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Abstract

A substantial minority of adolescents experience and use dating violence in
their sexual and/or romantic relationships. Limited attention has been paid to
exploring theory-driven questions about use and experience of adolescent
dating violence (ADV), restricting knowledge about promising prevention
targets for diverse groups of youth. To address this gap, this paper investigates
whether factors tied to power imbalances (bullying, risk of social marginal-
ization) are associated with patterns of ADV victimization and perpetration in
a large sample of Canadian mid-adolescents. We used data from the 2017/
2018 Health-Behavior in School-Aged Children (HBSC) study, a nationally
representative sample of Canadian youth. Our study was comprised of ad-
olescents who were in grades 9 or 10, and who had dated in the past 12
months (N = 3779). We assessed multiple forms of ADV and bullying vic-
timization and perpetration. We also included six variables assessing ado-
lescents’ risk of social marginalization: gender, race/ethnicity, immigration
status, family structure, food insecurity, and family affluence. We used latent
class analysis to explore the ways adolescents experience and use different
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forms of ADV, and then examined whether factors tied to power imbalances
(bullying, social marginalization) were associated with classes of ADV. Three
ADV classes emerged in our sample: uninvolved (65.7%), psychological and
cyber victimization only (28.9%), and mutual violence (5.4%). Bullying was
most strongly associated with the mutual violence class, suggesting a trans-
formation of power from peer to romantic contexts. Social marginalization
variables were associated with ADV patterns in different ways, highlighting the
need to use a critical and anti-oppressive lens in ADV research and prevention
initiatives.
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Dating violence is a prevalent issue during adolescence, with approximately
20% of adolescents aged 11-18 experiencing physical dating violence, 22%
experiencing psychological dating violence, and 9% experiencing sexual
dating violence (Exner-Cortens et al., 2021; Wincentak et al., 2017; Ybarra
et al., 2016). Adolescent dating violence (ADV) is also associated with a
number of negative health outcomes, including depressive symptoms, psy-
chological complaints, and substance use (Bonomi et al., 2013; Exner-Cortens
etal., 2013, 2017). Given the prevalence and negative repercussions of ADV,
the purpose of this paper is to better understand patterns of ADV with the
intent to inform prevention efforts for diverse groups of youth. Specifically,
the majority of ADV research has been epidemiological in nature, with limited
attention paid to exploring theory-driven questions about use and experience
of ADV (Exner-Cortens, 2014). Theory-driven research is needed to more
holistically understand risk for ADV victimization and perpetration. In this
paper, we thus investigate whether factors inherently tied to social power
imbalances (bullying, social marginalization) are associated with patterns of
dating violence victimization and perpetration, to advance theoretical un-
derstandings of ADV.

ADYV and Social Power Relations

Limited theory exists that seeks to explain ADV specifically (Exner-
Cortens, 2014). However, two common perspectives on why ADV oc-
curs are derived from feminist and developmental theory. Feminist theories
of interpersonal violence suggest that imbalances of power and control that
exist between men and women/other marginalized genders in patriarchal
societies (like Canada and the United States) are a root cause of inter-
personal violence (Reed, Raj, et al., 2010). Specifically, when men and
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non-men (e.g., women, trans+, non-binary, genderqueer) genders are
unequal at the societal level, inequitable gender norms reinforce the notion
of male superiority/non-male inferiority within interpersonal relationships,
with the result that men believe they can use violence against women and
other marginalized genders as a means of power and control (Connell,
1987; Dobash & Dobash, 2003). Thus, ADV as understood through
feminist theory generally centers relationships that are typically charac-
terized by one-way aggression (i.e., cisgender boy perpetrators /cisgender
girl and other marginalized gender victims, with mutual violence resulting
from self-defense), and where violence may be more severe in nature (e.g.,
coercive control, severe physical violence, sexual violence, stalking).

A second perspective on why ADV occurs arises from developmental
theory on adolescent cognitive and social-emotional development. According
to the dual-systems model of cognitive development (Shulman et al., 2016),
adolescents’ socioemotional system (involved in risk-taking and emotion
regulation) develops before the cognitive control system, meaning adolescents
are prone to exhibit more impulsive behavior and less emotional stability than
adults. In addition, adolescents are continuing to build their conflict nego-
tiation skills, which may be worse in the new developmental setting of ro-
mantic relationships, as compared to peer and family relationship settings
(Baker & Exner-Cortens, 2020). In sum, developmental perspectives gen-
erally suggest that the ongoing development of cognitive control and conflict
negotiation skills in adolescence may (in part) underlie ADV, resulting in one-
way or mutual aggression where all genders may perpetrate and experience
typically less severe forms of violence (e.g., name-calling, pushing/shoving).

As with most theories seeking to explain complex human behavior, it is
likely that different perspectives are valid for different youth in different
contexts. Using a person-centered approach may allow for a more nuanced
understanding of ADV in both developmental and social context, and may
help to reconcile long-standing debates in the ADV field about differences in
patterns of violence (e.g., rates of violence by gender) by incorporating
multiple theoretical perspectives. Unfortunately, there is limited research to
date that has explored patterns of ADV from a person-centered and theoretical
perspective. In the most relevant research to date, Zweig et al. (2014) ex-
amined whether Johnson’s four-part typology of adult intimate partner vio-
lence (i.e., situational couple violence; intimate terrorism; violent resistance;
mutual violent control) also applied to ADV. In their sample of over 3000
youth from the Northeastern United States, they found that approximately one
in three boys and girls had experienced and/or used ADV. Of these, most (86%
of girls and 80% of boys) were in relationships characterized by situational
couple violence (i.e., relationships characterized by physical violence without
power and control dynamics). A minority were in relationships characterized
by intimate terrorism (i.e., violent relationships characterized by one-way
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power, control, and perpetration; 7% of girls and 11% of boys); violent re-
sistance (i.e., relationship were both partners use violence, but where only one
partner is using power and control, and the other partner is resisting the
violence by fighting back; 6% of girls and 6% of boys); and mutual violent
control (i.e., violent relationships where both partners use power and control;
1% of girls and 4% of boys).

Bullying

Informed by both developmental and feminist theory, as well as the findings of
Zweig et al. (2014), we hypothesize that power relations may be central to
what differentiates adolescents reporting different patterns (i.e., victimization
and/or perpetration) of ADV. We further hypothesize that one way to un-
derstand connections between power relations and patterns of ADV is to
explore the relationship between patterns of ADV and bullying, as bullying is
a relationship problem centered in power differentials (Espelage et al., 2022;
Pepler et al., 2008). Specifically, a defining characteristic of bullying is a
power imbalance, where the youth who bullies holds power (physically and/or
socially) over the youth being victimized (Holt & Espelage, 2007; Olweus,
1993; Pouwels et al., 2018; Smith, 2016), and uses the bullying behavior to
access available power within their social context (Vaillancourt et al., 2008).
This power imbalance can stem from many different levels of the social
ecology (i.e., the individual level, the interpersonal level, the community level
and/or the societal level; (Dahlberg & Krug, 2002)). For example, a power
imbalance might exist because one youth is physically larger than the other, or
because the youth lives in a society (like Canada and the US) where White
supremacy is the underlying cultural system that defines race relations
(Espelage et al., 2022). Thus, since bullying results from the use of power and
aggression in interpersonal relationships, it is possible that the developmental
transfer of this use of power from the peer context to the romantic relationship
context—along with adolescents’ developing capacities for conflict negoti-
ation and cognitive control—may result in experiences with ADV (Pepler
et al., 2008). Longitudinal, empirical research supports this conjecture. For
example, Humphrey and Vaillancourt (2020) collected data from a Canadian
sample of 608 adolescents every year from ages 10-19. They found that
adolescents who bullied their peers during adolescence continued to assert
power and control over other individuals in various contexts (i.e., dating
violence in adulthood). In a recent review article, Espelage et al. (2022) also
describe longitudinal research demonstrating connections between use of
bullying and future perpetration of sexual violence in adolescence.
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Social Marginalization

A second way to understand connections between power relations and pat-
terns of ADV is to explore social marginalization, or the social, political and
economic exclusion many groups experience due to unequal societal-level
power relations (NCCDH, 2020). This understanding is rooted in anti-
oppression, or an approach to research, practice and prevention that situ-
ates ADV within the larger social context of intersecting oppressions (e.g.,
racism, sexism, colonialism; (Crenshaw, 1991)), and that works towards
health equity through addressing root causes of disparities (UBC, n.d.). From
an anti-oppressive, critical theory perspective, then, power is seen as rooted in
social structures that marginalize youth based on aspects of their identity (e.g.,
Bell, 1995; Collins, 2017; Crenshaw, 2017). These macro-level power in-
equities are critical to consider when studying ADV, but have infrequently
been the focus of research (Debnam & Temple, 2021). Indeed, due to the
paucity of research on social marginalization and ADV (Exner-Cortens et al.,
2021), we do not have specific hypotheses about how structural oppression
(and related social dissmpowerment) is related to patterns of ADV, with one
exception: per feminist theory and its extensive application to understanding
patterns of violence, we hypothesize that cisgender boys will be more likely to
be in a group that uses (i.e., perpetrates) but does not experience multiple
forms of ADV, as compared to cisgender girls and non-binary youth, who will
be more likely to be in a group that experiences (i.e., victimization) multiple
forms of ADV (Reed, Raj, et al., 2010).

Current Study

In sum, past research suggests that different patterns of ADV exist for different
subgroups of youth, and we hypothesize that taking an approach guided by an
understanding of power relations might help us explore these patterns. To meet
the purpose of this study (i.e., exploring patterns of ADV in a large, nationally
representative sample of Canadian adolescents), we will pursue two study aims.

The first aim of our study is to explore the various ways in which adolescents
might experience and use dating violence in our sample (e.g., perpetration only,
mutual violence). To do this, we will use a person-centered approach to explore
patterns of ADV. Some other recent studies have utilized person-centered
approaches (e.g., LCA, cluster analysis) to examine subgroups of adolescents
with regard to patterns of violence in the romantic context (e.g., Couture et al.,
2021; French et al., 2014; Martin-Storey et al., 2021; Sessarego et al., 2021,
Siller et al., 2022; Théorét et al., 2021; Thulin et al., 2021), but with varying
findings. Based on this prior work, we hypothesize that four ADV patterns will
emerge in our sample: perpetration only, victimization only, mutual violence,
and uninvolved (e.g., not engaging in ADV).
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The second aim of our study is to investigate if factors inherently tied to
power imbalances are associated with patterns of dating violence emerging
from Aim One. To do this, we will investigate whether 1) bullying in-
volvement and 2) risk of' social marginalization—both of which are related to
power differentials—are associated with ADV class membership. Guided by
research showing violence in one context (i.e., bullying in peer relationships)
may transfer to violence in other contexts (i.e., dating violence in romantic
relationships) (Espelage et al., 2022; Humphrey & Vaillancourt, 2020), we
hypothesize that bullying perpetration will be associated with membership in
an ADV perpetration only class. We also hypothesize that bullying victim-
ization will be associated with membership in an ADV victimization only
class. For risk of social marginalization and per our prior work with these data
(Exner-Cortens et al., 2021), we will examine whether gender, race/ethnicity,
immigration status, family status, food insecurity, and/or socioeconomic
status are associated with ADV class membership. These variables reflect
social marginalization due to sexism and transphobia, racism, xenophobia,
and classism, respectively. As noted above, we hypothesize that cisgender
boys will be more likely to be in an ADV perpetration only group as compared
to cisgender girls, and that cisgender girls will be more likely to be in an ADV
victimization only group as compared to cisgender boys. Given prevalent
transphobia in Canada (Bellemare et al., 2021; Longman Marcellin et al.,
2013), we also hypothesize that non-binary youth will be more likely to be in
an ADV victimization only group as compared to cisgender youth. All other
analyses under this aim are exploratory.

Method

Data

We use data from the 2017/2018 Health-Behavior in School-Aged Children
(HBSC) dataset. 21,750 Canadian youth completed anonymous paper-based
surveys in 2018. Youth were in grades 6-10 and from all 10 provinces and two
territories.

Sample

For this paper, we used an analytic sample restricted to adolescents who 1)
were in grades 9 and 10 (as only these individuals were asked about ADV; n =
8462); and 2) consistently reported dating experience in the past 12 months
across all ADV items (n = 3779). By consistently reported dating, we mean
that for each ADV item, the participant indicated they had been in a dating
relationship in the past 12 months, and not that they were in a consistent dating



NP1768 Journal of Interpersonal Violence 38(1-2)

relationship over the past year. Following the application of sample weights,
our final weighted sample size for descriptive analyses was n = 3636.

Measures

Adolescent Dating Violence (ADV) Perpetration and Victimization. Three items on
the HBSC survey assessed ADV perpetration in the past 12 months. For
psychological perpetration, youth were asked if they tried to “control or
emotionally hurt someone you were dating or going out with.” For physical
dating violence perpetration, youth were asked if they “physically hurt on
purpose someone you were dating or going out with.” For cyber dating vi-
olence perpetration, youth were asked if they “used social media to hurt,
embarrass, or monitor someone you were dating.” An identical three items
were used to assess ADV victimization in the past 12 months. Dating violence
questions were adapted from several existing ADV measures (Exner-Cortens
et al., 2021).

Response options for all victimization and perpetration items were 0 times,
1 time, 2 or 3 times, 4 or 5 times, or 6 or more times; participants could also
indicate that they did not date or go out with anyone during the past 12 months.
For analyses, responses were dichotomized as 0 = no dating violence and 1 =
any dating violence, as is typical when reporting ADV prevalence data (e.g.,
Farhat et al., 2015). Youth who reported that they did not date or go out with
anyone in the past 12 months were excluded from analysis.

Bullying Perpetration and Victimization. Eight items on the HBSC survey as-
sessed various types of bullying perpetration. First, youth were asked how
often in the past couple of months they had taken part in bullying another
student at school (i.e., in general). Second, youth were asked about their
participation in specific bullying types at school: verbal bullying (calling
another student(s) mean names, and made fun of, or teased him or her in a
hurtful way), social exclusion bullying (kept another student(s) out of things
on purpose, excluded him or her from group of friends, or completely ignored
him or her), physical bullying (hit, kicked, pushed, shoved around, or locked
another student(s) indoors), relational bullying (spread false rumors about
another student(s) and tried to make others dislike him or her), weight bullying
(made fun of another student(s) because of their body weight), and sexual
bullying (made sexual jokes, comments, or gestures to another student(s)).
Finally, youth were asked if they had taken part in cyberbullying in the past
couple of months. Eight identical items were used to assess bullying vic-
timization in the past couple of months. Prior to these items, students were
given a definition of bullying that specifically highlighted power differentials
(i.e., “The person that bullies has more power than the person being bullied
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and wants to cause harm to him or her. It is not bullying when two people of
about the same strength or power argue or fight”).

Response options for the victimization and perpetration items were once or
twice, 2 or 3 times a month, about once a week, or several times a week;
participants could also indicate that they did bully another student/were not
themselves bullied in this way in the past couple of months. For cyber and
specific bullying types (verbal, social exclusion, physical, relational, weight,
sexual) responses were dichotomized as 0 = no bullying perpetration/vic-
timization and 1 = any bullying perpetration/victimization (i.e., once or twice
or more), as is typically done with HBSC data (e.g., Deryol et al., 2022).
However, since school bullying was a general question that could potentially
include various subtypes of bullying behavior (i.e., youth’s reports of school
bullying could include instances of verbal bullying, physical bullying, etc.),
and because base rates for overall school bullying were higher as compared to
subtypes of bullying, responses for this item were dichotomized as 0 =0 fo 1
or 2 times and 1 = 2 or 3 times a month or more.

Social Marginalization. We used six variables to assess adolescents’ risk of
social marginalization: gender, race/ethnicity, immigration status, family
structure, food insecurity, and socioeconomic status. Due to issues with
sample size, we dichotomized the first four variables for analyses: gender (0 =
male, 1 = female); race/ethnicity (0 = white, 1 = racialized); immigration
status (0 = second, third, or more generation, 1 = first generation); and family
structure (0 = two parent home, 1 = single parent/other). For gender, we note
that youth were asked “Are you male or female?”” and were provided with
response options of “male,” “female,” or “neither term describes me” (non-
binary). However, due to the small sample size in the non-binary category
(Exner-Cortens et al., 2021), we were only able to investigate differences
between cisgender boys and girls in Aim 2 analyses. Food insecurity was
assessed by asking how often the participant went to bed hungry because there
was not enough food at home (1=always to 4=never). For analysis, we di-
chotomized this variable into yes (1=always, often or sometimes) and no
(O=never). Socioeconomic status was measured using the Family Affluence
Scale (Schnohr et al., 2013). We summed scores to create a Family Affluence
score, with higher scores indicating greater affluence.

Demographics. We also explored age as a predictor of latent profiles for Aim 2
analyses, per past research demonstrating changes in ADV prevalence with
age (e.g., Orpinas et al., 2013).

Analysis. We conducted all analyses in SPSS V24 and Mplus 8. We weighted
descriptive analyses for proportional representation by province/territory
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(total weighted n = 3636). To investigate patterns of violence among youth
(Aim 1), we conducted latent class analysis in Mplus 8. Based on previous
work using these data (Exner-Cortens et al., 2021), we tested a series of latent
class models with two to four classes. Using an iterative process, we used
goodness of fit indices (Bayesian Information Criterion [BIC] and Sample
Size Adjusted BIC), likelihood ratio tests (Lo-Mendell-Rubin likelihood ratio
test [LMR LRT]), and interpretability to select the model solution (Li, 2017).
For Aim 2, we used multinomial logistic regression analysis to examine
associations between bullying and risk of social marginalization variables
with the likelihood of ADV class membership.

Results

Descriptives

Adolescents were, on average, 15.3 years old (SD = .67) and were all in
grades 9 (52.6%) and 10 (47.4%). Participants were fairly evenly split
between cisgender girls (54.4%) and boys (43.6%). The sample was
majority White (72.3%), though there was representation from adoles-
cents who identified as Black (3.1%), Latin American (2.1%), Indigenous
(2.9%), Asian (7.9%), or other (including multiracial, 11.7%). The racial/
ethnic breakdown in our sample generally reflects the youth population of
Canada as a whole, though Indigenous youth were under-represented
(Exner-Cortens et al., 2021). Most adolescents lived in two parent
households (79.2%), while 11.6% reported being first-generation im-
migrants. Almost one in four adolescents reported food insecurity
(22.2%).

The overall prevalence of any use (i.e., perpetration) of ADV was 9.2%
for psychological aggression (n = 334), 7.7% for cyber aggression (n =
280), and 7.1% for physical aggression (n = 257). The overall prevalence
of any experience (i.e., victimization) of ADV was 27.3% for psycho-
logical aggression (n =994), 17.1% for cyber aggression (n = 622), and
11.5% for physical aggression (rn = 420). In this sample, 19.3% (n = 703)
of youth reported bullying others at school (i.e., perpetration) at least 2-3
times a month, and 33.2% (rn = 1207) reported experiencing school
bullying (i.e., victimization) at least 2-3 times a month. Overall preva-
lence for use of cyber bullying (i.e., any perpetration) was 8.6% (n=312),
and 18.3% (n = 667) for experiencing cyber bullying (i.e., any victim-
ization). For more information on prevalence of subtypes of school
bullying perpetration and victimization, see Supplemental Material
Tables 1 and 2.
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Aim [: Latent Class Analysis

To investigate patterns of ADV in this sample, we conducted a latent class
analysis in Mplus 8. Supplemental Material Table 3 summarizes fit statistics
for the two to four class solutions. After assessing when BIC and ABIC
model fit indices began to level off (Giang & Graham, 2008) and the Lo-
Mendell Rubin Adjusted LRT Test Value (if the p values is <.05, the more
complex model is the one to be retained; if the p value is >.05, the simpler
model is the one to be retained; Li, 2017), we selected a 3-class solution.
Given that LCA is prone to estimating too many latent classes (especially
common for five- and six-class solutions), we followed guidelines (e.g.,
avoid larger models; use tight convergence criterion; test multiple start
values) to keep the number of latent classes as few as necessary to fit the data
(Uebersax, 2000).

Figure 1 depicts item probabilities per class. Greek letter tho (p) will be
used to refer to estimated item response probabilities for each class. The three
classes are labeled as follows: 1) uninvolved youth, 2) youth experiencing
psychological and cyber victimization only, and 3) youth engaging in mutual
violence. Overall, 65.7% (n = 2483) of adolescents fell into the uninvolved
class, with a low probability of experiencing or using any ADV (p ranged from
.00 — .06). An additional 28.9% (n = 1092) were classified as experiencing
psychological and cyber victimization only. Youth in this class had a high

0.9
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Figure 1. Response Patterns for Final Three-Class Solution.
Note. Y-axis displays estimated item response probabilities for each class (Greek
letter rho [p]).
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Table I. Multinomial Logistic Regression Estimating the Relative Odds of Class
Membership Given Bullying and Social Marginalization Indicators (N = 3779).

Variable

Psychological/Cyber
Victimization Only vs.
Uninvolved OR [95% ClI]

Mutual Violence vs.
Uninvolved OR [95%
Cl]

Mutual Violence vs.
Psychological/Cyber
Victimization Only OR
[95% CI]

Bullying Perpetration

School
Verbal
Social
exclusion
Physical
Relational
Weight
Sexual
Cyber

1.88 [1.23-2.89]
1.69 [1.21 - 2.35]
1.48 [1.03 - 2.13]

1.67 [1.03 - 2.72]
1.79 [1.09 - 2.96]
.24 [.69-2.25]

1.67 [1.12 - 2.46]
2.20 [1.25 - 3.89]

Bullying victimization

School
Verbal
Social
exclusion
Physical
Relational
Weight
Sexual
Cyber

3.43 [2.50 - 4.70]
3.46 [2.50 - 4.78]
3.09 [2.89 - 4.17]

1.83 [1.23 - 2.74]
4.67 [3.46 - 6.31]
2.04 [1.47 - 2.82]
3.44 [2.49 - 4.74]
4.02 [2.87 - 5.63]

Social marginalization

Gender
Race/
ethnicity
Immigration
status
Family
structure
Family
affluence
Food
insecurity
Demographics
Age

2.00 [1.48 - 2.70]
1.01 [.74-1.38]

81 [49-1.35]
74 [.53-1.04]
.92 [.87 - .96]

2.55 [1.83 - 3.55]

1.28 [1.05 - 1.57]

5.67 [3.58-8.98]
3.71 [2.29 - 6.02]
4.80 [3.00 - 7.67]

7.60 [4.63 — 12.48]
8.02 [4.74 - 13.56]
6.60 [4.11 - 10.59]
4.66 [2.90 - 7.48]

8.59 [4.87 - 15.17]

3.67 [2.24 - 6.00]
2.48 [1.52 - 4.04]
3.30 [1.99 - 5.47]
4.50 [2.67 - 7.60]
6.33 [3.88 - 10.32]
5.10 [2.80 - 9.29]
4.72 [2.87 - 7.46]
6.28 [3.66 — 10.79]

1.09 [.68-1.75]
2.70 [1.62 - 4.49]

3.19 [1.86 - 5.46]
1.10 [.61-1.98]
98 [.89-1.07]

4.42 [2.53 - 7.71]

1.64 [1.14 - 2.35]

3.01 [1.64-5.52]
2.20 [1.23 - 3.92]
3.24 [1.87 - 5.59]

4.55 [2.50 - 8.29]
4.47 [2.45 - 8.18]
5.30 [2.78 - 10.12]
2.81 [1.60 - 4.94]
3.91 [2.11 - 7.23]

1.07 [.60-1.92]
72 [40-1.30]
1.07 [.59-1.92]

2.45 [1.36 - 4.43]
.35 [.78-2.35]

2.51 [1.32 - 4.76]
137 [78-2.42]
.56 [.87-2.80]

.55 [.31 - .96]
2.67 [1.54 - 4.64]

3.93 [1.97 - 7.84]
1.10 [.61-1.98]
1.06 [.96-1.17]

1.74 [.95-3.16]

.28 [.85-1.93]

Note. Uninvolved (65.7%, n = 2483) is the reference category for the first two columns, Psy-
chological/Cyber Victimization Only (28.9%, n = 1092) is the reference for the final column. Bold
denotes statistical significance (p < .05). Cl = confidence interval; OR = odds ratio.
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probability of being a victim of psychological ADV (p = .72), and a mod-
erately high probability of being a victim of cyber ADV (p = .43). Finally,
5.4% (n = 204) of participants were classified as being in a mutual violence
class; these adolescents had a high probability of experiencing and using
multiple forms of both ADV (p ranged from .57 - .96, though most p were
>.87).

Aim 2: Associations between Latent Classes, Bullying, and
Social Marginalization

We used multinomial logistic regression to examine the association of bul-
lying, risk of social marginalization, and age with the likelihood of mem-
bership in each of the three identified classes (Table 1). In analyses where the
uninvolved class was the reference group for predicting membership in the
psychological and cyber victimization only class, we found associations with
both bullying and risk of social marginalization variables. For bullying, we
found that both bullying perpetration and bullying victimization of all types
(with the exception of weight bullying perpetration) increased the odds of
being classified in the psychological and cyber victimization only class as
compared to the uninvolved class. In analyses investigating risk of social
marginalization, we found that cisgender girls and youth who reported food
insecurity were more likely to be categorized in the psychological and cyber
victimization only class as compared to the uninvolved class. In addition, as
family affluence scores increased, youth had lower odds of being classified in
the psychological and cyber victimization only class as compared to the
uninvolved class. Finally, we found that older youth were more likely to be in
the psychological and cyber victimization only class as compared to the
uninvolved class.

In analyses where the uninvolved class served as the reference group for
predicting membership in the mutual violence class, we similarly found that
both perpetration and victimization of all types of bullying increased the odds
of being classified in the mutual violence class as compared to the uninvolved
class. In analyses investigating risk of social marginalization, we found that
racialized youth, youth who were recent immigrants, and youth experiencing
food insecurity were more likely to be in the mutual violence class as
compared to the uninvolved class. We also found that older youth were more
likely to be in the mutual violence class as compared to the uninvolved class.

Finally, to understand differences between ADV groups, we used the
psychological and cyber victimization only class as the reference group in
analyses predicting membership in the mutual violence class. In analyses
investigating bullying, we found that all types of bullying perpetration in-
creased the odds of being classified in the mutual violence class as compared
to the psychological and cyber victimization only class. Furthermore, youth
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who reported physical bullying victimization or weight bullying victimization
(but not any other type of bullying victimization) were more likely to be
classified in the mutual violence class as compared to the psychological and
cyber victimization only class. In analyses investigating risk of social mar-
ginalization, we found that racialized youth, cisgender boys, and youth who
were recent immigrants were more likely to be in the mutual violence class as
compared to the psychological and cyber victimization class.

Discussion

In this nationally representative sample of Canadian youth with dating ex-
perience, we found three different patterns of ADV victimization and per-
petration, and that status in these classes was associated with both bullying
involvement and risk of social marginalization factors. Overall, approximately
one in three youth in our sample reported involvement with some form of
ADV victimization (physical, psychological, and/or cyber), one in 10 with
some form of ADV perpetration, one in three with experience of school
bullying, and one in five with use of school bullying.

Our Aim One hypothesis was partially supported. Specifically, we hy-
pothesized that, based on prior theorizing on use and experience of ADV, we
would find four primary patterns of violence in our latent class analysis:
perpetration only, victimization only, mutual violence, and uninvolved (e.g.,
not engaging in ADV). However, we instead found three patterns: youth
engaging in mutual violence; youth experiencing psychological and cyber
victimization only, and uninvolved youth. Thus, contrary to our hypothesis,
we did not find a perpetration only class. There are several reasons why we
may not have found a perpetration only pattern in our data. First, adolescents
in our sample were on average age 15, an age when dating violence per-
petration is still emerging (Foshee et al., 2009; Orpinas et al., 2013). For
example, in a sample of 588 youth, Orpinas et al. (2013) found that physical
ADV perpetration increased linearly from grades 6-12 among both boys and
girls. Thus, as youth in our sample were in grades 9 and 10, it may still be too
early to identify patterns of perpetration (i.e., perpetration only vs. mutual
violence). Per theories of adolescent-limited versus life-course-persistent use
of violence, these patterns may also not be detectable till late adolescence/
young adulthood (Moffitt, 2003). Second, types of violence assessed for ADV
perpetration in this study were limited in severity, and we did not ask about
sexual violence or stalking perpetration. Thus, it is possible that if we had
asked about more severe forms of physical ADV perpetration and about
sexual ADV perpetration and stalking, a perpetration only class would have
emerged.

Regarding the three classes we did find, the largest class was adolescents
uninvolved with ADV (the wuninvolved class), which represented
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approximately two-thirds of our sample. Of the remaining third of the sample,
most were in the cyber and psychological victimization only class, and a small
minority (5.4%) were in the mutual violence class. Comparatively, using a
large, representative sample of heterosexual, high school youth in Quebec
(Myge = 15.92, range 14-20), Théorét et al. (2021) found four classes of ADV
involvement: a class reporting low levels of physical, psychological and
sexual dating violence (40%; similar to our uninvolved class); a class re-
porting mutual psychological ADV (34%); a class reporting mutual psy-
chological and physical ADV (14%); and a class reporting mutual
psychological ADV and sexual victimization (girls; 12%) /mutual ADV (boys;
8%). Thus, in this sample, the uninvolved class was much smaller (66% in our
sample vs. 40% in the Théorét et al. (2021) sample), and the mutual classes
much larger (5% vs. 60% respectively) than in our data. Théorét et al. (2021)
also did not find a victimization only class. Conversely, in a large sample of
grade 9 and 11 heterosexual and LGBTQ2SIA+ youth from Minnesota,
Martin-Storey et al. (2021) found five classes: a class reporting no/low
physical, psychological (verbal) and sexual ADV involvement (92%); a
class reporting high ADV victimization only (4%); a class reporting mutual
psychological ADV (2%); a class reporting moderate levels of mutual ADV
(1%); and a class reporting high levels of mutual ADV (<1%). Thus, in this
sample, the uninvolved class was much larger (66% in our sample vs. 92% in
the Martin-Storey et al. (2021) sample), and the victimization only (29% vs.
4%, respectively) class much smaller, than in our data. However, our mutual
violence classes were of similar size (5% vs. 4% respectively). Together, these
and our studies suggest that ADV is experienced differently in different
contexts, but reveal a few common take-aways: 1) ADV is experienced by a
substantial minority of youth; 2) mutual violence occurs in adolescence; 3) a
perpetration-only class was not found across these three large studies, sug-
gesting, as found by Zweig et al. (2014), that “intimate terrorism”-type ADV
relationships may be rare in mid-adolescence.

For Aim 2, our hypotheses related to bullying (i.e., that certain patterns of
bullying would be associated with certain patterns of dating violence) were
partially supported. Since we did not find a perpetration only class, we could
not assess our hypothesis around bullying involvement for this class.
However, when comparing our psychological/cyber victimization only class
with our mutual violence class, we did find that the former was significantly
less likely to perpetrate all forms of bullying, but were equally likely to
experience all forms of bullying victimization, except for physical and weight-
based victimization. Thus, as we expected, 1) violence victimization in the
peer context was associated with violence victimization in the romantic
context and 2) adolescents who both used and experienced violence in the peer
context were also more likely to both use and experience violence in the
romantic context. This is in line with other research suggesting that the use of



NP1776 Journal of Interpersonal Violence 38(1-2)

violence in the peer context transfers to the romantic context (Humphrey &
Vaillancourt, 2020), and is supportive of a developmental-contextual un-
derstanding of ADV (Pepler et al., 2008).

In terms of associations with risk of social marginalization, overall, youth
who were involved with any ADV (whether victimization only or mutual)
were more likely to be living in poverty (as indexed by food insecurity/family
affluence) than youth who did not use or experience dating violence. Our only
hypothesis related to social marginalization was that cisgender boys would be
more likely to be in an ADV perpetration only group as compared to cisgender
girls, and that cisgender girls would be more likely to be in an ADV vic-
timization only class as compared to cisgender boys. We did find that cis-
gender girls were significantly more likely to be in the psychological/cyber
victimization only class as compared to those not involved in dating violence,
while cisgender boys were significantly more likely to be in the mutual vi-
olence class as compared to those experiencing psychological/cyber vic-
timization only, supporting a feminist theory interpretation of these patterns. In
terms of other differences between our two involved classes, we found that
youth in the mutual violence class also had significantly higher odds of being
racialized and a recent immigrant (we also explored whether the intersection
of race, gender and/or immigration status predicted class membership, but
none of these analyses were significant).

What, then, do our Aim 2 findings say about the connection between power
relations and ADV? While certainly a complex question, we argue that they
allow us to think about how an individual develops power, how the devel-
opment of power interacts with the larger social context, and in turn, what this
development might mean for use and experience of ADV. Regarding how an
individual develops power, one developmental function of peer relationships
is that youth learn how to use power with similar-aged social others. Un-
fortunately, in many peer relationships, this developmental learning includes
the use and/or experience of bullying behavior. As adolescents enter into
dating relationships, they begin to explore whether and how to use power
within this new interpersonal setting, and may transfer what they have learned
in the peer context to the romantic context (Espelage et al., 2022; Pepler et al.,
2008). Thus, the developmental story is important, and provides a different
understanding of use of power than has traditionally been used in the ADV
literature.

In terms of how power interacts with the larger social context, we turn to
our social marginalization analysis. While researchers have frequently used
the social-ecological model to understand ADYV, the societal-level — and its
connections to structural power imbalances — has been largely ignored
(Claussen et al., 2022). However, per our findings and other recent theorizing
in the field (e.g., Debnam & Temple, 2021), it is essential that we turn our
attention to sociological understandings of power and what these mean for
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ADV. For example, because of the racism and xenophobia many racialized
and recent immigrant youth face, their use of ADV in the mutual violence class
may represent a way of accessing power and control in social systems that rob
them of this control. In his postmodern theory of resilience, Ungar (2004)
posits “for many children, patterns of deviance are healthy adaptations that
permit them to survive unhealthy circumstances” (p. 6), and that, since power
and control are critical for positive mental health and well-being, if youth do
not have socially acceptable ways to access power, they will access this power
“as best they can given the resources they have available” (p. 7). Thus, it is
possible that use of violence among youth in our mutual violence class
represents a way to access power and control, and that as they use violence,
they also experience it (e.g., due to their partner’s self-defence). While the
onus of responsibility to address racism and xenophobia should not be placed
on individual adolescents, but rather the social structures and norms that
perpetuate these issues, when thinking about individual adolescents, it is
important that prevention and intervention efforts support youth to find “less
harmful ways to construct powerful identities that bolster their experience of
health without needing to hurt others” (Ungar, 2004, p. 4).

Also related to our mutual violence class findings, Garnett et al. (2014)
explored the intersection of discrimination and bullying in a large sample of
high school youth from Boston, finding an intersectional class (7% of their
sample) that experienced high rates of identity-based bullying as well as high
rates of racial, immigration-related and weight-based discrimination. High
levels of perceived racial discrimination were also related to significantly
higher odds of severe intimate partner violence perpetration in a sample of
adult African American men living in an urban setting in the United States,
with the authors concluding their findings “suggest that racial discrimination,
recognized as a form of structural violence, may also contribute to other forms
of violence perpetration” (Reed, Silverman, et al., 2010, p. 323). However,
research on experiences of ADV among youth who experience discrimination
is rare (Sankar et al., 2019), and is an area in need of significant attention.

For our victimization only class, given longitudinal associations between
psychological victimization and adverse health outcomes for both boys and
girls (Exner-Cortens et al., 2013), intervention for these youth is also needed.
Individuals in this class were more likely than youth who were uninvolved
with ADV to experience bullying victimization, but generally not more likely
than youth who reported mutual violence. They were also less likely than
youth in the mutual violence class to report bullying perpetration. Considering
risk of social marginalization factors, compared to youth in the uninvolved
class, youth in the victimization only class were more likely to be a cisgender
girl and to live in poverty (as indicated by lower family affluence and more
food insecurity). Compared to youth in the mutual violence class, they were
only more likely to be a cisgender girl. These results suggest the importance of
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universal dating violence prevention, but that this work needs to incorporate
socio-cultural understandings of violence. To this end, the growing use of
gender-transformative programs as ADV prevention is promising (Exner-
Cortens et al., 2019). As older youth in our sample were more likely to
experience ADV (presumably because they had more dating opportunities),
our findings also support the need to provide prevention programming before
youth begin dating. Indeed, researchers advocate for prevention programming
that targets violence in both the peer and romantic context early on (Joseph &
Kuperminc, 2020), as these types of violence not only co-occur (see Zych
etal., 2021 for a meta-analysis), but also are predictive of one another. Finally,
while research has long demonstrated that youth living in poverty are more
likely to experience ADV victimization (e.g., Park & Kim, 2018), we are not
aware of much (if any) research that has interpreted these findings as the result
of the structural marginalization associated with living in poverty (as opposed
to individual- or family-level socioeconomic status), and thus this is an
important area for future research, to better understand the dynamics of ADV
among youth living in poverty.

Limitations

We note several limitations to the current study. First, to be conservative, our
analysis sample was restricted to those who consistently reported dating
across all six ADV items. Our findings are also only representative of Ca-
nadian youth who had dated in the past 12 months. Second, our data were
cross-sectional and all measures were self-report, and items for ADV reflect a
lower threshold of severity. Although this lower severity threshold likely
resulted in higher overall prevalence of reports of dating violence, our
prevalence rates map onto other studies using similar measures (e.g., Basile
et al., 2020). However, this form of measurement, while common, still limits
our ability to understand important differences in severity and frequency, and
how these relate to both correlates and outcomes. Improving ADV mea-
surement to incorporate these contextual aspects is a critical issue facing the
field (Exner-Cortens, 2018). The self-report nature of ADV items—and re-
lated social desirability bias—may explain the lower prevalence of ADV
perpetration than victimization in this sample, though effects of social de-
sirability in dating violence reporting are not consistent (Bell & Naugle, 2007;
Fernandez-Gonzalez et al., 2013). We also did not assess experiences of
discrimination, and thus were not able to use more detailed analysis to capture
experiences with social power relations. Recent research by Volk et al. (2022)
and Lapierre and Dane (2020) presents social power and balance of power and
aggression measures that can be considered for this work. Related, our
distinction between bullying and risk of social marginalization was done for
analysis purposes, but in reality, these are not necessarily distinct experiences
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(e.g., as we have noted, risk for bullying is tied to both developmental and
social power imbalances, as in the case of identity-based bullying). Finally,
due to sample size restrictions, we had to collapse our social marginalization
variables into dichotomous categories, which elides important distinctions
among categories within these variables (e.g., among racial/ethnic groups).
We also were unable to examine class membership among non-binary youth,
which is a limitation as non-binary youth are at higher risk of violence overall
in this sample (Exner-Cortens et al., 2021). The 2017/18 HBSC survey also
did not measure sexual orientation, as it was conducted in over 50 countries
and it was not possible to ask this question in some countries. However, a
question on sexual orientation will be added to upcoming HBSC data col-
lection in Canada. While we did complete supplementary intersectional
analyses (exploring ADV patterns for racialized recent immigrants, racialized
boys and recent immigrant boys), we did not find any significant associations
with class membership, which may be because we were underpowered to
detect these effects. Specifically, although we had a large sample size, small
cell sizes (e.g., the number of youth reporting ADV by racial/ethnic group and
immigration status) were still an issue in our dataset, as they are in many ADV
studies.

Conclusion

In this nationally representative sample of Canadian mid-adolescents with
dating experience, we found three patterns of ADV involvement (vic-
timization only, mutual violence, uninvolved), and that these patterns were
differentially related to variables hypothesized to tap power differentials.
The significant association between bullying victimization and perpetration
with both groups that were involved with ADV (victimization only and
mutual violence) supports developmental theory suggesting a transfor-
mation of violence and power as youth transition from primarily peer
relationships (where they may experience/use bullying) to also participating
in dating relationships (Pepler, 2012). As with prior work then, our findings
suggest that youth who are involved with bullying are an important priority
group for ADV prevention programs. In addition, findings from both groups
highlight that it is extremely important that future universal ADV pre-
vention incorporates a critical and anti-oppressive lens. Particularly, it is
necessary that comprehensive ADV prevention begins to address root
causes of violence (Crooks et al., 2019), including social inequities, in
addition to the well-established focus on individual-level attitudes, beliefs,
and behaviors.
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Notes

1. We say “ risk of ” in this paper to reflect both structural and post-structural un-
derstandings of oppression (e.g., that racialized adolescents in Canada and the US
experience social marginalization related to race by virtue of living in a White
supremacist society, but that each individual’s experience of social marginalization
will be unique to their own lived experiences and context).
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