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Abstract 
 
Background: A high prevalence of adolescent dating violence (ADV) has been documented in recent years. However, the 
majority of ADV studies have been conducted in North America and moreover, ADV studies have primarily focused on high 
school or college populations.  
Objective: To investigate victimization and perpetration of ADV and related gender differences in a sample of Danish 
seventh-grade students.  
Method: In total, 2934 seventh-grade students (M = 3.5, SD = 0.5) filled out questionnaires at school.   
Results: The prevalence of victimization of emotional, physical and sexual ADV was 32.2%, 11.2% and 10.6%, and the 
prevalence of perpetration of emotional, physical and sexual ADV was 20.6%, 6% and 2.1%. One out of five students reported 
both victimization and perpetration of one of the three ADV types and 14.3% and 6% reported multiple forms of ADV 
victimization and perpetration respectively. Moreover, gender differences in the prevalence of ADV and the co-occurrence 
of ADV victimization and perpetration were identified.  
Conclusion: The present study highlights that a large proportion of Danish seventh-grade students are experiencing ADV, 
and that ADV preventive programs are relevant already in early adolescence. Based on the high proportion of students 
reporting co-occurrence of victimization and perpetration experiences, comprehensive preventive programs that focus on 
both victimization and perpetration experiences and the transmission of violence are recommended. 
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Introduction 
Negative physical, sexual, and emotional experiences 
in early romantic relationships, often referred to as 
adolescent dating violence (ADV), are a present issue 
of concern. Early adolescence is an important time 
of development when many young people explore 
roles, develop their identity, and begin to form 
intimate relationships with their peers. Although 
positive romantic relationships have the potential to 
promote emotional development and provide 
foundational experiences for future relationships, 
romantic relationships in which violence occurs have 
numerous negative health effects. Various studies 
have shown that ADV is associated with negative 
mental and physical health outcomes (1, 2); 
moreover, longitudinal studies have identified the 
link between ADV and violence victimization and 
perpetration during adulthood (3). Although ADV 

has been paid great attention in the United States, it 
has received very limited attention outside of North 
America, with a particular lack of information in the 
early adolescence period (4-6). In light of scarcity of 
research on ADV both in the early adolescence 
period and from outside North America, more 
knowledge on ADV in these subgroups is warranted. 
In Scandinavian countries specifically, there have 
been no research studies examining violence in 
romantic relations among children below the age of 
15 years, and thus, there is a lack of knowledge to 
guide preventive ADV interventions for this age 
group. Therefore, to strengthen the international as 
well as the Danish literature on ADV, the present 
study presents prevalence data on victimization and 
perpetration of three categories of ADV in a large 
sample of Danish students entering adolescence. 
 

brought to you by COREView metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk

provided by Exeley Inc.

https://core.ac.uk/display/226932662?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
mailto:skarsberg@health.sdu.dk


Dating violence among students 

 
 

17 
 

Adolescent dating violence in early adolescence 
Research evidence suggests that adolescents usually 
start dating when they are between 12 and 14 years 
old (7). A large American study has shown that one-
fourth of all 12-year olds report having had a 
romantic relationship in the previous 18 months (8), 
and the Center for Disease Control and Prevention 
estimates that 72% of adolescents aged between 13 
and 16 years are dating or have experiences with 
dating (9). However, only a minority of ADV 
research studies included subjects below the age of 
15 years (10, 11). Moreover, a large proportion of the 
studies that do include subjects below the age of 15 
years do not report the specific prevalence for each 
specific age, but rather report the prevalence of a 
whole age span, for instance, 12 to 17 years (10, 12, 
13). In addition, to our knowledge, there is only one 
European population-based study of ADV that 
includes students below eighth grade (14). Thus, on 
a global scale, very little is known about the 
prevalence of ADV in early adolescence. Existing 
ADV studies vary significantly in methodology 
(including study design), which is why the reported 
incidents of ADV are difficult to compare. This is 
also the case in studies that investigate ADV in early 
adolescence. In a large national US study that 
examined severe ADV, the 12-year olds reported no 
victimization, and 0.5% and 1.7% of the 13 and 14-
year-old adolescents, respectively, reported 
victimization (15). In other US studies, the reported 
victimization prevalence of ADV among 12 to 13-
year olds (seventh grade) have ranged from 1% to 
77% (16-19). Some of the studies that examine ADV 
in early adolescence only include adolescents who 
have dated or who currently have a boyfriend (16, 18, 
19), and the prevalence rates in these studies are 
therefore difficult to compare with the prevalence 
rates found in population-based studies. Moreover, 
some of these studies investigate a range of ADV 
forms such as emotional, physical, and sexual ADV, 
whereas others examine only one form of ADV (17, 
19), or only one perspective – for instance, 
victimization or perpetration (15, 19). Thus, non-US 
studies that investigate the prevalence of ADV 
specifically in early adolescence, which furthermore 
investigate multiple forms of ADV and include both 
the victimization and the perpetrator perspective, are 
indeed warranted. 
 
Victimization 
Adolescents are particularly important in the 
relationship violence context, because of a higher 
exposure to violence in such relationships than those 
in the older age groups (20). Moreover, adolescents 
have been found to have an increased vulnerability in 
terms of developing negative symptoms after 
traumatic experiences such as exposure to violence 

(21). Victimization of ADV has been correlated with 
a wide array of negative sequelae such as physical 
injury, substance use, post-traumatic stress disorder, 
lowered self-esteem and self-worth, psychosomatic 
reactions, depression, anxiety, and school 
performance disruption (1, 2, 22). Overall, the 
prevalence rates of ADV vary extensively, mainly as 
a result of different research methodology (14, 23-
25). Differences in the framing of questions and core 
concepts such as “dating” make it difficult to 
compare results across studies. A new meta-analytic 
review that included adolescents in the age group 
from 13 to 18 years suggests that one-fifth (21%) of 
all girls and boys have been victims of physical 
violence, and that 14% of all girls and 8% of all boys 
have been victims of sexual violence in a dating 
relationship (24). In another systematic review of 
ADV that included adolescents from 12 to 18 years, 
the prevalence of emotional/psychological ADV 
victimization ranged from 17% to 88% (11). A UK 
study, which examined ADV among students aged 
13 to 16 years, found that 72% of the girls and 51% 
of the boys had been exposed to emotional violence, 
25% of the girls and 18% of the boys had been 
victims of physical ADV, and 31% of the girls and 
16% of the boys reported sexual ADV victimization 
(14). In a Danish study that included participants 
aged 16 to 24 years, the prevalence of emotional 
ADV victimization was 13.3% for the girls and 
27.6% for the boys, the prevalence of physical ADV 
victimization was 11% for the girls and 25% for the 
boys, and the prevalence of sexual ADV 
victimization was 7.6% for the girls and 3.2% for the 
boys (26). The aforementioned studies use very 
different definitions of dating violence and scales to 
measure ADV. Moreover, the prevalence in many 
studies is based on a wide age range. Throughout the 
literature, it has been concluded that the prevalence 
of ADV increases continuously during adolescence 
(27-29). Considering this, the applicability of an 
overall prevalence of ADV is limited. This issue is 
discussed in Leen et al. (10) who state that “accurate 
and specific age reporting would be particularly 
welcome” (p. 169). Thus, despite a considerable 
amount of data on ADV victimization, the results are 
difficult to compare, and our knowledge is still 
limited. To make solid conclusions regarding the 
prevalence of ADV victimization, studies that focus 
on classes or years (as opposed to a wide age range) 
and use the same type of scales and similar 
definitions of dating violence are indeed warranted. 
 
Perpetration 
Our understanding of dating violence perpetration in 
adolescence is even more limited. Only a minority of 
ADV studies report the prevalence of perpetration. 
However, recent studies have provided perpetration 
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rates: in a meta-analytic review of ADV from 2016, 
the perpetration rate for physical ADV was 25% for 
the girls and 13% for boys, and the perpetration rate 
for sexual ADV was 10% for the boys and 3% for 
the girls (24). Unfortunately, the meta-analysis did 
not include emotional ADV in the analyses. The 
reported prevalence on physical and sexual ADV is, 
however, very similar to the prevalence found in the 
study by Barter et al. (14), where 25% of the girls and 
8% of the boys reported using physical ADV, and 
3% of the girls and 12% of the boys reported 
perpetration of sexual ADV. This study furthermore 
included rates for emotional ADV, and the reported 
prevalence was as high as 59% for the girls and 50% 
for the boys. In a recent nationally representative 
study from the United States, the reported 
prevalence of perpetration was much lower in all 
three ADV subcategories: 18% of the adolescents 
(girls = 21% and boys = 16%) reported perpetration 
of psychological ADV, 9% (girls = 11% and boys = 
7%) reported perpetration of physical ADV, and 3% 
(girls = 2% and boys = 4%) reported perpetration of 
sexual ADV (25). Similar to the ADV victimization 
research, the methods behind the ADV perpetration 
results vary considerately. Overall, to apply the 
acquired knowledge on the prevalence of both 
perpetration and victimization of ADV, for example, 
in prevention programs, more comparative research 
would be preferable. 
 
Co-occurrence of adolescent dating violence 
roles and forms 
In recent years, researchers examining violence have 
begun to focus on the overlap between victimization 
and perpetration of ADV (25, 30-32). The reported 
prevalence of the overlap between ADV 
victimization and perpetration varies across studies. 
In some studies, bidirectional violence has been 
found to be almost as common as one-sided violence 
and has been estimated to occur in one-half to three-
quarters of romantic relationships (30, 32). In a 
recent US study of 1058 adolescents aged 10 to 15 
years, 35% reported both victimization and 
perpetration of ADV (25). Moreover, another US 
ADV study of 618 adolescent women aged 15 to 24 
found that 19% reported both victimization and 
perpetration experiences (33). Data have 
demonstrated that the severity and rate of injuries 
may be greater in bidirectional violent relationships 
compared with one-sided violence (34, 35). 
However, owing to the variation in study sampling 
and methodology in ADV studies, still relatively little 
is known about bidirectional violence (25). As 
individuals with bidirectional ADV experiences may 
have different backgrounds and outcomes than 
individuals with one-sided violence experiences, 
overlaps in ADV victimization and perpetration are 

essential to report (23). Moreover, of importance, 
though much less reported, is the co-occurrence of 
emotional, physical, and sexual ADV. In a recent US 
study that included 1058 adolescents and young 
adults aged 14 to 21 years, 19% reported 
victimization and 9% reported perpetration of two or 
more ADV forms (25). Another US study that 
included adolescents aged 12 to 18 years found that 
approximately 20% reported perpetration of two or 
more forms of ADV (27). However, owing to the 
limited number of studies reporting the degree of co-
occurrence, the extent to which adolescents who 
report one form of ADV also experience or use other 
forms of ADV is still unclear. Findings on co-
occurrence between different forms of ADV are 
particularly important in relation to interpretations of 
ADV outcome studies, as established associations 
between one form of ADV and a certain outcome 
may be affected by other ADV experiences. 
 
Gender differences 
Existing research has offered varying results 
regarding sex differences in the prevalence of ADV. 
There is a general trend for slightly higher levels of 
male victimization of physical ADV (10); however, 
results from studies on adolescent physical ADV are 
mixed, and no clear pattern has yet been established 
(36). Prevalence rates of emotional ADV are similar 
across genders, with small variations across studies 
(10). Some findings suggest that boys and girls use 
similar levels of both physical and emotional violence 
toward their partners (37-39) resulting in 
propositions that adolescent ADV demonstrates a 
greater degree of gender symmetry compared with 
adult partner violence where women are 
predominantly the victim. Although studies show 
that boys and girls use similar levels of physical 
violence toward their partners, different patterns 
emerge (36, 38, 39). Some evidence demonstrates 
that although girls use violence predominantly for 
self-defense, boys mainly use violence as the primary 
aggressor to exert control over their partner (38, 40). 
Furthermore, there is evidence that girls are more 
often exposed to more severe and injurious violence 
compared with boys (41). Thus, gender equalities in 
the prevalence of ADV may not uncover important 
underlying gender differences in violence 
experiences. Results from studies on sexual ADV in 
adolescence are unambiguous, finding that more 
boys than girls are perpetrators and that more girls 
than boys are victims of sexual ADV (24, 27, 42). 
Moreover, gender differences have been found 
among adolescents, reporting co-occurrence of 
victimization and perpetration and co-occurrence of 
violence forms (25, 27). Research findings indicate 
that female adolescents may be more likely to report 
both victimization and perpetration of ADV 
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compared with male adolescents (25, 27, 37-39) and 
more likely to report co-occurrence of different 
ADV forms when compared with male counterparts 
(27). However, as presented before, research on co-
occurrence of ADV roles and forms is very limited, 
and more knowledge is needed to confirm these 
trends. 
 
Current study 
The aim of the present study was to provide data on 
the prevalence and characteristics of ADV in a 
Danish early adolescent sample. Based on previous 
findings of ADV in European countries (26, 40), we 
expected that emotional, physical, and sexual forms 
of ADV would also be prevalent among Danish 
adolescents, that emotional ADV would be more 
prevalent than physical ADV and that physical DV 
would be more prevalent than sexual ADV. Based on 
a very scarce and mixed database regarding ADV in 
early adolescence (15, 23, 24), we did not form 
further hypotheses regarding prevalence in the 
present study. We wanted to investigate gender 
differences in relation to both victimization and 
perpetration of all three categories of ADV, and in 
relation to the co-occurrence of ADV roles and 
ADV forms. Based on the literature, we expected no 
significant gender differences in victimization or 
perpetration of emotional ADV (10). In contrast, we 
expected a higher prevalence of sexual ADV 
victimization among the girls and a higher prevalence 
of sexual ADV perpetration among the boys (12). 
Because of the incongruent nature of the data on 
physical ADV, we did not form any hypotheses 

regarding this form of ADV (41). Based on recent 
research findings (25, 27, 38), we expected to find a 
co-occurrence of ADV roles and ADV forms. 
Moreover, we expected to find some gender 
variation in these overlaps. 
 
Method 
The study was approved by the Danish Data 
Protection Agency (j. no. 2013-41-2505). The data 
collection was conducted from January to March in 
2014. The present study is part of a larger study 
examining ADV in early adolescence. 
 
Procedure 
To recruit participants, all Danish public and private 
primary schools with seventh-grade students (1116 
public schools and 380 private schools) were 
contacted via mail, outlining the aim and procedure 
of the study. The schools were given a one-week 
notice to reply. If we did not receive a reply, each 
school was contacted up to four times, by both e-
mail and phone. A total of 86 schools (5.7%) decided 
to participate in the present study. Primary reason 
given for non-participation was the lack of resources 
owing to the implementation of an extensive school 
reform at the current time. Overall, it was our general 
impression that the schools with more resources 
(time wise and administratively) were more likely to 
participate and thus there may be a tendency toward 
more well-functioning schools and students in the 
present study. However, we have no data to confirm 
this impression.

 

 
TABLE 1. Regional distribution of seventh-grade students. Study sample vs. national distribution 

 Study sample distribution National distribution 

Region Hovedstaden (Capital) 586 (20.1%) 18.925 (29%) 
Region Sjælland (Zealand) 315 (10.8%) 10.069 (15%) 
Region Syddanmark (Southern Denmark) 655 (22.5%) 14.887 (22%) 
Region Midtjylland (Central Denmark) 917 (31.5%) 15.783 (24%) 
Region Nordjylland (North Denmark) 437 (15 %) 6826 (10%) 

Total 2910 66.490 
 

 
Of the students who were included in the present 

study (N = 2910), 78% (n = 2272) went to public 
schools and 22% (n = 638) went to private schools. 
This is compatible with the actual national 
distribution of students in public and private schools, 
which is 82% and 18%, respectively (43). The 
regional distribution of the study sample differs 
slightly from the actual national distribution of 
seventh-grade students. Table 1 illustrates the 
differences between the study sample and the actual 
national distribution. 

In the participating schools, an e-mail was sent to 
all parents, informing them about the study aim, 

content, and procedure for data collection. School 
officials consented to allow students to participate, 
and in addition, agreement was gained to use opt-out 
parental consent for young people. Thus, parents 
were required to send back participation forms 
within 14 days only if they did not want their child to 
participate. 

The primary teacher in each class conducted the 
survey. Before the study, the teacher received written 
instructions on how to conduct the survey. On the 
survey day, the purpose of the study was explained to 
the students, and they were asked to sit by themselves 
so that others could not see their answers. In 
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addition, the students were informed that they had 
the right not to participate if they did not wish to. 
After the students had filled out the questionnaires, 
the teacher placed them in a box and sealed it in front 
of the class. Moreover, the teacher handed out 
information on helplines and other relevant contacts 
to the students, in case they felt uncomfortable or 
needed someone to talk to after filling out the 
questionnaire. 

 
Measures 
To capture ADV as it has been conceptualized in 
previous studies, the students were asked to indicate 
how often they had been the victim or perpetrator 
(respectively) of a range of specific acts in the 
company of a peer described as follows: “a girlfriend 
or boyfriend/ex-girlfriend or ex-boyfriend/a person 
they were dating or had been together with in a 
romantic way that could be characterized as more 
than friends,” along with “someone who were no 
more than 3 years older or younger than themselves.” 

Most of the United States and wider international 
literature has adopted the term “dating violence” to 
describe this area of research. However, this 
terminology does not transfer well to the Danish 
context. In the Danish language, it is very difficult to 
distinguish the definition of dating from the 
definition of a steady relationship, and there is no 
Danish word for the dating phenomenon. Cultural 

issues related to the definition of dating do not only 
apply to the Danish cultural context. Indeed, the 
issue has also been discussed in other studies of 
dating violence (14, 19). For example, Barter (14) 
argued that the overall term “partner exploitation and 
violence” seemed more appropriate and cultural 
sensitive in a British context. Thus, cultural 
discrepancies related to the dating term indeed 
warrant caution against potential bias and 
misconceptions when investigating DV in cultural 
contexts outside the United States. Moreover, the 
wording and context of many existing scales were not 
suitable for the age group in the present study, and 
therefore needed a revision to fit the Danish seventh-
grade population. In Denmark, it is not legal to drive 
before the age of 18 years; very few people have 
access to weapons, and the prevalence of, for 
instance, gang-related violence is relatively low (42). 
Hence, questions in the existing recognized scales 
involving driving/cars, weapons, or gangs, such as 
the Juvenile Victimization questionnaire (44) or the 
Safe Dates survey (45), are not appropriate for 
Danish adolescents. Consequently, we chose to 
revise the existing scales. In November 2013, a pilot 
study was conducted in three school classes. The 
students filled out the questionnaire and were asked 
which specific items they found difficult, odd, or in 
other ways questionable. The questionnaire was 
adjusted based on these comments. 

 
 
 

TABLE 2. Emotional dating violence: prevalence (one event or more) 

 Total 
n (%) 

Boys 
n (% of boys) 

Girls 
n (% of girls) 

Victimization*    
Tried to control where you went and who you spent time with? 319 (11.3) 140 (10.4) 174 (12.0) 
Damaged something that was valuable to you on purpose? 231 (8.2) 104 (7.7) 123 (8.6) 
Yelled at you or said something to hurt your feelings? 527 (18.7) 231 (17.3) 287 (19.8) 
Said things to insult or humiliate you in front of others? 542 (19.2) 238 (17.8) 298 (20.6) 
Criticized how you look? 488 (17.3) 198 (14.8) 282 (19.4) 
Threatened to hit, kick, or throw something at you? 267 (9.5) 147 (11.0) 116 (8.0) 
Perpetration    
Tried to control where he/she went and who they spent time with? 154 (5.4) 63 (4.7) 87 (6.0) 
Damaged something that was valuable to him/her on purpose? 67 (2.4) 40 (3.0) 24 (1.7) 
Yelled at you or said something to hurt his/her feelings? 361 (12.8) 160 (11.9) 195 (13.5) 
Said things to insult or humiliate him/her in front of others? 280 (9.9) 138 (10.3) 136 (9.4) 
Criticized how he/she looked? 264 (9.4) 114 (8.6) 144 (10.0) 
Threatened to hit, kick or throw something at him/her? 150 (5.3) 95 (7.1) 52 (3.6) 
*37 students did not state their gender    

 
 

TABLE 3. Physical dating violence: prevalence (one event or more) 

 Total 
n (%) 

Boys 
n (% of boys) 

Girls 
n (% of girls) 

Victimization*    
Hit, kicked, or threw something at you on purpose? 254 (9.1) 147 (11.1) 104 (7.2) 
Physically hurt you in other ways? 204 (7.3) 108 (8.2) 92 (6.4) 
Perpetration    
Hit, kicked, or threw something at him/her on purpose? 148 (5.3) 97 (7.3) 50 (3.5) 
Physically hurt him/her in other ways? 80 (2.8) 60 (4.7) 16 (1.1) 
*37 students did not state their gender    
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TABLE 4. Sexual dating violence: prevalence (one event or more) 

 Total 
n (%) 

Boys 
n (% of boys) 

Girls 
n (% of girls) 

Victimization*    
Have you experienced that a peer has touched you in a sexual way 
(grabbed you, kissed you, or similar), even though you did not want 
them to? 

 
 

281 (9.8) 

 
 

88 (6.5) 

 
 

188 (12.8) 
Have you experienced that a peer has tried to have sex with you 
(orally, vaginally, or anally), even though you did not want to have 
sex? 

 
 

105 (3.7) 

 
 

35 (2.6) 

 
 

68 (4.6) 
Have you experienced that a peer has had sex with you (orally, 
vaginally, or anally), even though you did not want to have sex? 

 
58 (2.0) 

 
26 (1.9) 

 
30 (2.0) 

Perpetration    
Have you touched the body of a peer in a sexual way (grabbed, 
kissed, or similar), even though he/she did not want you to? 

 
46 (1.6) 

 
34 (2.5) 

 
11 (0.8) 

Have you attempted to have sex with a peer (orally, vaginally, or 
anally), even though he/she did not want to have sex? 

 
22 (0.8) 

 
16 (1.2) 

 
4 (0.3) 

Have you had sex with a peer (orally, vaginally, or anally), even 
though he/she did not want to have sex? 

 
25 (0.9) 

 
20 (1.5) 

 
4 (0.3) 

*37 students did not state their gender    
 

 
 
 

TABLE 5. Descriptive information 

 Total 
n (%) 

Boys 
n (% of boys) 

Girls 
n (% of girls) 

Participants* 2910 (100) 1487 (51,0) 1386 (48.0) 
Mean age (SD) 13.3 (.50) 13.3 (.51) 13.2 (.45) 
Has had a boyfriend/girlfriend 1799 (62.6) 909 (61.1) 865 (62.4) 
Has a boyfriend/girlfriend now 239 (8.2) 111 (7.5) 123 (8.9) 
Has had consensual sex 113 (3.9) 71 (4.8) 41 (3.0) 
*37 students did not state their gender    

 

 
 
 
Perpetration and victimization of emotional ADV 

and physical ADV (see Tables 2 and 3) were assessed 
with six items and two items, respectively. These 
items were constructed with inspiration from the 
Safe Date Psychological Abuse Victimization survey 
(45) and the National Intimate Partner and Sexual 
Violence Survey (46). The emotional and physical 
ADV experiences were measured on a five-point 
scale (1: never, 2: 1 time, 3: 2 to 3 times, 4: 4 to 10 
times, and 5: >10 times). Sexual ADV (see Table 4) 
was measured by three items, drawing content from 
the Sexual Experiences Survey (47). The items 
examined unwanted sexual touching (grabbing, 
kissing, or similar) and unwanted attempted and 
completed sexual intercourse. The three sexual DV 
items were measured on a four-point scale (1: never, 
2: 1 time, 3: 2 times, and 4: ≥3 times). Participants 
who responded to at least one item within an ADV 
scale (e.g., one of the six emotional ADV items) were 
included in the analyses. To fit the purpose of the 
present study, emotional, physical, and sexual ADV 
were dichotomized (yes/no), meaning that the 
prevalence of emotional, physical, and sexual ADV 
experiences included students who reported at least 
one experience of either. 

In addition, relevant descriptive information was 
retrieved through self-constructed items: 1) “Have 
you ever had a boyfriend/girlfriend” (yes/no); 2) “If 
yes, do you have a girlfriend/boyfriend right now?” 
(yes/no), and sexual experience: “have you ever had 
consensual sex?” (yes/no). 

 
Results 
Participants 
In total, 86 schools (57 public schools and 29 private 
schools) were included in the study. A total of 3732 
students were signed up for the study through their 
schools. Of these, 666 (17.8%) students did not show 
up on the day of data collection, had changed school, 
did not wish to participate, or were deemed unfit to 
participate because of, for instance, dyslexia. 
Furthermore, 32 students (0.9%) did not participate 
owing to parental withdrawal. Thus, the total number 
of filled-out questionnaires was 3034. In the process 
of entering data, 124 questionnaires were excluded 
because of unrealistic answers (e.g., 10,000 sexual 
partners), duplicates, or missing data. 

Descriptive information is shown in Table 5. Of 
the total sample, more than half (62.6%) reported 
ever having had a boyfriend/girlfriend, 8.2% 
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reported having a girlfriend/boyfriend at present, 
and 3.9% reported having had consensual sex. 
 
Victimization 
In Table 6, the prevalence rates of the three forms of 
ADV are presented. The prevalence of emotional 
ADV victimization (32.2%) was significantly higher 
than physical ADV (11.2%) and sexual ADV 
(10.6%). In Table 2, the reported prevalence of 
emotional ADV single-items is presented. 
Victimization of the six indicators of emotional ADV 
was reported by 8.2% to 19.2% of the students. 

“Yelled or said hurtful things” (18.7%) and “said 
things to insult or humiliate in front of others” 
(19.2%) were the most prevalent. As presented in 
Table 3, the reported victimization prevalence of the 
two physical ADV items was 7.3% and 9.1%, with 
“physical violence by hitting, kicking or throwing,” 
being the most prevalent. In Table 4, the reported 
prevalence of the sexual ADV single items is 
presented. Victimization of the three sexual ADV 
items was reported by 2% to 9.8% of the students, 
with “Unwanted sexual touching (kissing, grabbing, 
or similar)” being the most prevalent. 

 
 
 

TABLE 6. Adolescent dating violence – prevalence and gender differences (one event or more) 

 Total 
n (%) 

Boys 
n (% of boys) 

Girls 
n (% of girls) 

Victimization    
Emotional ADV 920 (32.2) 424 (31.3)† 475 (32.4) 
Physical ADV 316 (11.2)* 174 (13.1) 135 (9.3) 
Sexual ADV 306 (10.6)* 93 (6.8) 196 (13.3) 
1 type 597 (20.6) 286 (20.7) 302 (20.4) 
2-3 types 425 (14.7) 193 (14.0) 227 (15.4) 
Perpetration    
Emotional ADV 586 (20.6) 269 (19.9) 307 (21.0) 
Physical ADV 169 (6.0)* 112 (8.4) 53 (3.6) 
Sexual ADV 61 (2.1)* 41 (3.0) 14 (1.0) 
1 type 455 (15.7)* 186 (13.5) 260 (17.6) 
2-3 types 175 (6.1)* 114 (8.3) 59 (4.0) 
Both Victimization and perpetration    
Emotional ADV 503 (17.5) 216 (16.1) 271 (18.6) 
Physical ADV 124 (4.3)* 85 (6.5) 36 (2.5) 
Sexual ADV 39 (1.4)* 26 (1.9) 10 (0.7) 
Both victimization and perpetration total 548 (18.9) 236 (17.2) 275 (18.6) 
*Significant gender differences measured by 2 test (p < 0.01) 
†37 students did not state their gender 
ADV, adolescent dating violence 

   

 
 
 
 
Perpetration 
Regarding the prevalence of the three forms of ADV 
perpetration (Table 6), the same pattern or hierarchy 
as in the ADV victimization prevalence emerged: the 
prevalence of perpetration of emotional ADV 
(20.6%) was significantly higher than perpetration of 
physical ADV (6%), and sexual ADV (2.1%). As 
presented in Table 2, the reported perpetration 
prevalence of the emotional ADV items was 2.4% to 
12.8%, with “said things to insult or humiliate in 
front of others” (9.9%), and “yelled or said hurtful 
things” (12.8%) being the most prevalent. 
Perpetration of the physical ADV items was reported 
by 2.8% and 5.3% of the students, with physical 
violence by “hitting, kicking or throwing” being the 
most prevalent (see Table 3). Perpetration of the 
three sexual ADV items were reported by 0.8% to 
1.6% of the students, and unwanted sexual touching 

(kissing, grabbing, or similar) was the most prevalent 
(see Table 4). 
Co-occurrence of adolescent dating violence 
roles and forms 
A considerable number of students reported both 
victimization and perpetration of ADV (see Table 6). 
Of all respondents, 548 students (18.9%) reported 
both victimization and perpetration of one of the 
three ADV forms (not necessarily victim or 
perpetrator of the same form of ADV). Within the 
specific ADV forms, an overlap was most evident 
among students who reported emotional ADV 
victimization of whom more than two-thirds (86%) 
reported being both a perpetrator and a victim of 
emotional ADV. Most students who reported being 
a perpetrator of physical ADV (72.8%) and almost 
half of the students who reported being a perpetrator 
of sexual ADV (40%) also reported victimization of 
physical ADV. Moreover, approximately half (53%) 
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of the students who reported victimization of 
physical ADV reported perpetration of physical 
ADV as well, and 20% of the students who reported 
victimization of sexual ADV reported perpetration 
as well. The results furthermore suggest that a 
considerable number of students were victims or 
perpetrators of more than one form of ADV: across 
the sample, 14.7% reported being victims of two or 
three of the three ADV forms (emotional, physical, 
and sexual), and 6.1% reported perpetrating two or 
three of the ADV forms. 

 
Gender differences 
A chi-square test for independence indicated 
significant gender differences across ADV forms. As 
shown in Table 6, there were significant gender 
differences in victimization and perpetration of the 
overall ADV categories (emotional, physical, and 
sexual ADV). Of the victimization categories, the 
boys reported a higher prevalence of physical ADV 

[2 (1, n = 2792) = 10.41, p = 0.00, φ = –0.06], and 
the girls reported a significantly higher prevalence of 

sexual ADV [2 (1, n = 2847) = 28.36, p = 0.00, φ = 
0.10]. There were no gender differences in 

victimization of emotional DV [2 (1, n = 2820) = 
0.37, p = 0.55, φ = 0.01]. Of the perpetration 
categories, the boys reported a higher prevalence of 

physical ADV [2 (1, n = 2792) = 26.90, p = 0.00, φ 

= –0.10] and sexual DV [2 (1, n = 2836) = 15.77, p 
= 0.00, φ = –0.08]. There were no gender differences 

in perpetration of emotional ADV [2 (1, n = 2814) 
= 0.46, p = 0.50, φ = 0.01]. The proportion of 
students who reported both victimization and 
perpetration of any form of ADV did not differ 

significantly across genders [2 (1, n = 2849) = 0.94, 
p = 0.33, φ = 0.02]. Significantly more boys than girls 
reported both victimization and perpetration of 

physical ADV [2 (1, n = 2823) = 23.69, p = 0.00, φ 

= –0.09] and sexual ADV [2 (1, n = 2852) = 8.20, p 
= 0.00, φ = –0.06], whereas no gender differences 
were found in both victimization and perpetration of 

emotional violence [2 (1, n = 2797) = 2.88, p = 0.09, 
φ = 0.03]. No gender differences were found in 

victimization of two or three ADV forms [2 (1, n = 
2858) = 1.13, p = 0.29, φ = 0.02]. However, 
significantly more boys than girls reported 

perpetration of two or three forms of ADV [2 (1, n 
= 2853) = 22.36, p = 0.00, φ = –0.09]. 
 
Discussion 
Adolescent dating violence in early adolescence 
Our data suggest that more than half of the seventh-
grade students have had a girlfriend or boyfriend, and 
that many students are exposed to adverse events in 
relation to dating. Thus, although there are great 

differences in maturity and dating experiences among 
the students in seventh grade, the results of the 
present study suggest that it is both relevant and 
important to address the subject of sexual 
experiences and potential negative dating 
experiences already in early adolescence. 

An overall reluctance to address ADV experiences 
in early adolescent populations may explain the 
existing limited knowledge about ADV in this age 
group. Moreover, most interventions aimed at 
reducing the prevalence of ADV are implemented in 
late high school or college (48). A longitudinal 
Canadian study of adolescent ADV showed that the 
severity of ADV among those who reported 
victimization and/or perpetration increased over 
time (49). This finding suggests that ADV patterns, 
which emerge in early relationships, make 
adolescents vulnerable to later victimization and/or 
perpetration of ADV. Thus, if these risk factors are 
identified early on, later and more severe ADV could 
be prevented. If adolescents are already exposed to 
ADV at the age of 13 years or even younger, school-
based interventions in late adolescence may fail to 
reach students who have already formed negative 
relationship patterns. Nineteen years ago, Wekerle 
and Wolfe suggested that ADV begins to emerge 
between the ages of 15 and 16 years (51). However, 
the present results, along with results from an 
increasing number of other studies (23, 41, 52), 
suggest that we should broaden our focus to 
effectively target the issue of ADV. Thus, a higher 
focus on the initial phases in the development of 
ADV patterns seems highly relevant. 
 
Victimization 
The results of the present study highlight that Danish 
students in the seventh grade are indeed exposed to 
negative emotional, physical, and sexual dating 
experiences. More than one in three students 
reported victimization of at least one ADV 
experience. The reported victimization prevalence of 
emotional ADV (32.2%), physical ADV (11.2%), and 
sexual ADV (10.6%) is high and calls for further 
attention. Discussing the results within the context 
of the current knowledge base is not an easy task. As 
presented, ADV prevalence studies in early 
adolescence, particularly from European countries, 
are sparse. Moreover, the studies that do exist vary 
substantially in research methodology. Compared 
with a similar Danish study that examined dating 
violence among respondents who were 16 to 24 year 
old (26), the presented prevalence rate is relatively 
high. However, in this particular Danish study, dating 
was defined as “being in a steady relationship” and 
therefore a range of dating contexts and thereby 
ADV behaviors were not included in the study. This 
example highlights how definitions may determine 
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prevalence rates to a great extent. Moreover, the 
example points out why an overall ADV prevalence 
is of little use when such different definitions and 
types of scales are applied. When compared with the 
findings from meta-analyses from the United States, 
which include adolescents from 12 to 18 years (10), 
and 13 to 18 years (24), the presented prevalence of 
victimization does not seem to stand out. Yet again, 
compared with a similar British study that included 
13- to 16-year-old students (40), the presented 
prevalence of the three ADV forms is relatively low. 
However, because the students in the present study 
were 13.3 years old on average, and were all just 
entering adolescence, it is indeed remarkable that 
they reported such high levels of ADV. Prior 
research has shown that there is a slight tendency 
toward a higher prevalence of ADV victimization in 
Europe compared with the United States (10). 
However, it is unclear whether this difference is 
accurate or is skewed by the scarcity of European 
data. More research is needed to conclude whether 
the comparatively high prevalence rates in the similar 
British study (40) and the present Danish study are 
results of methodological issues, for example, in 
relation to the definition of dating or the applied 
scales, or they are indeed an expression of a higher 
prevalence of ADV in Europe. Nonetheless, the 
found prevalence rate indicates that ADV is very 
much prevalent already at the entry of adolescence. 
 
Perpetration 
The prevalence of all three forms of ADV was 
approximately twice as high or higher for 
victimization as for perpetration. This tendency has 
consistently been reported in previous similar studies 
(24, 52) and may imply a general tendency of 
underreporting of violence perpetration (53). There 
are a number of theoretical or methodological 
stances that have been taken regarding possible 
reasons for lower reports or underreporting of dating 
violence perpetration. The low prevalence of 
perpetration compared with victimization may imply 
that some of the perpetrators are multiple 
perpetrators, and that there is thus more than one 
victim of some perpetrators. Moreover, it has been 
argued that both male and female individuals 
underreport their aggressive behavior for a variety of 
related reasons including social desirability (54, 55), 
intentional underreporting, and egocentric bias in 
which one reports fewer negative behaviors of 
oneself than of a partner (56). When compared with 
perpetration rates in recent adolescent ADV studies 
(24, 25, 40), the perpetration prevalence in the 
present study is relatively low. One explanation for 
this finding could be the age of the participants in the 
present study. Although research suggests that adults 
and adolescents tend to underreport their own 

partner violence perpetration, this issue is yet to be 
investigated among children and early adolescents. It 
may be that early adolescents are even less prone to 
define themselves as perpetrators than older 
adolescents or adults, and the tendency of 
underreporting perpetration may therefore be 
stronger in the younger age groups. Although we 
tried to get around issues related to self-reporting of 
perpetration by using objective and non-judgmental 
act items in the present study, early adolescents may 
be less willing to admit doing something “wrong.” 
Indeed, this would be an interesting subject for 
further studies in the ADV research context. 
 
Co-occurrence of adolescent dating violence 
roles and forms 
Of all students, approximately one in five reported 
being both victimized and a perpetrator of ADV. Of 
the students who reported being perpetrators of 
either emotional, physical, or sexual ADV, more than 
half reported being victims as well. This is very 
important information for developers of preventive 
programs. Although existing ADV prevention 
programs have affected attitudes and norms, 
affecting actual perpetration rates has proved 
difficult (57). Results of the present study underscore 
the need for comprehensive prevention programs 
that address the causal relationship between 
victimization and perpetration of ADV. In addition, 
co-occurrence of the three ADV forms was 
identified. Of the total sample, 14.7% reported at 
least two forms of ADV victimization and 6.1% 
reported at least two forms of ADV perpetration. 
The co-occurrence rates are slightly lower than the 
rates found by Ybarra et al. (25) and Sears et al. (27). 
Owing to the reported tendency of a continuous 
increase of ADV during adolescence (28, 29), it is, 
however, meaningful that the prevalence of co-
occurrence is lower in the present study which only 
focuses on adolescents in seventh grade. A very high 
proportion of the students who reported 
victimization and perpetration of ADV reported 
multiple forms of ADV. This highlights that 
victimization should not just be conceptualized as 
victimization of a specific type of ADV but that we 
need to recognize the existence of sub-classes of 
adolescents with different violence profiles. As 
Ybarra and colleagues (25) have argued, the high 
degree of co-occurrence of different forms of ADV 
has made it impossible for previous studies to 
disentangle the negative effect of ADV victimization, 
particularly if only one form was examined. For 
example, researchers studying the negative effects of 
physical ADV victimization may have also captured 
the effects of psychological ADV victimization, 
making it difficult to determine which forms of ADV 
have particularly deleterious effects. To address this 
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issue in the future, researchers may need to assess all 
forms of ADV – as well as victimization and 
perpetration simultaneously. 
 
Gender differences 
In accordance with the existing literature (10), we did 
not find any gender differences in victimization or 
perpetration of emotional ADV. Previous studies 
have indicated that female individuals are equally or 
even more likely to report perpetration of physical 
ADV, particularly in adolescent samples (22, 38, 50). 
In the present study, more boys than girls reported 
perpetration and victimization of physical ADV. 
Given that we would expect a balance between 
victimization and perpetration of ADV across 
genders, there seem to be some methodological or 
cultural factors leading to underreporting or 
overreporting by one gender. Research indicates that 
there may be some level of societal acceptance of 
girls’ romantic aggression (17). Although some girls 
may not perceive their own aggressive actions as 
violence, boys may experience it as such, and the 
violence is therefore underreported by the female 
perpetrators but not by the male victims. This is, 
however, one of the several possible explanations. In 
general, research on gender differences in physical 
ADV is showing widely varying results and we still 
need more detailed investigating and qualitative data 
on this type of violence. In line with the previous 
research (24, 27), the girls reported higher rates of 
sexual victimization, and the boys reported higher 
rates of perpetration of sexual ADV. Gender 
differences were also found in the co-occurrence of 
ADV roles and forms. More boys than girls reported 
both victimization and perpetration of physical and 
sexual ADV, suggesting that a higher proportion of 
boys who had been victims of sexual and physical 
violence were also perpetrators of sexual and physical 
violence or vice versa. This finding is in contrast to 
the previous findings that female individuals are 
more likely to report bidirectional ADV (25, 27). The 
finding largely reflects that more boys than girls 
reported perpetrating physical and sexual ADV. 
Moreover, studies on gender differences in the 
transmission of violence have found that boys are 
more likely to externalize victimization experiences 
by perpetrating violence than girls (58-60), and the 
high victimization-perpetration co-occurrence 
among boys in the present study may potentially 
illustrate this gender pattern. Without more complete 
victimization backgrounds, that is, further 
information about other victimization experiences, 
we were, however, not able to examine this specific 
pattern further. More boys than girls reported 
perpetration of multiple forms of ADV. As 
significantly more boys than girls reported 
perpetration of physical and sexual ADV, this finding 

is not surprising. However, the finding underscores 
the need for attention on differences across genders 
and violence experiences. These perspectives are 
important when interpreting the results, and need to 
be noticed to improve future research studies, which 
are aimed at establishing the prevalence of ADV. 
Moreover, they are essential in preventive contexts. 
For instance, if boys are more likely to perpetrate 
more forms of ADV than girls as found in the 
present study, this could mean that the violence 
dynamics should be addressed and targeted 
differently. 
 
Limitations 
With a large sample size and an extensive question-
naire, the present study is an eligible contribution to 
the ADV literature. However, the study has 
limitations. At the time of recruitment, a large 
national school reform was being implemented. This 
reform was very resource demanding, which meant 
that the participation rate of the schools was much 
lower than expected. Although the study included 
students from all five Danish regions, and that the 
students were spread out very similarly to the actual 
national distribution of the seventh-grade students, 
and although Denmark is a very uniform country 
socially and culturally, the sampling could have been 
somewhat biased because the more resourceful 
schools may have been more inclined to participate. 
Moreover, in the present study, there was some 
indication toward a tendency of underreporting in 
relation to perpetration of ADV. Finally, owing to 
the lack of culturally validated ADV scales, self-
constructed measures were applied. 
 
Conclusion and clinical significance 
The present study highlights that a large proportion 
of Danish seventh-grade students are indeed 
experiencing ADV. Victimization of emotional ADV 
was reported by nearly one-third of the students, 
whereas approximately one of ten students reported 
being victims of physical ADV and sexual ADV. In 
accordance with prior research, prevalence rates of 
ADV perpetration were much lower. One of five 
students reported both victimization and 
perpetration of ADV, and 14.3% and 6% reported 
multiple forms of ADV victimization and 
perpetration, respectively. Various gender 
differences in the prevalence of victimization and 
perpetration of ADV were identified, which indicate 
that there are gender differences in the prevalence 
across ADV forms. Based on the high prevalence 
found, a greater focus on the initial phases of the 
development of ADV patterns, especially in relation 
to future research studies and preventive actions, is 
recommended. The reported co-occurrence of ADV 
roles and forms as well as related gender differences 
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highlights the need for focusing on ADV violence 
patterns and typologies instead of simple violence 
categories. Moreover, based on the high proportion 
of students reporting co-occurrence of victimization 
and perpetration experiences, comprehensive 
preventive programs that focus on both 
victimization and perpetration experiences are 
encouraged. 
 
Disclosure 
We obeyed the Helsinki Declaration by informing 
the students that participation was voluntary, by 
obtaining consent from students and heads of 
schools and additionally opt-out consent from 
parents.  

The study followed the Nordic ethical guidelines 
for psychologists, and according to Danish law for 
this type of study, no other approval is needed. 

Our study was approved by the data protection 
agency and we have adhered to all legislation 
concerning data handling for pseudo anonymous 

data. 
 
Conflicts of interest 
The authors declare no conflict of interest. 

 
 
References 
 
1. Exner-Cortens D, Eckenrode J, Rothman E. Longitudinal 

associations between teen dating violence victimization and adverse 
health outcomes. Pediatrics 2013;131:71-8. 

 
2. Ackard DM, Eisenberg ME, Neumark-Sztainer D. Long-term 

impact of adolescent dating violence on the behavioral and 
psychological health of male and female youth. J Pediatr 
2007;151:476-81. 

 
3. 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;91:1679-85. 

 
4. De Puy J, Hamby S, Lindemuth C. Teen dating violence in French-

speaking Switzerland: attitudes and experiences. Int J Conf Violence 
2015;8:305-15. 

 
5. Danielsson I, Blom H, Nilses C, Heimer G, Högberg U. Gendered 

patterns of high violence exposure among Swedish youth. Acta 
Obstet Gynecol Scand 2009;88:528-35. 

 
6. Björklund K, Häkkänen-Nyholm H, Huttunen T, Kunttu K. 

Violence victimization among Finnish university students: 
prevalence, symptoms and healthcare usage. Soc Sci Med 
2010;70:1416-22. 

 
7. Collins WA, Welsh DP, Furman W. Adolescent romantic 

relationships. Annu Rev Psychol 2009;60:631-52. 
 
8. Connolly JA, McIsaac C. Romantic relationships in adolescence. In: 

Lerner RM, Steinberg L (Eds.) Handbook of Adolescent 
Psychology, Wiley Online Library 2009; p. 479-523. 

 
9. Eaton DK, Kann L, Kinchen S, Shanklin S, Ross J, Hawkins J, et al. 

Youth risk behavior surveillance--United States, 2007. MMWR 
surveillance summaries : morbidity and mortality weekly report 
Surveillance summaries / CDC 2008;57:1-131. 

 

10. Leen E, Sorbring E, Mawer M, Holdsworth E, Helsing B, Bowen E. 
Aggression and violent behavior prevalence, dynamic risk factors 
and the efficacy of primary interventions for adolescent dating 
violence: an international review. Aggress Violent Behav 
2013;18:159–74. 

 
11. Garthe RC, Sullivan TN, Mcdaniel MA, Garthe RC, Sullivan TN, 

Mcdaniel MA. A meta-analytic review of peer risk factors and 
adolescent dating violence. Psychol Violence 2016;7:45-57. 

 
12. Finkelhor D, Ormrod R, Turner H, Hamby SL. The victimization 

of children and youth: a comprehensive, National Survey. Child 
Maltreat 2005;10:5-25. 

 
13. Stöckl H, March L, Pallitto C, Garcia-Moreno C. Intimate partner 

violence among adolescents and young women: prevalence and 
associated factors in nine countries: a cross-sectional study. BMC 
Public Health 2014;14. 

 
14. Barter C. In the name of love: partner abuse and violence in teenage 

relationships. Br J Soc Work 2009;39:211-33. 
 
15. Wolitzky-Taylor KB, Ruggiero KJ, Danielson CK, Resnick HS, 

Hanson RF, Smith DW, et al. Prevalence and correlates of dating 
violence in a national sample of adolescents. J Am Acad Child 
Adolesc Psychiatry 2008;47:755-62. 

 
16. Niolon PH, Vivolo-Kantor AM, Latzman NE, Valle LA, Kuoh H, 

Burton T, et al. Prevalence of teen dating violence and co-occurring 
risk factors among middle school youth in high-risk urban 
communities. J Adolesc Health 2015;56:S5-S13. 

 
17. Orpinas P, Hsieh HL, Song X, Holland K, Nahapetyan L. 

Trajectories of physical dating violence from middle to high school: 
association with relationship quality and acceptability of aggression. 
J Youth Adolesc 2013;42:551-65. 

 
18. Lormand DK, Markham CM, Peskin MF, Byrd TL, Addy RC, 

Baumler E, et al. Dating violence among urban, minority, middle 
school youth and associated sexual risk behaviors and substance use. 
J Sch Health 2013;83:415-21. 

 
19. Simon TR, Miller S, Gorman-Smith D, Orpinas P, Sullivan T. 

Physical dating violence norms and behavior among sixth-grade 
students from four U.S. sites. J Early Adolesc 2010;30:395-409. 

 
20. Silverman J, Raj A, Mucci La, Hathaway JE. Dating violence against 

adolescent girls and assoicaated substance use, unhealthy weight 
control, sexual risk behavior, pregnancy, and suicidality. JAMA 
2001;286:572-9. 

 
21. Fairbank JA, Fairbank DW. Epidemiology of child traumatic stress. 

Curr Psychiatry Rep 2009;11:289-95. 
 
22. Brown A, Cosgrave E, Killackey E, Purcell R, Buckby J, Yung AR. 

The Longitudinal association of adolescent dating violence with 
psychiatric disorders and functioning. J Interpers Violence 
2008;24:1964-79. 

 
23. Lewis SF, Fremouw W. Dating violence. Clin Psychol Rev 

2001;21:105-27. 
 
24. Wincentak K, Connolly J, Card N. Teen dating violence: a meta-

analytic review of prevalence rates. Psychol Violence 2017;7:224-41 
 
25. Ybarra ML, Espelage DL, Langhinrichsen-Rohling J, Korchmaros 

JD, Boyd D. Lifetime prevalence rates and overlap of physical, 
psychological, and sexual dating abuse perpetration and 
victimization in a national sample of youth. Arch Sex Behav 
2016;45:1083-99. 

 
26. Plauborg R, Johansen KBH, Helweg-Larsen K. Kærestevold i 

Danmark. En undersøgelse af omfang, karakter og konsekvenser af 
volden blandt unge og udviklingen 2007-2011 [Dating violence in 
Denmark: a survey of the prevalence, nature and impact of violence 
among adolescents and the development 2007-2011]. Statens 
Institut for Folkesundhed, Syddansk Universitet, Copenhagen, 2012. 

 



Dating violence among students 

 
 

27 
 

27. Sears HA, Byers ES, Price EL. The co-occurrence of adolescent 
boys' and girls' use of psychologically, physically, and sexually 
abusive behaviours in their dating relationships. J Adolescence 
2007;30:487-504. 

 
28. Hickman LJ, Jaycox LH, Aronoff J. Dating violence among 

adolescents: prevalence, gender distribution, and prevention 
program effectiveness. Trauma Violence Abuse 2004;5:123-42. 

 
29. Taylor BG, Mumford EA. A national descriptive portrait of 

adolescent relationship abuse: results from the National Survey on 
Teen Relationships and Intimate Violence. J Interpers Violence 
2016;31:963-88. 

 
30. Gray HM, Foshee V. Adolescent dating violence: differences 

between one-sided and mutually violent profiles. J Interpers 
Violence 1997;12:126-41. 

 
31. Marcus RF. Patterns of intimate partner violence in young adult 

couples: nonviolent, unilaterally violent, and mutually violent 
couples. Violence Vict 2012;27:299-314. 

 
32. Giordano PC, Soto DA, Manning WD, Longmore MA. The 

characteristics of romantic relationships associated with teen dating 
violence. Soc Sci Res 2010;39:863-74. 

 
33. Palmetto N, Davidson LL, Breitbart V, Rickert VI. Predictors of 

physical intimate partner violence in the lives of young women: 
victimization, perpetration, and bidirectional violence. Violence Vict 
2013;28:103-21. 

 
34. Capaldi DM, Kim HK, Shortt JW. Observed initiation and 

reciprocity of physical aggression in young, at-risk couples. J Fam 
Violence 2007;22:101-11. 

 
35. Whitaker DJ, Haileyesus T, Swahn M, Saltzman LS. Differences in 

frequency of violence and reported injury between relationships with 
reciprocal and nonreciprocal intimate partner violence. Am J Public 
Health 2007;97:941-7. 

 
36. Cano A, Avery-Leaf S, Cascardi M, Daniel O'Leary K. Dating 

violence of two high school samples: discriminating variables. J Prim 
Prev 1998;18:431-46. 

 
37. Ranney ML, Mello MJ. A comparison of female and male adolescent 

victims of violence seen in the emergency department. J Emerg Med 
2011;41:701-6. 

 
38. Whiteside LK RM, Chermack ST, Zimmerman MA, Cunningham 

RM, Walton MA. The overlap of youth violence among aggressive 
adolescents with past-year alcohol use—a latent class analysis: 
aggression and victimization in peer and dating violence in an Inner 
City Emergency Department Sample. J Stud Alcohol Drugs 
2015;74:125-35. 

 
39. Ranney ML, Whiteside L, Walton MA, Chermack ST, Zimmerman 

MA, Cunningham RM. Sex differences in characteristics of 
adolescents presenting to the emergency department with acute 
assault-related injury. Acad Emerg Med 2011;18:1027-35.  

 
40. Barter C, McCarry M, Berridge D, Evans K. Partner exploitation and 

violence in teenage intimate relationships: executive summary. 
NSPCC 2009.  

 
41. Brooks-Russell A, Foshee VA, Ennett ST. Predictors of latent 

trajectory classes of physical dating violence victimization. J Youth 
Adolesc 2013;42:566-80. 

 
42. Pedersen ML, Lindstad JM. Første led i fødekæden? En 

undersøgelse af unge i kriminelle grupper [First part of the 
foodchain? A survey of children and adolescents in criminal groups]. 
Justitsministeriets Forskningskontor, Copenhagen, 2011. 

 
43. Statistics Denmark. Primary and lower secondary education 

[internet], 2018 [Cited 13.03. 2018]. Available from: 
https://www.dst.dk/en/Statistik/emner/uddannelse-og-
viden/fuldtidsuddannelser/grundskole.  

 

44. Finkelhor D, Hamby SL, Ormrod R, Turner H. The juvenile 
victimization questionnaire: reliability, validity, and national norms. 
Child Abuse Negl 2005;29:383-412. 

 
45. 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;88:45-50. 

 
46. Black MC, Basile KC, Breiding MJ, Smith SG, Walters ML, Merrick 

MT, et al. The National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey 
(NISVS): 2010 Summary report. Atlanta, GA: National Center for 
Injury Prevention and Control, Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention, 2011. 

 
47. Koss MP, Abbey A, Campbell R, Cook S, Norris J, Testa M, et al. 

Revising the SES: a collaborative process to improve assessment of 
sexual aggression and victimization. Psychol Women Q 
2007;31:357-70. 

 
48. Storer HL, Casey E, Herrenkohl T. Efficacy of bystander programs 

to prevent dating abuse among youth and young adults: a review of 
the literature. Trauma Violence Abuse 2015; 3:256-69.  

 
49. Williams TS, Connolly J, Pepler D, Craig W, Laporte L. Risk models 

of dating aggression across different adolescent relationships: a 
developmental psychopathology approach. J Consult Clin Psychol 
2008;76:622-32. 

 
50. Wekerle C, Wolfe DA. Dating violence in mid-adolescence: theory, 

significance, and emerging prevention initiatives. Clin Psychol Rev 
1999;19:435-56. 

 
51. Vagi KJ, Rothman EF, Latzman NE, Tharp AT, Hall DM, Breiding 

MJ. Beyond correlates: a review of risk and protective factors for 
adolescent dating violence perpetration. J Youth Adolesc 
2013;42:633-49. 

 
52. Archer J. Assessment of the reliability of the conflict tactics scales: a 

meta-analytic review. J Interpers Violence 1999;14:1263-89. 
 
53. Liria Fernández-González M, Daniel O’Leary K, Muñoz-Rivas M. 

We are not joking—need for controls in reports of dating violence. 
J Interpers Violence 2013;28:602-20. 

54. Visschers J, Jaspaert E, Vervaeke G. Social desirability in intimate 
partner violence and relationship satisfaction reports: an exploratory 
analysis. J Interpers Violence 2015;32:1401-20. 

 
55. Sugarman D, Hotaling G. Intimate violence and social desirability: a 

meta-analytic review. J Interpers Violence 1997;12:275-90. 
 
56. Christensen A, Sullaway M, King C. Systematic error in behavioral 

reports of dyadic interaction: egocentric bias and content effects. 
Behav Assess 1983;5:131-42. 

 
57. De La Rue L, Polanin JR, Espelage DL, Pigott TD. A meta-analysis 

of school-based interventions aimed to prevent or reduce violence 
in teen dating relationships. Rev Educ Res 2017;87:7-34. 

 
58. Asscher JJ, van der Put C, Stams GJJM. Gender differences in the 

impact of abuse and neglect victimization on adolescent offending 
behavior. J Fam Violence 2015;30:215-25. 

 
59. Topitzes J, Mersky JP, Reynolds AJ. From child maltreatment to 

violent offending: an examination of mixed-gender and gender-
specific models. J Interpers Violence 2012;27:2322-47. 

 
60. Etter DJ, Rickert VI. The complex etiology and lasting 

consequences of child maltreatment. J Adolesc Health 
2013;53(Suppl):S39-41. 

 


