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ABSTRACT
BACKGROUND: The school environment is an important context for understanding risk factors for teen dating violence. This
study seeks to add to the growing literature base linking adolescent experiences with bullying and involvement with teen dating
violence.

METHODS: Data were collected from 27,074 adolescents at 58 high schools via a Web-based survey.

RESULTS: Three-level hierarchical linear models indicated that adolescents who had been bullied were more concerned about
both physical and emotional dating violence among students at their school. Schools that were perceived by students as safer
were rated as having lower levels of teen dating violence. Older students and male students consistently reported greater
concerns about dating violence.

CONCLUSIONS: These results suggest that adolescents who experience bullying may also have concerns about violence in
teen dating relationships. Findings also indicate that schools perceived as being unsafe may be an important context for
targeting dating violence prevention efforts.
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The school environment is an important context
for understanding and preventing dating violence.

Adolescents spend much of their time in school, and
as a result, the majority of their dating relationships
are formed and experienced in this context.1 Research
suggests that normative beliefs developed in school
about the acceptability of aggressive dating relationship
behaviors such as hitting when a partner makes them
mad or jealous can have an important influence
on their dating relationships in adulthood.2 Efforts
to prevent dating violence stress the importance
of changing peer norms regarding violence in
relationships.3,4 In addition, exposure to aggression
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among peers may not only influence normative beliefs
related to violence but also may increase youths’ use of
violence in relationships.5,6 For example, preliminary
evidence suggests that bullying and dating violence
perpetration and victimization often co-occur among
adolescents.7 However, few studies have examined
how violence at school and individual experiences
with bullying influence adolescents’ concerns about
teen dating violence.8 This study seeks to extend
this line of research by investigating the association
between adolescents’ individual experiences with
bullying, their concerns about teen dating violence,
and school safety.
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Dating Violence
Defined as the physical, sexual, or psychologi-

cal/emotional violence within a dating relationship,
the prevalence of teen dating violence has increased
since 2005.9 Research suggests that over 400,000 US
adolescents are victims of dating violence at some
point in their lives.9,10 The 2 most common forms of
teen dating violence are emotional and physical abuse.
Emotional abuse is characterized as threatening a part-
ner and/or harming his or her self-worth.11 This type of
abuse can come in the form of name calling, making a
partner feel guilty, purposeful embarrassment, or con-
trolling behaviors such as keeping him/her away from
friends and family. Physical abuse is the most easily
identified form of dating violence and the most widely
studied. Physical abuse is defined as the intentional or
purposeful pushing, hitting, shoving, or kicking by a
dating partner.11

Teen dating violence victimization and perpetra-
tion have been linked with various individual and
family risk factors.12 For example, depressive symp-
toms, suicidal ideation and behaviors, engagement in
physical fighting, and believing that violence is tol-
erable and justifiable have been shown to increase
the risk for teen dating violence victimization.13-16

Other behaviors that have a strong link to dating vio-
lence perpetration and victimization include school
conduct problems; for example, expulsion or sus-
pension from school and engaging in substance use
and risky sexual behaviors.12,14,15 Furthermore, child-
hood maltreatment and exposure to violence in the
family of origin are commonly cited as a risk fac-
tor for future intimate partner violence perpetration
and victimization.17 Data from the National Longi-
tudinal Study of Adolescent Health reported that
approximately 30% of youth were verbally or psy-
chologically abused by their dating partner in the
previous year.18-20 Given the potential link between
adolescent dating violence and violence in future
relationships,10,18,21 more efforts are required to iden-
tify risk factors for teen dating violence and strategies
that can be used to prevent it.

Dating Violence and Bullying Behaviors
A related behavioral concern in adolescence is

bullying, which is defined as a form of peer
victimization that is repeated, intentional, and involves
a real or perceived power imbalance.22-24 Some
researchers have argued that dating violence is a form
of bullying that can occur within the context of a
dating relationship.25 For example, a dating partner
may use physical violence or emotional threats of
violence to maintain power and control over the other.
It can be repeated and intentional, thus exemplifying
similar characteristics as bullying perpetration. From
a developmental perspective, early childhood teasing

may become bullying among adolescent peers, and
bullying may transform into harassment and violence
where abuse becomes a normal part of dating
dynamics.26 Experiences with bullying may also create
a belief that harassment and violence in relationships is
normative and can be tolerated.8 Related research on
Ehrensaft’s model of adult intimate partner violence
suggests that adolescent antisocial behavior may be
a significant risk factor for adult perpetration and
victimization.13

Bullying is relatively common among adolescents.
Approximately 30% of teens report involvement
in bullying in the last month.24,27 However, lim-
ited empirical research has examined the associa-
tion between bullying and dating violence. Some
researchers suggest that childhood bullying perpetra-
tion may predict the occurrence of certain types of
dating violence perpetration.28 For example, a study
by Espelage and Holt28 provided preliminary evidence
that adolescents’ who bully others and are bullied in
school report higher levels of physical dating violence
victimization. More research is required to understand
how being victimized by peers at school is related to
victimization within dating relationships.

School Safety
Schools are the most commonly targeted context for

implementing both bullying29 and dating violence30

prevention interventions. School-based interventions
like the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program31 and
the Safe Dates Program32-34 have produced significant
positive impacts on students’ attitudes and behaviors
toward bullying and dating violence, respectively.
Research has also shown that characteristics of
schools, like positive school climate and safety, are
associated with less bullying and improved social
outcomes for students.35 In addition, research indicates
that school factors, such as school size, student
demographics, discipline and attendance rates, may
also be associated with student beliefs and behaviors
regarding bullying.36,37 Similar associations have been
observed for dating violence and school safety.2,4,5

For example, Schurr and Lohman2 found that
African-American males who perceived their school
environment as unsafe were at greater risk of dating
violence perpetration when compared to males from
other racial/ethnic groups. Although evidence suggests
that perceptions of school safety may influence student
bullying and dating violence individual behaviors,
few studies have examined how perceptions of the
school environment may influence peer norms related
to dating violence occurring in school. A school
environment that is perceived as unsafe by students
will likely be characterized by students as having a
problem with both physical and emotional forms of
teen dating violence.
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Current Study
This study examined adolescents’ concerns about

school dating violence and bullying experiences. Our
first aim was to examine the association between ado-
lescents’ concerns about physical and emotional dating
violence in relation to their individual experiences
with bullying. Given the conceptual and empirical evi-
dence for the association between bullying and dating
violence, we hypothesized that adolescents who expe-
rience bullying would be more likely to perceive dating
violence as a problem at their school. Our second
aim was to investigate the association between school
contextual factors and dating violence perceptions.
Specifically, we anticipated student perceptions of their
school’s safety and other school contextual factors
would be negatively associated with student concerns
about dating violence. For example, it was expected
that students in schools with greater perceived school
safety would report lower levels of concerns about
dating violence. Similarly, we expected that these
school-level effects would be most pronounced for
students who experienced bullying.

METHODS

Participants
Data come from 58 high schools in 12 Maryland

school districts participating in a state-wide project
focused on measuring and improving the school
climate, called the Maryland Safe and Supportive
Schools Initiative (MDS3). Data were collected from
adolescents in grades 9-12 using a Web-based survey
in spring 2012. An average of 25.4 classrooms per
school participated in the data collection. A total of
27,074 adolescents in grades 9-12, with a mean age
of 15.9 (SD = 1.3) were surveyed. Youth and school
demographic characteristics are presented in Table 1.
Participating schools included a diverse population
with a minority rate of 45.93% (SD = 25.11) and mean
student enrollment of 1268.48 (SD = 466.82).

Procedure
Schools’ participation in the MDS3 Initiative was

voluntary. Districts were approached by the Mary-
land State Department of Education to determine their
interest in participating in the project. Upon expressing
interest in the MDS3 Initiative, district-specific prin-
cipal meetings were conducted to obtain school level
commitment to the project. The anonymous, online
survey was administered using a passive consent pro-
cess and youth assent process, and all participation was
voluntary. Letters were sent home to parents providing
information about the survey and the larger initiative.
The survey was administered online in language arts
classrooms at participating high schools. School staff
administered the survey following a written protocol.

Table 1. Student and School Demographic Characteristics

Student Characteristics (N = 27,074 Students) N (%)

Sex
Boys 13,622 (48.9)
Girls 13,447 (48.2)

Race/Ethnicity
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 149 (0.5)
American Indian/Native American 432 (1.5)
Asian/Pacific Islander 1191 (4.3)
Black/African American 6156 (47.9)
White/Caucasian 13,353 (51.2)
Hispanic 1314 (4.7)
Other 1912 (6.9)

Age∗ 15.94 (1.3)
Grade

9th 7623 (27.3)
10th 6834 (24.5)
11th 6594 (23.7)
12th 6011 (21.6)

Bullied in the past year 6211(23.4)
EDV problemat their school 6222 (23.2)
PDV problemat their school 5890 (22.0)

School Characteristics (N= 58 schools) M(SD)

% Attendance 93.1 (1.6)
% Minority 45.9 (25.1)
% Suspension 22.3 (11.1)
School Enrollment 1325.3 (449.8)
% FARMS 35.9 (17.1)

∗Age represents mean with standard deviation in parenthesis.

The nonidentifiable data were obtained for analysis for
this article.

Instruments
The MDS3 Student Survey was developed by

the Johns Hopkins Center for the Prevention of
Youth Violence in collaboration with project partners.
Researchers from the Center undertook a compre-
hensive review of the literature focusing on several
domains of school climate emphasized by the US
Department of Education.38 In addition, focus groups
were held with students, district personnel, and school
administrators to understand the operationalization
of school contextual factors for each of the different
stakeholders (for additional details see Bradshaw).39

For this article, we focused on the association between
personal experiences with bullying, concerns about
different types of teen dating violence at their school,
including physical and emotional forms of abuse, and
school contextual factors.

Student demographic characteristics. Participat-
ing adolescents responded to a series of questions
regarding their basic demographic characteristics,
including age and sex. Participants were also asked to
report on their race/ethnicity, and indicate whether
they were identified as Asian/Pacific Islander, Black/
African American, Hispanic/Latino, Native American/
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American Indian, Native Hawaiian, White/ Caucasian,
or Other. Student race/ethnic identity was recoded
since Black students often report higher prevalence
of bullying40 and dating violence behaviors.15 The
variable was coded this way: Black (1 = Black students,
0 = all other ethnicities).

Bullying victimization. Consistent with the defini-
tion by Olweus23 and the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention,22 the survey included a definition
of bullying, which read: ‘‘A person is bullied when
he or she is exposed, repeatedly and over time, to
negative actions on the part of one or more other
persons. Bullying often occurs in situations where
there is a power or status difference. Bullying includes
actions like threatening, teasing, name-calling, ignor-
ing, rumor spreading, sending hurtful emails and text
messages, and leaving someone out on purpose.’’ Then
students were asked: ‘‘During the current school year have
you been bullied?’’ Response options were yes and no.41

Perceived dating violence to be a problem. Students
were asked about their perceptions of the physical and
emotional dating violence occurring in their school.
Specifically, one question assessed physical dating
violence, which read: ‘‘How much of a problem at this
school is students being hit, slapped, or kicked by their
boyfriend or girlfriend?’’ and the other which assessed
emotional dating violence read: ‘‘How much of a problem
at this school is students being threatened, degraded, or
intimidated by their boyfriend or girlfriend?’’ The response
options ranged from a large problem to not a problem on
a 4-point Likert scale. These items were adapted from
adolescent dating violence items on the Youth Risk
Behavior Survey.42

School safety. A school-level safety subscale score
(safety) was created based on student responses to the
following 6 items: (1) ‘‘I feel safe at this school; (2)
At this school students try to stop bullying; (3) Students
at this school try to stop bullying; (4) How much of a
problem at this school is physical fighting between students;
(5) How much of a problem at this school is students
carrying guns or knives; (6) How much of a problem at
this school is harassment or bullying of students.’’ For items
1-3, students were asked to rate whether they strongly
agree to strongly disagree while on items 4-6, response
options ranged from a large problem to not a problem;
all 6 items were on a 4-point Likert scale. All items
were rescaled where higher scores indicated increased
perceptions of safety (α = .74). Similar scales have been
used to assess perceptions of school safety in previous
research.43

School contextual factors. A series of school-
level demographic variables were obtained from
the Maryland State Department of Education for
inclusion in the models as school-level covariates.
Those variables were the percent of students receiving
free and reduced priced meals (FARMS), the percentage

of students who received an out of school suspension,
school attendance rate, and the total number of students
enrolled in the school (enrollment), as an indicator of
school size.

Data Analysis
Three-level hierarchical linear models were con-

ducted using the HLM 7.0 software44 to examine the
association between the school contextual factors, bul-
lying, and concerns about teen dating violence, while
accounting for the nested nature of the data, that is,
students within classrooms, within schools. Student
variables at level 1 included student age, sex, race, and
experience with bullying in the last year (bullied). At
level 2, we accounted for classroom-level clustering
of students, by including an error term for the inter-
cept, but no variables were modeled. At level 3, we
included the school-level perception of safety, enroll-
ment, FARMS, suspension, and attendance rate. Because
the data were collected as a part of a larger randomized
controlled trial, school intervention condition was also
included as a level-3 predictor as a control variable.
However, given this was the first year of data col-
lected post randomization, intervention effects were
not expected. All level-3 variables were grand-mean
centered.45 We also tested cross-level effects between
student bullying status at level 1 and the school con-
textual factors.

RESULTS

Descriptive Analyses
Twenty-three percent of students reported being

bullied in the past year. In addition, 22.0% and
23.2% of students felt that physical and emotional
dating violence were a somewhat and large problem at
their school, respectively. Table 1 contains additional
descriptive analyses.

Multilevel Analyses
Perceptions of physical dating violence (PDV). As

reported in Table 2, the results of the 3-level HLM
analyses indicated that all individual (student)-level
predictors, age, sex, race, and bullying experience,
were significantly associated with greater concern
about PDV. For example, males and older students
were more likely to perceive PDV as a problem in
their school. Students who reported being bullied
in the last year perceived PDV to be a greater
problem at the school (Coeff = .4535, p < .001). At
the school level, the school’s enrollment and FARMS
rate were positively associated with PDV. There
were higher perceptions of PDV as a problem in
schools with a higher enrollment and FARMs rate
(Coeff = .0096, p < .05; Coeff = .0033, p < .01). The
school-level (average) safety score was also associated
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Table 2. HLM Results for 3-Level Model Examining the Association Between Bullying and Concerns About Dating Violence

Physical Dating Violence Emotional Dating Violence

Coefficient SE t Ratio Coefficient SE t Ratio

Individual-level variables
Age 0.0428*** 0.0072 5.943 0.0535*** 0.0061 8.807
Male 0.1665*** 0.0154 10.840 0.0661*** 0.0155 4.264
Black −0.0377 0.0195 −1.936 −0.0456* 0.0179 −2.541
Bullied 0.4535*** 0.0152 29.793 0.4977*** 0.0153 32.556

School-level variables
Intervention status −0.0055 0.0218 −0.254 −0.0030 0.0209 −0.144
Enrollment 0.0096* 0.0039 2.433 0.0105** 0.0033 3.154
Suspension 0.0013 0.0015 0.882 0.0004 0.0014 0.319
Attendance −0.0006 0.0141 −0.041 −0.0025 0.0130 −0.190
FARMS 0.0033** 0.0011 3.079 0.0025* 0.0011 2.419
Safety −0.6252*** 0.0914 −6.843 −0.6581*** 0.0917 −7.176

Proportion of variance explained 88.96% 90.62%
AIC 71, 778.73 72, 001.71
BIC 71, 893.29 72, 116.27

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
FARMS, Free and reduced meals rate; Male: 0 = Female and 1 = Male; Black: 0 = not Black and 1 = Black;

with PDV, such that less favorable perceptions of
school safety were associated with greater concerns
about PDV (Coeff = −.6252, p < .001). Finally, cross-
level interactions were examined to determine if
experiencing bullying in the last year within a school
environment characterized by a low safety score would
be associated with student perceptions of PDV as a
problem. No significant associations were found.

Emotional dating violence (EDV). The HLM results
indicated that EDV was significantly associated with
students’ age, race, and sex. Males, older, and non-
Black students were more likely to perceive EDV as
a problem in their schools. Students who reported
being in bullied in the last year, perceived EDV to be
a greater problem in the school than students who
did not report experiencing bullying (Coeff = .4977,
p < .001). Similar to PDV, at the school-level, school
size and FARMS rate were significantly associated
with EDV, such that students in schools with a larger
student enrollment and high FARMS rate had higher
reports of EDV (Coeff = .0105, p < .01; Coeff = .0025,
p < .05). Furthermore, the school-level safety score
was also associated with students’ reports of EDV
(Coeff = −.6581, p < .001). Cross-level interactions did
not show that experiencing bullying in the last year
within a school environment characterized as unsafe
was significantly associated with student perceptions
of EDV.

DISCUSSION

This study aimed to examine the association
between perceptions of teen dating violence, and indi-
vidual experiences with bullying and perceptions of
school safety. Study findings shed light on the impor-
tance of the school environment in understanding

teen perceptions of dating violence. Results showed
that students’ perceptions of physical and emotional
dating violence as a problem at their school were linked
to their experiences with bullying and school safety.
The effects of school safety and bullying experiences
remained even after controlling for student age, sex,
and race.

Consistent with our hypothesis, students who had
experienced bullying in the last year reported higher
perceived problems with dating violence at their school
than nonvictimized students. These findings lend
support to the theorized relationship between bullying
and dating violence.46,47 In this study, adolescents who
experience bullying victimization may transfer their
own negative experiences with peer relationships to
their perceptions of the dating relationships in the
school. Another hypothesis is that these victimized
students may be more perceptive of negative treatment
in dating relationships than their peers. Finally,
students who are victims of bullying may be more
likely to be victims of dating violence, which might
influence their perception of the quality of dating
relationships in the school. While we are unable to
determine if those who had been bullied also had
personal experience with dating violence, previous
research has shown that bullying and dating violence
often co-occur among adolescents.7,28

Our second hypothesis was also supported. Percep-
tions of school safety were also associated with dating
violence perceptions. In schools characterized by low
perceptions of safety, students reported higher per-
ceived problems with physical and emotional dating
violence. School safety was independently associated
with perceptions of dating violence as a problem,
regardless of individual student-level factors. Although
school safety is often studied in school-based violence
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prevention research, rarely if ever, is dating violence a
part of these measures. These findings lend support
to the inclusion of dating violence as a potential
component of school safety measurement. Similar to
other indicators of school safety like bullying, fighting,
weapon use; perceptions of dating violence provide
a unique perspective into the dynamics of student
relationships in the school.

Furthermore, other school contextual factors, such
as (high) school enrollment and (high) FARMS
rate, were also significantly associated with greater
concerns about both physical and emotional dating
violence. It is unclear how these factors may influence
student perceptions of the dating violence climate
at their schools, but research does indicate that
these factors are often associated with perceptions of
school safety and disorder.48 Thus, as FARMS and
enrollment increase, student perceptions of safety
may decrease. Indeed, the correlations showed that
these variables were moderately associated (r = −.251,
p = .06; r = −.567, p < .05, respectively). As a result,
any efforts to decrease school disorder and promote
a positive school environment could decrease dating
violence and improve school safety.

In considering the effects of individual student
demographics on perceptions of dating violence,
older, male, and non-Black students reported higher
perceived problems of physical and emotional dat-
ing violence. These findings are generally consis-
tent with previous research on dating violence
victimization.15,49,50 Older students, as a result of hav-
ing been in more relationships, often report higher
rates of dating violence. Nationally, boys also consis-
tently report a greater prevalence of dating violence
victimization when compared to girls.51 Research and
funding announcements have emphasized the need to
understand why boys report higher victimization rates
and the dynamics of aggression and fighting within
dating relationships.52 Boys may be experiencing more
emotional forms of dating violence, in contrast to the
physical forms that are often studied among girls. Fur-
thermore, whereas black adolescents have reported
higher dating violence prevalence, these findings are
somewhat inconsistent across samples.51,53 Black ado-
lescents who witness violence occurring within their
community may be attuned more to dating violence at
school. More research is required to understand how
these and other individual factors may influence per-
ceptions of dating violence. For example, adolescents
who are currently involved in a romantic relationship
may be more sensitive to dating violence occurring in
their school environment.

Limitations
Some study limitations should be taken into

consideration. This study measured perceptions of

dating violence as a problem in the school rather
than the personal experience with dating violence.
However, few studies have examined bullying as it
relates to general perceptions of dating violence. In
addition, there are inherent limitations of self-report
data, which would be improved through multimethod
assessment (parent, peer, or teacher ratings); however,
this was not feasible given the nature of these
behaviors and the design of this study. Although
the study sample was rather large with multiple
classrooms and students across 58 high schools, the
participating schools all volunteered to enroll in
the project. Therefore, they are not necessarily a
representative sample of high schools in the state.
This study focused on public high schools; additional
research is required in elementary and middle schools
in order to determine the generalizability of these
findings to younger age groups. Finally, the cross-
sectional nature of this study design does not allow
for any causal inferences to be made based on the
findings.

Conclusions
Findings from this study suggest a link between

bullying experiences and perceptions of dating vio-
lence. Prevention programs aimed at preventing dating
violence should include efforts to address student per-
ceptions of violence occurring within the school and
their prior experiences with bullying and other violent
acts. Although more research is needed to elucidate
the intricate relationship between bullying and dat-
ing violence, it is also clear that school safety plays a
substantial role in student perceptions of interpersonal
violence.

IMPLICATIONS FOR SCHOOL HEALTH

Schools are an important context for understanding
and preventing violence among adolescents. Many
interventions developed to prevent youth violence are
designed to be implemented within this environment
where students learn, grow, develop, and engage
socially and romantically with their peers. Given
the growing body of research elucidating the link
between dating violence and bullying behaviors,
school-based interventions like Safe Dates and the
Olweus Bullying Program may find it useful to
measure their effects on perceptions of school
safety and student violent behaviors. In addition,
schools often implement multiple interventions that
target sometimes overlapping behaviors, such as
bullying and school violence. It is likely that
implementing an integrated youth violence prevention
program could have effects not only on bullying
but also dating violence within the school. For
example, the Olweus Bullying Program includes
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lessons on dating violence prevention and pro-social
peer relationships.

Human Subjects Approval Statement
This study was approved by the Internal Review

Board of the authors’ university.

REFERENCES

1. Broderick PC, Blewitt P. The Life Span: Human Development For
Helping Professionals. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson; 2009.

2. Schnurr MP, Lohman BJ. How much does school matter? An
examination of adolescent dating violence perpetration. J Youth
Adolesc. 2008;37(3):266-283.

3. Simon TR, Miller S, Gorman-Smith D, Orpinas P, Sullivan T.
Physical dating violence norms and behavior among sixth-grade
students from four US sites. J Early Adolesc. 2010;30(3):395-409.

4. O’Keefe M. Predictors of dating violence among high school
students. J Interpers Violence. 1997;12:546-568.

5. O’Keefe M. Teen dating violence: a review of risk factors and
prevention efforts. National Electronic Network on Violence
Against Women. 2005. Available at: http://www.unajaula
deoro.com/cd/documentos/AR_TeenDatingViolence.pdf.
Accessed April 25, 2014.

6. O’Keefe M, Treister L. Victims of dating violence among high
school students. Are the predictors different for males and
females? Violence Against Women. 1998;4(2):195-223.

7. Miller S, Williams J, Cutbush S, Gibbs D, Clinton-Sherrod M,
Jones S. Dating violence, bullying, and sexual harrassment:
longitudinal profiles and transitions over time. J Youth Adolesc.
2013;42(4):607-618.

8. Corvo K, deLara E. Towards an integrated theory of relational
violence: is bullying a risk factor for domestic violence? Aggress
Violent Behav. 2010;15(3):181-190.

9. Shaffer DR. Social and Personality Development. 6 ed. Wadsworth,
Cengage Learning: Belmont, CA; 2009.

10. Jouriles EN, Platt C, McDonald R. Violence in adolescent dating
relationships. Prev Res. 2009;16:3-7.

11. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Understanding
Teen Dating Violence. 2010. Available at: www.cdc.gov/
violenceprevention. Accessed March 11, 2013.

12. Vezina J, Hebert M. Risk factors for victimization in romantic
relationships of young women: a review of empirical studies and
implications for prevention. Trauma Violence Abuse. 2007;8:33-
66.

13. Ehrensaft MK. Intimate partner violence: persistence of
myths and implications for intervention. Child Youth Serv Rev.
2008;30:276-286.

14. Glass N, Fredland N, Campbell J, Yonas M, Sharps P, Kub
J. Adolescent dating violence: prevalence, risk factors, health
outcomes, and implications for clinical practice. J Obstet Gynecol
Neonatal Nurs. 2003;32(2):227-238.

15. Howard D, Wang MQ, Yan F. Psychosocial factors associated
with reports of physical dating violence among US adolescent
females. Adolescence. 2007;42(166):311-324.

16. Howard DE, Wang MQ. Risk profiles of adolescent girls who
were victims of dating violence. Adolescence. 2003;38(149):1-14.

17. Riggs DS, Caulfield MB, Street AE. Risk for domestic violence:
factors associated with perpetration and victimization. J Clin
Psychol. 2000;56(10):1289-1316.

18. Mulford CG, Giordano PC. Teen dating violence: a closer
look at adolescent romantic relationships. National Insti-
tute of Justice. 2008. Available at: http://www.nij.gov/
journals/261/pages/teen-dating-violence.aspx. Accessed April
25, 2014.

19. Halpern CT, Oslak SG, Young ML, Martin SL, Kupper LL.
Partner violence among adolescents in opposite-sex romantic
relationships: findings from the National Longitudinal Study of
Adolescent Health. Am J Public Health. 2001;91(10):1679-1685.

20. Roberts TA, Auinger P, Klein JD. Predictors of partner abuse
in a nationally representative sample of adolescents involved
in heterosexual dating relationships. Violence Vict. 2006;21(1):
81-89.

21. Smith PH, White JW, Holland LJ. A longitudinal perspective on
dating violence among adolescent and college-age women. Am
J Public Health. 2003;93(7):1104-1109.

22. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Bullying surveil-
lance among school-age children: uniform definitions and rec-
ommended data elements. 2014. Available at: http://www.cdc.
gov/violenceprevention/pdf/bullying-definitions-final-a.pdf.
Accessed March 31, 2014.

23. Olweus D. Bullying at School: What We Know and What We Can Do.
Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing; 1993.

24. Nansel TR, Overpeck M, Pilla RS, Ruan WJ, Simons-
Morton B, Scheidt P. Bullying behaviors among US youth:
prevalence and association with psychosocial adjustment.
JAMA. 2001;285(16):2094-2100.

25. Linder JR, Crick NR, Collins WA. Relational aggression
and victimization in young adults’ romantic relationships:
associations with perceptions of parent, peer, and romantic
relationship quality. Soc Dev. 2002;11:69-86.

26. Wolfe DA, Crooks CC, Chiodo D, Jaffe P. Child maltreatment,
bullying, gender-based harassment, and adolescent dating vio-
lence: making the connections. Psychol Women Q. 2009;33(1):21-
24.

27. Bradshaw CP, Sawyer AL, O’Brennan LM. Bullying and peer
victimization at school: perceptual differences between students
and school staff. School Psych Rev. 2007;36(3):361-382.

28. Espelage DL, Holt MK. Dating violence & sexual harassment
across the bully-victim continuum among middle and high
school students. J Youth Adolesc. 2007;36(6):799-811.

29. Swearer S, Espelage D, Vaillancourt T, Hymel S. What can be
done about school bullying? Linking research to educational
practice. Educ Res. 2010;39(1):38.

30. Taylor B, Stein N, Burden F. The effects of gender violence/
harrassment prevention programming in middle schools: a ran-
domized experimental evaluation. Violence Vict. 2010;25:202-
223.

31. Ttofi M, Farrington D. Effectiveness of school-based programs
to reduce bullying: a systematic and meta-analytic review. J Exp
Criminol. 2011;7(1):27-56.

32. Bauer NS, Lozano P, Rivara FP. The effectiveness of the
Olweus Bullying Prevention Program in public middle schools:
a controlled trial. J Adolesc Health. 2007;40(3):266-274.

33. Foshee VA, Bauman KE, Arriaga XB, Helms RW, Koch GG,
Linder GF. An evaluation of Safe Dates, an adolescent dating
violence prevention program. Am J Public Health. 1998;88(1):45-
50.

34. Foshee VA, Benefield TS, Ennett ST, Bauman KE, Suchindran
C. Longitudinal predictors of serious physical and sexual
dating violence victimization during adolescence. Prev Med.
2004;39(5):1007-1016.

35. Kasen S, Berenson K, Cohen P, Johnson JG. The effects of
school climate on changes in aggressive and other behaviors
related to bullying. In: Espelage DL, Swearer SM, eds. Bullying
in American Schools: A Social-ecological Perspective on Prevention and
Intervention. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum; 2004:187-210.

36. Bradshaw C, Sawyer A, O’Brennan L. A social disorganization
perspective on bullying-related attitudes and behaviors: the
influence of school context. Am J Community Psychol. 2009;43(3-
4):204-220.

37. Waasdorp TE, Pas ET, O’Brennan LM, Bradshaw CP. A
multilevel perspective on the climate of bullying: discrepancies

Journal of School Health • July 2014, Vol. 84, No. 7 • © 2014, American School Health Association • 427



among students, school staff, and parents. J Sch Violence.
2011;10(2):115-132.

38. US Department of Education. Safe and Supportive Schools.
2009. Available at: http://safesupportiveschools.ed.gov/index.
php?id=33. Accessed March 11, 2013.

39. Bradshaw CP, Waasdorp T, Goldweber A, Lindstrom JS. Bullies,
gangs, drugs, and school: understanding the overlap and the role
of ethnicity and urbanicity. J Youth Adolesc. 2013;42(2):220-234.

40. Goldweber A, Waasdorp TE, Bradshaw CP. Examining
associations between race, urbanicity, and patterns of bullying
involvement. J Youth Adolesc. 2013;42(1):206-219.

41. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Youth risk behavior
surveillance - United States, 2009. MMWR Morb Mortal Wkly Rep.
2010;59:1-142.

42. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. 1991-2011 High
School Youth Risk Behavior Survey Data. 2012; Available
at: http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/youthonline. Accessed March 11,
2013.

43. Plank SB, Bradshaw CP, Young H. An application of ‘‘broken
windows’’ and related theories to the study of disorder, fear,
and collective efficacy in schools. Am J Educ. 2009;115:227-247.

44. Raudenbush SW, Bryk AS. Hierarchical Linear Models: Applications
and Data Analysis Methods. 2 ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage; 2002.

45. Enders CK, Tofighi D. Centering predictor variables in cross-
sectional multilevel models: a new look at an old issue. Psychol
Methods. Jun 2007;12(2):121-138.

46. Ehrensaft MK. Intimate partner violence: persistence of
myths and implications for intervention. Child Youth Serv Rev.
2008;30(3):276-286.

47. Linder JR, Crick NR, Collins WA. Relational aggression
and victimization in young adults’ romantic relationships:
associations with perceptions of parent, peer, and romantic
relationship quality. Soc Dev. 2002;11(1):69-86.

48. Bradshaw CP, Sawyer AL, O’Brennan LM. A social disorganiza-
tion perspective on bullying-related attitudes and behaviors:
the influence of school context. Am J Community Psychol.
2009;43(3-4):204-220.

49. Howard D, Qiu Y, Boekeloo B. Personal and social contextual
correlates of adolescent dating violence. J Adolesc Health.
2003;33(1):9-17.

50. Howard DE, Wang MQ. Psychosocial factors associated
with adolescent boys’ reports of dating violence. Adolescence.
2003;38(151):519-533.

51. Howard DE, Debnam KJ, Wang MQ, Gilchrist B. 10 year trends
in physical dating violence victimization among US adolescent
males. Int Q Community Health Educ. 2011;32(4):283-305.

52. O’Leary KD, Smith Slep AM, Avery-Leaf S, Cascardi M. Gender
differences in dating aggression among multiethnic high school
students. J Adolesc Health. 2008;42(5):473-479.

53. Howard DE, Debnam KJ, Wang MQ. Ten year trends in physical
dating violence victimization among US adolescent females. J
Sch Health. 2013;83(6):389-399.

428 • Journal of School Health • July 2014, Vol. 84, No. 7 • © 2014, American School Health Association


