) using the same item
(Finkelhor et al., 2015). These high rates of reporting could reflect the reality that youth
living in urban neighborhoods selected for above-average rates of poverty and crime are
much more likely to have heard or witnessed a shooting than youth overall (Mitchell et al.,
2021). Furthermore, reports of exposure to “street riots” may reflect a range of experiences
including experiences that are potentially traumatic or dangerous, those that represent a
positive expression of community power and collective action, or both (DiClemente et

al., 2018; First et al., 2020). During data collection for this study, Baltimore experienced
protests and civil unrest—both violent and peaceful—in the Spring of 2015, sparked by
the death of Freddie Gray in police custody. It is likely that many, if not most, of the
Baltimore youth participating in this study—one of four study sites—at that time were
exposed to these events in some form. A search of news media suggests that other sites
experienced similar protests during this period, although none received as much national
media attention as those in Baltimore. Research has shown that exposure to protests or
civil unrest was associated with posttraumatic stress symptoms among adult Black protest
engagers (First et al., 2020), while other work suggests that experiences, like protests, which
foster critical consciousness and political participation among youth of color may promote
positive developmental outcomes (Diemer & Li, 2011; Mathews et al., 2020). While the
full implications of these findings are unclear, the data demonstrate substantial levels of
exposure to violence and/or civil unrest in this sample of urban adolescents and suggest a
need for greater investments in the prevention of community violence and accessibility of
mental health supports for youth exposed to multiple social and environmental stressors.

Consistent with past research, females in this study reported more perpetration of physical,
emotional, and threatening TDV than males but also higher rates of TDV victimization

on average, suggesting that male victims may be underreporting their experiences of
relationship violence (Basile et al., 2020; Wincentak et al., 2017). Dating relationships seem
to represent an important and unique risk context for adolescent girls’ violence perpetration,
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potentially influenced by fewer perceived social mores against female-to-male than male-to-
female violence (Karlsson et al., 2016). Females also reported higher rates of cyberbullying
victimization—especially in middle school—Dbut there were no notable gender differences
in bullying otherwise. Prior research on gender differences in bullying is inconsistent with
some work, suggesting males may be victimized more often offline (Smith et al., 2019) and
other studies finding greater victimization for females across contexts (Basile et al., 2020).
Finally, gender differences in this sample reinforced prior evidence that males are at greater
risk for perpetrating physical and sexual violence but also experiencing physical violence
victimization and exposure to community violence (Wincentak et al., 2017). These persistent
risk patterns for boys have been linked to the influence of traditional masculine norms that
encourage displays of dominance and strength and discourage emotional expression and
connection among males, resulting in violence and a range of other negative health and
social outcomes (Reidy et al., 2018). Given consistent evidence of gender differences in
violence perpetration and victimization, it is important that research and prevention efforts
continue to attend to the ways in which gender interacts with violence risk.

Decades of research suggest that youth exposed to intersectional inequities in social

and economic determinants of health are at risk for poorer physical and mental health,
educational, and social outcomes (Pickett & Wilkinson, 2015). Yet, few studies have
examined rates or temporal patterns of a range of violence exposures in these populations
to understand the potential for elevated risk of violence associated with these social and
health inequities. Data from this sample of primarily Black and Hispanic youth from under-
resourced neighborhoods suggest that those elevated risks may manifest in greater risk for
some forms of violence exposure but not others. However, differences between this study
and others in the literature in terms of the measures used and time periods assessed (e.g.,

4 months vs. 12 months or lifetime) make some comparisons difficult. For example, rates
of sexual violence by anyone (i.e., forced to do something sexual, last 4 months) were
substantially lower in the current sample compared with victimization rates in a national
sample using a similar item but over a longer time period (11%, last 12 months; Basile et
al., 2020), and compared with past-year victimization (19%) and perpetration (8%) rates

in a large, mostly white high-school sample using a broader measure of any unwanted sex
(forced or coerced; Williams et al., 2014). Thus, these lower rates could be the product of a
narrow, single-item measure over a shorter time period. Similarly, rates of physical violence
involving anyone were substantially lower in this sample compared with prior studies of
adolescent physical violence involving peers specifically, including those who reported
elevated past-year rates of victimization among Black youth (Finkelhor et al., 2009; Turner
etal., 2011). In contrast, rates of sexual harassment victimization and perpetration in this
sample were substantially higher during middle school—but similar during high school—
compared with large studies of predominantly White high-school students (last 12 months;
Clear et al., 2014) and a national sample of adolescents (lifetime; Ybarra & Thompson,
2018) assessing longer time-periods. Yet, they were similar to those reported in a racially
diverse sample of New York City middle school students assessing lifetime exposure,
suggesting the elevated exposure reflects disproportionate risk in these populations (Rolfe
& Schroeder, 2020). Furthermore, comparatively high rates of witnessing violence suggest
the need for more targeted prevention in high-risk urban areas, especially for younger
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adolescents. During middle school—but not high school—rates of witnessing IPV were
higher than those reported for an older national sample using the same item to assess
past-year exposure (i.e., 11.7% in 6th grade vs. 7.7% for 10-13 year olds; Finkelhor et al.,
2009). Witnessing assault with a weapon or severe violence in the community was also
reported at concerning rates. Reports of witnessing assault fell from a high of 25% in 6th
grade to 11% by 11th grade bringing the rate more in line with other samples (e.g., 13.9%;
Finkelhor et al., 2005). However, rates of witnessing severe violence in the community,
including seeing shootings, bombings, or riots, remained quite high (24.4%, on average)
throughout middle and high school compared with older estimates (2002—-2003) using the
same items in a national sample that also included younger children (5.5%; Finkelhor et al.,
2005).

Finally, a key contribution of the current study is the ability to examine violence exposure
patterns in early to late adolescence using grade-level data from a longitudinal multicohort
study. Violence exposure in this study tended to peak in 8th or 9th grade and was lowest in
high school, except for emotional and sexual TDV, which remained near peak levels in high
school. These findings suggest that middle school may be a critical period of risk for these
youth and, thus, a critical period for prevention. Stress associated with social-emotional

and physical development in early adolescence may interact with increasing independence
from caregivers and, potentially, more exposure to neighborhood-level risk factors associated
with social and economic inequities. These findings strongly suggest that primary prevention
programs need to reach young people early—even before middle school—and, as suggested
by prior research, those interventions may work best when they occur as part of a broader
prevention strategy that also addresses family-, school-, and neighborhood-level factors
(David-Ferdon et al., 2016; Niolon et al., 2017; Niolon et al., 2019).

This study has several limitations. First, these findings may not generalize to youth living

in different socioeconomic conditions or in rural/suburban areas unlike those included in
the current sample. Second, some measures (e.g., sexual violence) are limited to one or

two items, accentuating any measurement flaws inherent in those items (including lower
chances of percent any scoring) and capturing a small range of experiences within that
construct. Furthermore, there may be some overlap between the constructs as measured;

for example, a physical assault by a dating partner could be reported as physical dating
violence and physical violence by anyone. Third, it is possible that youth not assessed on
one or more measurement occasions were at differential risk for violence exposure. Almost
half of the sample provided data at three or more of the six occasions, and patterns may
approximate trajectories. Finally, all participants received an evidence-based dating violence
prevention program in 8th grade which has been shown to reduce rates of dating and sexual
violence over time (Foshee et al., 2004). This exposure may have impacted their violence
exposure into high school, potentially resulting in lower rates of violence perpetration

and victimization in 9th-11th grade than would have been observed in a no-treatment
sample. We might, however, expect to see more consistent declines in the primary outcomes
addressed by the program—TDV—in that case, and instead, those were some of the rates
that remained stable or were higher in later grades. In addition, as of 2014, 22 states
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had legislation that required, encouraged, or allowed dating violence education in schools,
making exposure to some form of violence prevention education a standard experience for
many American youth (Black et al., 2020).

Future Research Directions

The current sample utilized a unique population of youth experiencing intersecting social,
environmental, and risk factors; replication using other samples would be helpful to
understand how these patterns may vary by demographics and other social determinants

of health. We used pooled grade-level data from a longitudinal cohort study to highlight key
developmental periods in which the risk of certain violence types was greatest in this at-risk
population. Future research that is longitudinal—following the same individuals through
middle and high school—and also assessing a wide range of violence exposures would

add to our understanding of the development of violence in adolescence. Furthermore, the
current paper identified high rates of witnessing violence in the home and, particularly, the
community. Witnessing violence has been linked to risk for future violence perpetration and
victimization as well as other negative health outcomes (Duke et al., 2010; Mitchell et al.,
2021; Voisin & Hong, 2012). More research is needed to examine the nature, prevalence,
and effects of witnessing violence across adolescence using robust measures, including
better assessment of exposure to violence and civil unrest in the community. Finally, it

is unclear how recent increases in violent crime in the United States (Federal Bureau

of Investigation, 2021), coinciding with both the COVID-19 pandemic and widespread
social justice protests and civil unrest across the county (Buchanan et al., 2020), may be
impacting violence exposure among adolescents. Emerging evidence suggests that violence
against children increased in 2020, though reports to child welfare declined (Cappa & Jijon,
2021). Children may also have experienced increased exposure to parental violence during
this time (Boserup et al., 2020). Efforts to understand and ameliorate the effects of these
violence exposures among youth, particularly youth living in socially and economically
disadvantaged communities, will be critically important for promoting health and preventing
additional violence in the post-pandemic period.

Prevention, Clinical, and Policy Implications

Youth living in urban neighborhoods with above-average crime and economic disadvantage
are experiencing substantial rates of violence—as perpetrators, victims, and witnesses
—with the greatest burden of violence exposure occurring in middle school. These
findings reinforce the critical importance of reaching adolescents with cross-cutting
violence prevention initiatives early given strong evidence that adolescent violence
exposure is associated with a range of health risk behaviors and conditions (David-

Ferdon et al., 2021). Newer violence prevention strategies for middle school youth have
shown efficacy at preventing multiple forms of violence. For example, Dating Matters

—a comprehensive dating violence prevention model with healthy relationship-focused
programs for middle school youth as well as prevention components addressing parent,
school, and community factors—has been shown to prevent not only dating violence but also
bullying, cyberbullying, physical violence, sexual violence and harassment, delinquency,
weapon-carrying, and other risk behaviors in middle school (Niolon et al., 2019; Niolon,
2021). In addition, many effective violence prevention strategies for younger children have
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been identified (David-Ferdon et al., 2016). For example, young children in Early Head
Start programs demonstrate less aggressive behavior and have fewer referrals to child
welfare and substantiated reports of physical and sexual abuse (David-Ferdon et al., 2016).
The classroom-based Good Behavior Game has shown also shown effects on aggressive
behavior during elementary school as well as long-term effects on violent crime perpetration
and substance use (David-Ferdon et al., 2016). Implementing evidence-based violence
prevention approaches early—before middle school—may protect young people against
increased risk for violence exposure as they navigate the unique social and developmental
challenges of adolescence.

Exposure to multiple forms of violence in this sample is likely compounded by chronic
stress and trauma associated with living in communities with high rates of poverty and
crime, and racial and ethnic minority youth are also exposed to racism and discrimination.
Interventions and investments in these communities are needed to address their elevated
risk for some forms of violence exposure in adolescence but also the underlying social
and health inequities that contribute to early trauma and increase the risk for a range of
ACEs, including violence. Community-level interventions and policies that address social
determinants of health have the potential for increasing health equity in disadvantaged
communities and reducing violence exposure at all ages (David-Ferdon et al., 2016).

CONCLUSION

Findings from this study suggest that youth from racial/ethnic minority groups living in
under-resourced urban neighborhoods are exposed to relatively high rates of violence as
perpetrators, victims, and witnesses throughout adolescence. Exposure to sexual harassment
and witnessing violence in the home and community may pose uniquely elevated risks in
this population and suggest a need for focused prevention approaches in addition to efforts
that address the broader set of social determinants of health affecting these young people.
This study also sheds light on the need for early intervention with findings suggesting

that the highest rates of many forms of violence exposure were reported in middle school.
Violence exposure affects youth across our society and places them at risk for a range of
harmful physical and mental health outcomes (Basile et al., 2020). Implementing primary
prevention strategies that address multiple forms of violence before it begins can protect
young people from the short- and long-term effects of violence exposure and promote health
and well-being throughout their lifespan.

Supplementary Material

Refer to Web version on PubMed Central for supplementary material.

Acknowledgments.

The authors acknowledge the participation of students and schools in the Dating Matters Initiative, as well as the
contributions of each funded public health department: Alameda County (Cooperative Agreement #CE002052);
Baltimore City (Cooperative Agreement #CE002050); Broward County (Cooperative Agreement #CE002048); and
Chicago (Cooperative Agreement #CE002054). We also acknowledge our current and former CDC colleagues,
Drs. Andra Tharp, Natasha Latzman, and Alana Vivolo, for their contributions to the research design and
implementation, and the contracting organizations who contributed substantially to program implementation and

Violence Vict. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2024 July 25.



1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

DeGue et al. Page 14
data collection efforts: NORC at the University of Chicago (Contract #200-2011-40998), Research Triangle
Institute (Contract #200-2012-51959), and Ogilvy Public Relations (Contract #200-2007-20014/0015).
Funding.
The author(s) received no specific grant or financial support for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this
article.
REFERENCES

Basile KC, Clayton HB, DeGue S, Gilford JW, Vagi KJ, Suarez NA, Zwald ML, & Lowry R (2020).
Interpersonal violence victimization among high school students—youth risk behavior survey,
United States, 2019. MMWR Supplements, 69(1), 28-37. 10.15585/mmwr.su6901a4 [PubMed:
32817605]

Bellis MA, Hughes K, Ford K, Ramos Rodriguez G, Sethi D, & Passmore J (2019). Life course
health consequences and associated annual costs of adverse childhood experiences across Europe
and North America: A systematic review and meta-analysis. The Lancet. Public Health, 4(10),
e517-e528. 10.1016/S2468-2667(19)30145-8 [PubMed: 31492648]

Black B, Ravi K, & Hoefer R (2020). Determining the existence and strength of teen dating violence
policy: Testing a comparative state internal determinants model. Journal of Interpersonal Violence,
37(5-6), 2165-2189. 10.1177/0886260520935529 [PubMed: 32639869]

Boserup B, McKenney M, & Elkbuli A (2020). Alarming trends in US domestic violence during the
COVID-19 pandemic. The American Journal of Emergency Medicine, 38(12), 2753-2755. 10.1016/
j.ajem.2020.04.077 [PubMed: 32402499]

Buchanan L, Bui Q, & Patel JK (2020). Black Lives Matter may be the largest movement in
U.S. history. New York Times. https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/07/03/us/george-floyd-
protests-crowd-size.html

Camerini A-L, Marciano L, Carrara A, & Schulz PJ (2020). Cyberbullying perpetration and
victimization among children and adolescents: A systematic review of longitudinal studies.
Telematics and Informatics, 49, 101362. 10.1016/j.tele.2020.101362

Cappa C, & Jijon | (2021). COVID-19 and violence against children: A review of early studies. Child
Abuse & Neglect, 116(Pt 2), 105053. 10.1016/j.chiabu.2021.105053 [PubMed: 33965215]

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (2009). Youth risk behavior survey questionnaire.
www.cdc.gov/yrbs

Clear ER, Coker AL, Cook-Craig PG, Bush HM, Garcia LS, Williams CM, Lewis AM, & Fisher
BS (2014). Sexual harassment victimization and perpetration among high school students. Violence
against Women, 20(10), 1203-1219. 10.1177/1077801214551287 [PubMed: 25288593]

Coker AL, Clear ER, Garcia LS, Asaolu 10, Cook-Craig PG, Brancato CJ, Williams CM, Bush HM,
& Fisher BS (2014). Dating violence victimization and perpetration rates among high school
students. Violence Against Women, 20(10), 1220-1238. 10.1177/1077801214551289 [PubMed:
25344558]

Cutbush S, Williams J, & Miller S (2016). Teen dating violence, sexual harassment, and bullying
among middle school students: Examining mediation and moderated mediation by gender.
Prevention Science, 17(8), 1024-1033. 10.1007/s11121-016-0668-x [PubMed: 27501807]

David-Ferdon C, Vivolo-Kantor AM, Dahlberg LL, Marshall KJ, Rainford N, & Hall JE (2016).

A comprehensive technical package for the prevention of youth violence and associated risk
behaviors. National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention.

DiClemente R, Hansen W, & Ponton L (1996). Adolescents at risk. InD. R, H. W, & P. L
(Eds.), Handbook of adolescent health risk behavior. issues in clinical child psychology Springer.
10.1007/978-1-4899-0203-0

David-Ferdon C, Clayton HB, Dahlberg LL, Simon TR, Holland KM, Brener N, Matjasko JL,
D’Inverno AS, Robin L, & Gervin D (2021). Vital signs: Prevalence of multiple forms of violence
and increased health risk behaviors and conditions among youths - United States, 2019. MMWR.

Violence Vict. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2024 July 25.


https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/07/03/us/george-floyd-protests-crowd-size.html
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/07/03/us/george-floyd-protests-crowd-size.html
http://www.cdc.gov/yrbs

1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

DeGue et al.

Page 15

Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report, 70(5), 167-173. 10.15585/mmwr.mm7005a4 [PubMed:
33539331]

DiClemente CM, Rice CM, Quimby D, Richards MH, Grimes CT, Morency MM, White CD, Miller
KM, & Pica JA (2018). Resilience in urban African American adolescents: The protective
enhancing effects of neighborhood, family, and school cohesion following violence exposure. The
Journal of Early Adolescence, 38(9), 1286-1321. 10.1177/0272431616675974

Diemer MA, & Li C-H (2011). Critical consciousness development and political participation among
marginalized youth. Child Development, 82(6), 1815-1833. 10.1111/j.1467-8624.2011.01650.x
[PubMed: 21954896]

Duke NN, Pettingell SL, McMorris BJ, & Borowsky IW (2010). Adolescent violence perpetration:
Associations with multiple types of adverse childhood experiences. Pediatrics, 125(4), e778-86.
10.1542/peds.2009-0597 [PubMed: 20231180]

Espelage DL, Basile KC, De La Rue L, & Hamburger ME (2015). Longitudinal associations among
bullying, homophobic teasing, and sexual violence perpetration among middle school students.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 30(14), 2541-2561. 10.1177/0886260514553113 [PubMed:
25315484]

Espelage DL, Basile KC, Leemis RW, Hipp TN, & Davis JP (2018). Longitudinal examination of
the bullying-sexual violence pathway across early to late adolescence: Implicating Homophobic
name-calling. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 47(9), 1880-1893. 10.1007/s10964-018-0827-4
[PubMed: 29500577]

Federal Bureau of Investigation. (2021). FBI releases 2020 crime statistics. https://www.fbi.gov/news/
pressrel/press-releases/fbi-releases-2020-crime-statistics

Finkelhor D, Hamby SL, Ormrod R, & Turner H (2005). The juvenile victimization questionnaire:
Reliability, validity, and national norms. Child Abuse & Neglect, 29(4), 383-412. 10.1016/
j.chiabu.2004.11.001 [PubMed: 15917079]

Finkelhor D, Turner H, Ormrod R, & Hamby SL (2009). Violence, abuse, and crime exposure in a
national sample of children and youth. Pediatrics, 124(5), 1411-1423. 10.1542/peds.2009-0467
[PubMed: 19805459]

Finkelhor D, Turner HA, Shattuck A, & Hamby SL (2015). Prevalence of childhood exposure to
violence, crime, and abuse: Results from the national survey of children’s exposure to violence.
JAMA Pediatrics, 169(8), 746-754. 10.1001/jamapediatrics.2015.0676 [PubMed: 26121291]

First JM, Danforth L, Frisby CM, Warner BR, Ferguson MW Jr., & Houston JB (2020). Posttraumatic
stress related to the killing of michael brown and resulting civil unrest in ferguson, missouri: Roles
of protest engagement, media use, race, and resilience. Journal of the Society for Social Work and
Research, 11(3), 369-391. 10.1086/711162

Fisher BS, Coker AL, Garcia LS, Williams CM, Clear ER, & Cook-Craig PG (2014). Statewide
estimates of stalking among high school students in kentucky: Demographic profile and sex
differences. Violence against Women, 20(10), 1258-1279. 10.1177/1077801214551574 [PubMed:
25267605]

Foshee VA, Bauman KE, Ennett ST, Linder GF, Benefield T, & Suchindran C (2004). Assessing the
long-term effects of the safe dates program and a booster in preventing and reducing adolescent
dating violence victimization and perpetration. American Journal of Public Health, 94(4), 619—
624. 10.2105/ajph.94.4.619 [PubMed: 15054015]

Foshee VA, Bauman KE, Arriaga XB, Helms RW, Koch GG, & Linder GF (1998). An evaluation of
safe dates, an adolescent dating violence prevention program. American Journal of Public Health,
88(1), 45-50. 10.2105/ajph.88.L45 [PubMed: 9584032]

Foshee VA, Benefield T, Suchindran C, Ennett ST, Bauman KE, Karriker-Jaffe KJ, Reyes
HLM, & Mathias J (2009). The development of four types of adolescent dating abuse and
selected demographic correlates. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 19(3), 380-400. 10.1111/
jJ.1532-7795.2009.00593.x [PubMed: 27170829]

Karlsson ME, Temple JR, Weston R, & Le VD (2016). Witnessing interparental violence and
acceptance of dating violence as predictors for teen dating violence victimization. Violence against
Women, 22(5), 625-646. 10.1177/1077801215605920 [PubMed: 26452379]

Violence Vict. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2024 July 25.


https://www.fbi.gov/news/pressrel/press-releases/fbi-releases-2020-crime-statistics
https://www.fbi.gov/news/pressrel/press-releases/fbi-releases-2020-crime-statistics

1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

DeGue et al.

Page 16

Mathews CJ, Medina MA, Bafiales J, Pinetta BJ, Marchand AD, Agi AC, Miller SM, Hoffman
AJ, Diemer MA, & Rivas-Drake D (2020). Mapping the intersections of adolescents’ ethnic-
racial identity and critical consciousness. Adolescent Research Review, 5(4), 363-379. 10.1007/
540894-019-00122-0

Mennicke A, Bush HM, Brancato C, & Coker AL (2021). Sexual minority high school boys’ and girls’
risk of sexual harassment, sexual violence, stalking, and bullying. Violence against Women, 27(9),
1361-1378. 10.1177/1077801220937811 [PubMed: 32664819]

Mitchell KJ, Jones LM, Turner HA, Beseler CL, Hamby S, & Wade R (2021). Understanding
the impact of seeing gun violence and hearing gunshots in public places: Findings from the
youth firearm risk and safety study. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 36(17-18), 8835-8851.
10.1177/0886260519853393 [PubMed: 31179801]

Modecki KL, Minchin J, Harbaugh AG, Guerra NG, & Runions KC (2014). Bullying prevalence
across contexts: A meta-analysis measuring cyber and traditional bullying. The Journal of
Adolescent Health, 55(5), 602—-611. 10.1016/j.jadohealth.2014.06.007 [PubMed: 25168105]

Niolon PH, Taylor BG, Latzman NE, Vivolo-Kantor AM, Valle LA, & Tharp AT (2016). Lessons
learned in evaluating a multisite, comprehensive teen dating violence prevention strategy: Design
and challenges of the evaluation of dating matters: Strategies to promote healthy teen relationships.
Psychology of Violence, 6(3), 452-458. 10.1037/vio0000043 [PubMed: 29607239]

Niolon PH (2021). Correction to: Introduction to a special section on the effects of the dating
matters model on secondary outcomes: Results from a comparative effectiveness cluster
randomized controlled trial. Prevention Science, 22(2), 150. 10.1007/s11121-021-01207-w
[PubMed: 33460029]

Niolon PH, Kearns M, Dills J, Rambo K, Irving S, Armstead T, & Gilbert LK (2017). Preventing
intimate partner violence across the LifeSpan: A technical package of programs, policies, and
practices. National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention.

Niolon PH, Vivolo-Kantor AM, Tracy AJ, Latzman NE, Little TD, DeGue S, Lang KM, Estefan LF,
Ghazarian SR, Mclintosh WLK, Taylor B, Johnson LL, Kuoh H, Burton T, Fortson B, Mumford
EA, Nelson SC, Joseph H, Valle LA, & Tharp AT (2019). An RCT of dating matters: Effects on
teen dating violence and relationship behaviors. American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 57(1),
13-23. 10.1016/j.amepre.2019.02.022 [PubMed: 31128957]

Orpinas P, Hsieh H-L, Song X, Holland K, & Nahapetyan L (2013). Trajectories of physical dating
violence from middle to high school: Association with relationship quality and acceptability
of aggression. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 42(4), 551-565. 10.1007/s10964-012-9881-5
[PubMed: 23233161]

Pickett KE, & Wilkinson RG (2015). Income inequality and health: A causal review. Social Science &
Medicine, 128, 316-326. 10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.12.031 [PubMed: 25577953]

Reidy DE, Smith-Darden JP, Vivolo-Kantor AM, Malone CA, & Kernsmith PD (2018). Masculine
discrepancy stress and psychosocial maladjustment: Implications for behavioral and mental health
of adolescent boys. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 19(4), 560-569. 10.1037/men0000132
[PubMed: 29599648]

Rolfe SM, & Schroeder RD (2020). Sticks and stones may break my bones, but words will never hurt
me: Verbal sexual harassment among middle school students. Journal of Interpersonal Violence,
35(17-18), 3462-3486. 10.1177/0886260517709802 [PubMed: 29294761]

Rothman EF, Johnson RM, Azrael D, Hall DM, & Weinberg J (2010). Perpetration of physical assault
against dating partners, peers, and siblings among a locally representative sample of high school
students in Boston, Massachusetts. Archives of Pediatrics & Adolescent Medicine, 164(12), 1118
1124. 10.1001/archpediatrics.2010.229 [PubMed: 21135340]

Sacks V, Murphey D, & Moore K (2014). Adverse childhood experiences: National and
state-level prevalence. https://childtrends-ciw49tixgw5Ibab.stackpathdns.com/wp-content/uploads/
2014/07/Brief-adverse-childhood-experiences_FINAL.pdf

Smith PK, Lépez-Castro L, Robinson S, & Goérzig A (2019). Consistency of gender differences
in bullying in cross-cultural surveys. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 45, 33—-40. 10.1016/
j.avh.2018.04.006

Violence Vict. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2024 July 25.


https://childtrends-ciw49tixgw5lbab.stackpathdns.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/Brief-adverse-childhood-experiences_FINAL.pdf
https://childtrends-ciw49tixgw5lbab.stackpathdns.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/Brief-adverse-childhood-experiences_FINAL.pdf

1duosnue Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

DeGue et al.

Page 17

Stein BD, Jaycox LH, Kataoka S, Rhodes HJ, & Vestal KD (2003). Prevalence of child and adolescent
exposure to community violence. Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review, 6(4), 247-264.
10.1023/b:ccfp.0000006292.61072.d2 [PubMed: 14719637]

Turner HA, Finkelhor D, Hamby SL, Shattuck A, & Ormrod RK (2011). Specifying type and
location of peer victimization in a national sample of children and youth. Journal of Youth and
Adolescence, 40(8), 1052-1067. 10.1007/s10964-011-9639-5 [PubMed: 21373905]

Voisin DR, & Hong JS (2012). A meditational model linking witnessing intimate partner violence
and bullying behaviors and victimization among youth. Educational Psychology Review, 24(4),
479-498. 10.1007/s10648-012-9197-8

Voisin DR, Patel S, Hong JS, Takahashi L, & Gaylord-Harden N (2016). Behavioral health correlates
of exposure to community violence among African-American adolescents in Chicago. Children
and Youth Services Review, 69, 97-105. 10.1016/j.childyouth.2016.08.006

Williams CM, Cook-Craig PG, Bush HM, Clear ER, Lewis AM, Garcia LS, Coker AL, &

Fisher BS (2014). Victimization and perpetration of unwanted sexual activities among high
school students: Frequency and correlates. Violence against Women, 20(10), 1239-1257.
10.1177/1077801214551575 [PubMed: 25344559]

Wincentak K, Connolly J, & Card N (2017). Teen dating violence: A meta-analytic review of
prevalence rates. Psychology of Violence, 7(2), 224-241. 10.1037/a0040194

Ybarra ML, & Thompson RE (2018). Predicting the emergence of sexual violence in adolescence.
Prevention Science, 19(4), 403-415. 10.1007/s11121-017-0810-4 [PubMed: 28685211]

Zych |, Ttofi MM, Llorent VJ, Farrington DP, Ribeaud D, & Eisner MP (2020). A longitudinal study
on stability and transitions among bullying roles. Child Development, 91(2), 527-545. 10.1111/
cdev.13195 [PubMed: 30566232]

Violence Vict. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2024 July 25.



1duosnuepy Joyiny 1duosnuely Joyiny 1duosnuepy Joyiny

1duosnuely Joyiny

DeGue et al.

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

100%
75%
50%
25%

0%
15%
10%

5%

0%

Any Dating Violence

Vict

=7 = === Perp
-

6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 1ith

Emotional

Vict
— Perp

6th  7th  8th Sth 10th 11th

Stalking

Vict
S - N e i

=~ Perp

6th 7th 8th Sth 10th 1ith

FIGURE 1.

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

30%

20%

10%

0%

10%
8%
6%
4%
2%

0%

Physical
-
e ~
Se=_— . Perp
Vict
6th 7th 8th 9th  10th 11th
Threatening
P -
== e ¥ict
erp

6th 7th  8th  9th 10th 1lth

Physical (YRBS)

Vict

\\" Perp

6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 1lith

Rates of teen dating violence exposure by grade and gender.
Note. YRBS = Youth Risk Behavior Survey.

Violence Vict. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2024 July 25.

30%

20%

10%

Page 18

Sexual

\—_-Perp

Vict

6th 7th  8th Sth  10th 1ith

Relational

~
~ .
o - - = Vict

-

“ perp
6th 7th 8th 9th  10th 11th

Sexual (YRBS)

Ss Perp
Vict

6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 1ilth



1duosnuepy Joyiny 1duosnuely Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny

1duosnuely Joyiny

DeGue et al.

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

60%

40%

20%

0%

Page 19

Sexual Harassment Sexual Violence Physical Violence (by/against anyone)
8% 8%
- Z Y
Vict TS \
= 4% 4% \ Vict
- - = = -~ - —— -
S - Perp
= Perp -~ o, Vict

0% T Perp 0%

6th 7th  8th 9th 10th 1ith 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 1lth

Bullying Cyberbullying

30%

—— 20%

N
~—_
=~ _. Perp & ’
Vict 10% - Vict
—— - - e
Perp

0%

6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 1lth 6th  7th  8th  9th 10th 1lth

FIGURE 2.

Rates of physical and sexual teen dating violence (YRBS items), sexual violence, sexual
harassment, bullying, cyberbullying, and physical violence exposure by grade and gender.
Note. YRBS = Youth Risk Behavior Survey.
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TABLE 1.

Mean Rates of Violence Reported Across Grades, Overall, and by Gender

Violence type and exposure % Any endor sement M eans acr oss grades
Overall Male Female
Any TDV Perp  66.9 61.0 717
Vict  68.5 65.1 71.2
Emotional TDV Perp 64.3 58.2 69.4
Vict 654 61.2 68.8
Physical TDV Perp  25.6 17.4 32.6
Vict 247 24.2 25.0
Threatening TDV Perp 14.3 11.0 17.1
Vict 143 13.7 14.9
Sexual TDV Perp 133 141 12.5
Vict 184 15.6 20.7
Relational TDV Perp 7.4 7.8 7.2
Vict 125 12.6 12.5
Stalking TDV Perp 4.1 4.5 3.7
Vict 8.8 9.0 8.7
Physical TDV (YRBS) Perp 5.0 4.6 53
Vict 3.0 3.4 2.7
Sexual TDV (YRBS) Perp 3.3 3.7 29
Vict 3.6 3.9 3.4
Sexual harassment Perp 14.8 17.6 12.6
Vict  32.1 29.3 34.1
Sexual violence Perp 15 2.0 1.0
Vict 2.6 2.4 2.8
Bullying Perp  33.6 34.8 32.8
Vict  34.6 33.1 35.8
Cyberbullying Perp 6.2 6.3 6.2
Vict  14.4 113 16.8
Physical violence (by/against anyone) Perp 4.4 55 3.6
Vict 49 6.7 35
Witness assault with a weapon 19.6 20.5 18.8
Witness severe violence in community 24.4 24.9 24.1
Witness IPV in home 7.6 7.7 7.6

Notes. TDV = teen dating violence. IPV = intimate partner violence. YRBS = Youth Risk Behavior Survey. Perp = Perpetration. Vict =
Victimization. Simple mean of total prevalence rates across grades. Variability in the number of items assessing each construct could affect “percent
any” endorsement rates as participants have more opportunity to report exposure on higher-item measures.
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