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Long-Term Impact of a Positive Youth Development Program on Dating Violence
Outcomes During the Transition to Adulthood

Purpose of the Project

Young adults with a history of maltreatment and foster care are at significant risk for dating
violence (DV) perpetration and victimization.! 2 2 # The identification of factors that precede the
onset of DV (as identified through longitudinal, as opposed to cross-sectional research) are critical
for developing sensitive prevention programming. The purpose of this study was to identify risk
and protective factors for dating violence (DV) among young adults (ages 18-22) with a history of
maltreatment and placement in foster care. The study extended a decade of research on the
Fostering Healthy Futures (FHF) program, a positive youth development program for maltreated
youth, by examining data collected from multiple sources at 3 earlier time points (from
preadolescence through middle adolescence as part of a randomized controlled trial). The study
also examined whether the FHF program buffered the impact of baseline risk on hypothesized
mediating factors. The goal of this research was to identify factors that ameliorated the effects of
risk to reduce DV perpetration and victimization in young adulthood. The three specific aims
included: (1) Describing the topography of DV and developing the measurement model; (2) Using
longitudinal data to examine hypothesized relationships among baseline risk factors, mediating
risk and protective factors, and DV outcomes; and (3) Examining whether the prevention program
attenuated the impact of risk factors on DV victimization and perpetration.
Participants

Participants (N=243) for the current young-adult study were recruited for enrollment if they

had been enrolled in the FHF study during the summers of 2002-2009 and were currently between

the ages of 18-22. The initial FHF study enrolled all 9- to 11-year-olds placed in out-of-home care
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within the preceding year by participating counties; 91% of all eligible youth were enrolled. Youth
were re-interviewed at Time 2 (1.5 years post-enrollment; mean age = 11.9 years), and Time 3
(2.5-3.5 years post-enrollment; mean age = 13.75), and the current study funded a 4" wave of
interviews, which took place an average of 9.4 years post-enrollment and 6.4 years following their

most recent (either T2 or T3) interview.

Of the 243 participants who were Table 1. Participants’ Descriptive Statistics

Gender, Female 47.9%
i . Sexual Orientation, Heterosexual | 88.8%
recruited for the Time 4 (T4) young adult Age, mean years 20.0
Race/Ethnicity (non-exclusive)
. . . . White 48.8%
0,
interviews, 215 (88.5%) were interviewed. Hispanic/Lating 5409
o African American 27.4%
Seven participants refused, 3 were unable to be Native American 28.8%
Asian/Pacific Islander 3.7%
. T1 Maltreatment (non-exclusive
located, and 18 either aged out of the Physical Abuse( ) 57 9%
Sexual Abuse 11.6%
recruitment window or could not be scheduled Neglect 86.2%
Emotional Abuse 64.7%
. L Moral/Legal Maltreatment 34.4%
after making contact. Descriptive T1 Violence Exposure 96.6%
T1 Cognitive Functioning
" . . Total | . 2
characteristics of the 215 who were interviewed otal IQ. mean std. score 96

are provided in Table 1.
Project Design, Methods and Analyses

Participants and their legal guardians had given permission and contact information for
themselves and others who would know how to locate them at earlier interview time points and
we used that information and other publicly available information to locate them for the follow-up
interviews. Following informed consent, interviews were conducted by trained graduate students
in person or by phone (if living out of the area). Participants were paid $100 for completing the 3-
4-hour interview. Because the interviews contained many sensitive questions, we provided a list

of community-based resources after the interviews. All procedures were IRB approved.

This resource was prepared by the author(s) using Federal funds provided by the U.S.
Department of Justice. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) and do not
necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice



Page 3

Measures
The multi-trait, multi-method measurement protocol assessed baseline and concurrent risk and
protective factors, putative mediators, and young adult DV outcomes. The conceptual,

measurement, and analytic model is shown below.

i T4 RISK AND
Fostering Healthy Futures PROTECTIVE
Intervention FACTORS

= Mental Health

= Substance Use

= Social Support

T2/ Gender St t
MEDIATING ender Stereotypes
T1RISK FACTORS = Attitudes about TDV
FACTORS = Mental Health = Communication Skills
= Cognitive Functioning
Functioning « Social l
= Maltreatment Functioning
Histo .
Y » Behavioral T4 DV OUTCOMES
= Witnessed Functioning
Violence » Re-victimization = Perpetration
= Victimization

T4 Dating Violence Perpetration and Victimization. A project-adapted version of the
Conflict in Adolescent Dating Relationships Inventory (CADRI)® was used to measure Dating
Violence Perpetration (DV-P) and Victimization (DV-V). Participants were asked to report the
past-year frequency of emotional/verbal abuse, relational abuse/threatening behavior, physical
abuse, and sexual abuse. Response options ranged from 0 (Did not occur) to 4 (Occurred more
than 10 times). Mean scores for each abuse subtype as well as for the Total DV-P and DV-V scores
were computed by averaging the frequency ratings (0-4) for the component items.

T1 Risk Factor Measures. The measures used to operationalize the T1 risk factors

included a published multi-informant measure of cumulative risk, additional maltreatment types
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and exposure to intimate partner violence (IPV). The cumulative risk measure is a 7-item
measure which was created and validated for maltreated children in foster care; the measure
demonstrates good predictive validity. ® The items (all measured at T1) include: (1) Cognitive
functioning, (2) Physical Abuse, (3) Sexual Abuse, (4) Removal from a single parent household,
(5) Exposure to community violence, (6) Caregiver Transitions, and (7) School Transitions.
Consistent with literature on cumulative risk,” the measure employs conventional standards for
dichotomizing and summing the 7 factors, with higher scores indicating greater cumulative risk.
In addition, emotional abuse, moral/legal maltreatment, and exposure to intimate partner
violence (IPV) were also included as T1 risk factors. All were coded at baseline (as
absent/present) from child welfare and legal records.

T2/3 Mediating Measures. As shown in Table 3, there are four mediating factors. Mental
health was measured with the Trauma Symptom Checklist for Children.® Social functioning was
measured with the Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment’ (higher scores indicate greater
attachment). Behavioral functioning was measured with the mean of three parallel measures: the
Externalizing Behavior scale of the Child Behavior Checklist, Youth Self Report, and Teacher
Report Form.'® Finally, revictimization was measured using the Juvenile Victimization
Questionnaire'! (JVQ). All measures, with the exception of the JVQ, were measured at both T2
and T3. If a participant completed T2 and T3 interviews, their scores were averaged. If they only
completed one of the two intervening interviews, scores from that single time point were used.

T4 Risk and Protective Measures. Mental Health Symptoms were assessed with The K6
Scale,'? Substance Use was measured using the Adolescent Risk Behavior Survey®3, and Social
Support was measured using the Social Support Behaviors Scale (SS-B).1* A composite measure

of Gender Stereotypes, Attitudes Toward Dating Violence, and Communication Skills (measured
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using the Safe Dates Evaluation®® and the Attitudes about Aggression in Dating Situations*® scales)
was created by dichotomizing each scale at the median and adding up the 0-1 scores. The new
measure, called TDV Attitudes and Behaviors had scores ranging from 1-5 (M=2.3, SD = 1.5), with
higher scores indicating less prosocial attitudes and behaviors.

Analyses

Descriptive statistics were run to examine the frequency of engagement in, and internal
consistency of, different subtypes of DV and the Total Perpetration (DV-P) and Victimization
(DV-V) scores. Next, a series of correlations was run to examine the relationships between the T1
Risk Factors, the T2/3 Mediators, the T4 Risk and Protective Factors and the T4 DV Outcomes
(Perpetration and Victimization). Although we had planned to test our conceptual model by
constructing path models to examine whether the T2/3 mediators explained the direct effects of
exposure to T1 risk factors on DV perpetration and victimization at T4, we were unable to conduct
these analyses due to the fact that only one of the T1 variables was related to the DV Outcomes.
Therefore, we examined whether the T2/3 predictors were related to the DV Outcomes after
controlling for the T1 risk factors. Finally, we tested whether participation in the FHF intervention
moderated the impact of T1 Risk Factors on T2/3 Mediating Factors. Because only 2 of the 16
moderating analyses were significant, we did not include the interaction terms in our final models.
In most analyses, there were less than 10 participants with missing data and we therefore used
listwise deletion.
Project Findings

Table 2 provides descriptive statistics for the T4 DV Outcome variables. An overwhelming

majority of youth reported perpetrating, as well as being the victim of, at least one past-year
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incident of DV. Abuse sub-type incidence rates were quite variable, with emotional/verbal abuse
having the highest rates of perpetration and victimization, and sexual abuse having the lowest rates.

Table 2 — Descriptive Statistics for the Dating Violence Variables

N Past-year Alpha
Involvement

Total Victimization (DV-V) 211 91.0% 0.92
Total Perpetration (DV-P) 211 84.5% 0.88
Emotional/Verbal Abuse Victimization 211 91.0% 0.88
Emotional/Verbal Abuse Perpetration 211 83.4% 0.87
Relational Abuse Victimization 211 31.3% 0.86
Relational Abuse Perpetration 210 18.6% 0.65
Physical Abuse Victimization 210 38.1% 0.89
Physical Abuse Perpetration 210 18.1% 0.76
Sexual Abuse Victimization 210 21.4% 0.55
Sexual Abuse Perpetration 210 13.3% 0.18

While the measure’s internal consistency was acceptable for the total perpetration (DV-P) and
victimization (DV-V) scales, Cronbach’s alphas were substantially lower for Relational Abuse
Perpetration and for Sexual Abuse Victimization and Perpetration. Because of the variability in
alphas and the high correlations (rs .4-.9) between the abuse sub-types and the DV-V and DV-P
scores, only the DV-V and DV-P scores were used in subsequent analyses.

After operationalizing the DV indices, we examined the bivariate relationships between all
predictor variables and the DV variables. As shown in Table 3, of the four T1 Risk Factors, only
exposure to Moral-Legal Maltreatment was related to T4 DV-P. Exposure in preadolescence to
this type of maltreatment (defined as the caregiver exposing or involving the child in illegal activity
or other activities that may foster delinquency or antisocial behavior) led to greater DV-V in young

adulthood. While it was not surprising that most of the T1 Risk Factors were not associated with
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Risk Factors were related to the
hypothesized and more
proximal T2/3 mediators. T1
Cumulative Risk was positively
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Symptoms and Externalizing
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Table 3. Correlations Between Predictor Variables and
T4 Dating Violence Outcomes

T4 DV T4 DV
Victimization | Perpetration
T1 Risk Factors
Cumulative Risk .08 .03
Emotional Abuse -.03 -.12
Moral-Legal Abuse 16* .07
Exposure to DV -.05 .05
T2/3 Mediating Factors
Trauma Symptoms A7* A7*
Caregiver Attachment - 17* - 22%*
Externalizing Problems 21%* .16%*
Re-victimization 21%* .19%
T4 Risk & Protective
Factors
Mental Health A7* 19%*
Substance Use 36%* 26%*
Social Support - 20%* - 19**
TDV Attitudes/Behaviors 24%* 26%*

*p<.05, **p <.01

Problems, and was negatively associated with Caregiver Attachment. Moral-Legal Maltreatment

was negatively associated with Caregiver Attachment. Emotional Abuse and Exposure to DV were

unrelated to any of the T2/3 Mediating Factors.

Table 4. Correlations between Time 1 Risk Factors and T2/3 Mediating Factors

Time 1 Risk Factors
T2/3 Mediating Cumulative | Emotional Moral- Exposure
Factors Risk Abuse Legal to DV

Abuse
Trauma Symptoms 20%* -.03 .01 -.02
Caregiver Attachment -.16* -.05 -17* -.03
Externalizing Problems 27%* -.01 .04 .02
Re-victimization A1 -.03 .07 .01

*p<.05, ¥*p <.01
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All of the T2/3 putative Mediating Factors were bivariately associated with DV-V and DV-
P in the expected direction (see Table 3). Specifically, having trauma symptoms, externalizing
problems, or being re-victimized in adolescence was associated with more DV-P and DV-V in
young adulthood, measured 6 years later. Caregiver attachment in adolescence was negatively
associated with both DV-V and DV-P. Not surprisingly, the T4 concurrent risk and protective
factors demonstrated the strongest associations with T4 DV-V and DV-P. Trauma symptoms,
substance use and TDV attitudes and behaviors were positively correlated with dating violence
outcomes, while higher current social support was associated with less dating violence.

The last set of models examined whether the T2/3 Mediating Factors remained significant
predictors of T4 DV after controlling for the baseline risk factors. Trauma Symptoms was a
significant predictor of DV-V (5=.15, =2.1, p=.03; Overall model: Adj R’ = .03, p=.04), as was
Caregiver Attachment ($=-.14, t=-1.9, p=.05; Overall model: Adj R’ = .03, p=.05), Externalizing
Problems (3=.19, =2.7, p=.007; Overall model: Adj R’= .05, p=.01), and Revictimization (=.19,
=2.6, p=.01; Overall model: Adj R*= .04, p=.03), over and above the 4 baseline control variables.
Similarly, each of the T2/3 Mediating Factors predicted DV-P over and above the control
variables: Trauma Symptoms (=.17, t=2.4, p=.02; Overall model: Adj R’= .04, p=.02), Caregiver
Attachment (3=-.22, r=-3.2, p=.001; Overall model: Adj R’ = .06, p=.003), Externalizing Problems
(3=.15, t=2.1, p=.03; Overall model: Adj R’ = .03, p=.03), and Revictimization (5=.17, =2.3,
p=.02; Overall model: Adj R’=.04, p=.03). Although these full models only accounted for between
3%-6% of the variance, it is notable that the predictors were measured 6-10 years prior to the

dating violence outcomes and account for a significant proportion of the variance.
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Implications for Criminal Justice Policy and Practice in the United States

This longitudinal study provides a first look at the dating violence involvement of young
adults with a history of foster care placement and associated risk and protective factors for such
involvement. The results suggest that the vast majority of young adults who have been the victims
of maltreatment have been involved in past-year dating violence, although the extent of that
involvement varies greatly. Perpetration and victimization were highly correlated, suggesting that
complementary interventions are warranted. Mirroring the literature, this study found that
emotional/verbal abuse was the most common type of abuse experienced and perpetrated, while
the least endorsed types included perpetration of physical and sexual abuse. Future analyses will
explore gender differences as well as the contextual factors surrounding dating violence. Foshee
and Reyes!’ state that “act” scales are often used to measure DV even though they “have been
criticized for being too simplistic to capture the complexity of dating abuse because they do not
assess intent, motives, circumstances surrounding the abuse, acts perpetrated or received in self-
defense, or severity of acts” (p. 4). We collected data that will permit us to examine (1) partner
attributes (age differential, same/opposite sex partner), (2) context (e.g., perpetration in self-
defense, in anger, in jest), and (3) consequences (emotional and physical).

This is also one of the first studies to examine an array of risk and protective factors over 10
years among a very high-risk sample for dating violence. While the baseline risk factors did not,
for the most part, predict young adult dating violence, a rarely studied form of maltreatment,
namely moral-legal maltreatment, was a consistent predictor of dating violence victimization in
both the bivariate and multivariate models. Moral-legal maltreatment is when a caregiver exposes
a child to illegal activity or forces them to participate in delinquent activities. Victimization as

measured at the T2/3 interviews was also found to be a powerful predictor of dating violence
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outcomes. Our results suggest that being victimized in certain ways and at certain developmental
stages may be more of a risk than witnessing violence for dating violence outcomes.

While it was not surprising that those risk and protective factors which were measured
concurrently with dating violence were strongly related, several of these same constructs which
were measured in early adolescence also predicted young adult dating violence, suggesting that
they may be precursors to the violence. For example, trauma symptoms and behavior/substance
use problems in early adolescence and young adulthood were related to dating violence
perpetration and victimization, while social support at both time periods was associated with
decreased risk of dating violence involvement. All of these are amenable to intervention and have
important implications for policy and practice within the juvenile justice, mental health and child
welfare systems. Unfortunately, the Fostering Healthy Futures (FHF) intervention did not buffer
the impact of the baseline risk factors on the putative mediators. It is hypothesized that although
the FHF program may have had short-term beneficial effects in key domains, interventions which
are delivered more proximal to the initiation of dating and are more targeted are needed to reduce
the risk of relationship violence.

Study participants were racially and ethnically diverse with heterogeneous maltreatment
and family characteristics and a range of baseline cognitive, behavioral, emotional, and social
functioning. In addition, the study did not exclude youth with emotional and behavioral problems
or youth with mild developmental delays, which maximizes the external validity of the findings as
does the high recruitment and retention rates. The personal and monetary costs of violence and
victimization are staggering.'® *° 2° We hope that this study’s findings will have far-reaching
benefits that will improve quality of life for vulnerable populations as well as improve public

health and security.

This resource was prepared by the author(s) using Federal funds provided by the U.S.
Department of Justice. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) and do not
necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice



Page 11

References

1 Wolfe DA, Scott K, Wekerle C, Pittman AL. Child Maltreatment: Risk of adjustment problems
and dating violence in adolescence. J. Am. Acad. Child Adolesc. Psychiatry. 2001;40:282-289.

2 Hamby S, Finkelhor, D., Turner, H. . Teen dating violence: Co-occurence with other
victimizations in the National Survey of Children's Exposure to Violence (NatSCEV).
Psychology of Violence. 2012:1-14.

3 Jonson-Reid M, Bivens L. Foster youth and dating violence. Journal of Interpersonal Violence.
1999;14(12):1249-1262.

4 Jonson-Reid M, Scott LD, McMillen JC, Edmond T. Dating violence among emancipating
foster youth. Children and Youth Services Review. 2007;29(5):557-571.

®> Wolfe DA, Scott K, Reitzel-Jaffe D, Wekerle C, Grasley C, Straatman AL. Development and
validation of the Conflict in Adolescent Dating Relationships Inventory. Psychol Assess. Jun
2001;13(2):277-293.

® Raviv T, Taussig HN, Culhane SE, Garrido EF. Cumulative risk exposure and mental health
symptoms among maltreated youth placed in out-of-home care. Child Abuse Negl. Oct
2010;34(10):742-751.

" Appleyard, K., Egeland, B., van Dulmen, M., & Sroufe, L. (2005). When more is not better: the
role of cumulative risk in child behavior outcomes. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry,
and Allied Disciplines, 46(3), 235-245.

8 Briere, J. (1996). Trauma Symptom Checklist for Children — Professional manual. Odessa, FL:
Psychological Assessment Resources, Inc.

% Gifford-Smith, M. (2000). People in My Life [On-line]. Available:
http://www.fasttrackproject.org.

10 Achenbach, T. M., & Rescorla, L.A. (2001). Manual for the ASEBA School-Age Forms and
Profiles. Burlington, VT: University of Vermont, Research Center for Children, Youth, &
Families.

1 Hamby, S. L., Finkelhor, D., Ormrod, R., & Turner, H. (2005). The Juvenile Victimization
Questionnaire (JVQ): Administration and Scoring Manual. Durham, NH: Crimes Against
Children Research Center.

12 Kessler, R.C., Barker, P.R., Colpe, L.J., Epstein, J.F., Gfroerer, J.C., Hiripi, E., Howes, M.J,
Normand, S-L.T., Manderscheid, R.W., Walters, E.E., Zaslavsky, A.M. (2003). Screening for
serious mental illness in the general population Archives of General Psychiatry. 60(2), 184-189.

This resource was prepared by the author(s) using Federal funds provided by the U.S.
Department of Justice. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) and do not
necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice


http://www.fasttrackproject.org/

Page 12

13 Taussig, H.N. (1998). Risk behaviors in maltreated adolescents. Doctoral Dissertation, San
Diego State University/University of California, San Diego, Joint Doctoral Program in Clinical
Psychology.

14 vaux A, Riedel S, Stewart D. Modes of social support: The Social Support Behaviors (SS-B)
Scale. Am. J. Community Psychol. 1987;15(2):209-237.

15 Foshee VA, Bauman KE, Ennett ST, Suchindran C, Benefield T, Linder GF. Assessing the
effects of the dating violence prevention program "safe dates" using random coefficient
regression modeling. Prev Sci. Sep 2005;6(3):245-258.

16 Slep, A. M. S., Cascardi, M., Avery-Leaf, S., & O’Leary, K. D. (2001). Two new measures of
attitudes about the acceptability of teen dating aggression. Psychological Assessment, 13, 306—
318.

1" Foshee VA, & Reyes, H. L. Dating abuse prevalence, consequences, and predictors. In:
Levesque JR, ed. Encyclopedia of Adolescence: Springer Publishers; 2012.

18 Corso PS, Mercy JA, Simon TR, Finkelstein EA, Miller TR. Medical costs and productivity
losses due to interpersonal and self-directed violence in the United States. Am. J. Prev. Med.
2007;32:474-482.

19 Miller TR, Fisher DA, Cohen MA. Costs of juvenile violence: Policy implications. Pediatrics.
Jan 2001:107(1):E3.

20 Welsh BC, Loeber R, Stevens BR, Stouthamer-Loeber M, Farrington DP. Costs of juvenile
crime in urban areas: A longitudinal perspective. Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice. 2008;6:3-
27.

This resource was prepared by the author(s) using Federal funds provided by the U.S.
Department of Justice. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) and do not
necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice






Accessibility Report





		Filename: 

		251206.pdf









		Report created by: 

		



		Organization: 

		







[Enter personal and organization information through the Preferences > Identity dialog.]



Summary



The checker found problems which may prevent the document from being fully accessible.





		Needs manual check: 2



		Passed manually: 0



		Failed manually: 0



		Skipped: 1



		Passed: 26



		Failed: 3







Detailed Report





		Document





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Accessibility permission flag		Passed		Accessibility permission flag must be set



		Image-only PDF		Passed		Document is not image-only PDF



		Tagged PDF		Passed		Document is tagged PDF



		Logical Reading Order		Needs manual check		Document structure provides a logical reading order



		Primary language		Passed		Text language is specified



		Title		Passed		Document title is showing in title bar



		Bookmarks		Passed		Bookmarks are present in large documents



		Color contrast		Needs manual check		Document has appropriate color contrast



		Page Content





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Tagged content		Passed		All page content is tagged



		Tagged annotations		Passed		All annotations are tagged



		Tab order		Passed		Tab order is consistent with structure order



		Character encoding		Passed		Reliable character encoding is provided



		Tagged multimedia		Passed		All multimedia objects are tagged



		Screen flicker		Passed		Page will not cause screen flicker



		Scripts		Passed		No inaccessible scripts



		Timed responses		Passed		Page does not require timed responses



		Navigation links		Passed		Navigation links are not repetitive



		Forms





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Tagged form fields		Passed		All form fields are tagged



		Field descriptions		Passed		All form fields have description



		Alternate Text





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Figures alternate text		Passed		Figures require alternate text



		Nested alternate text		Passed		Alternate text that will never be read



		Associated with content		Passed		Alternate text must be associated with some content



		Hides annotation		Passed		Alternate text should not hide annotation



		Other elements alternate text		Failed		Other elements that require alternate text



		Tables





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Rows		Passed		TR must be a child of Table, THead, TBody, or TFoot



		TH and TD		Passed		TH and TD must be children of TR



		Headers		Failed		Tables should have headers



		Regularity		Passed		Tables must contain the same number of columns in each row and rows in each column



		Summary		Skipped		Tables must have a summary



		Lists





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		List items		Passed		LI must be a child of L



		Lbl and LBody		Passed		Lbl and LBody must be children of LI



		Headings





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Appropriate nesting		Failed		Appropriate nesting










Back to Top



