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Little is known about the role social support may play in reducing the risk of adolescent
dating violence perpetration and victimization. This study is a longitudinal analysis
of the independent impact of social support from friends and parents on the risk of
emotional and physical dating violence perpetration and victimization among a large
sample of female youth (n = 346). Findings indicate that 22% of the sample indicated
perpetrating physical dating violence against a partner, whereas almost 16% revealed
being the victim of physical dating violence; 34% of the sample indicated perpetrating
emotional dating violence against a partner, whereas almost 39% revealed being the
victim of emotional dating violence. Negative binomial regression models indicated that
increased levels of support from friends at Time 1 was associated with significantly less
physical and emotional dating violence perpetration and emotional (but not physical)
dating violence victimization at Time 2. Parental support was not significantly related
to dating violence in any model. Implications for dating violence curriculum and future
research are addressed.
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lives of many adolescents (Lewis & Fremouw, 2001; O’Keefe, 1998). Much
of this research has focused on physical DV and has demonstrated a link
between physical DV and negative emotional and physical outcomes (Carlson, 1987;
Muiioz-Rivas, Grafia, O’Leary, & Gonzdlez, 2007; Silverman, Raj, Mucci, & Hathaway,
2001). Prior research has also demonstrated that contrary to adult intimate partner
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violence (IPV), adolescent females are disproportionately involved in DV as both vic-
tims and perpetrators (Foshee et al., 1996; Richards & Branch, 2012; Swahn, Simon,
Arias, & Bossarte, 2008). Comparatively, less research has focused on nonphysical DV
such as emotional and/or psychological DV, although the limited existing studies sug-
gest that nonphysical DV may cause as much or more long-term damage than physical
DV (O’Leary, 1999).

At the same time, although much attention has focused on strategies to combat DV
(Lewis & Fremouw, 2001) as well as the risk factors associated with both perpetration
and victimization (Raiford, Wingood, & Diclemente, 2007; Silverman et al., 2001),
there has been a paucity of investigations regarding characteristics that may prevent DV
perpetration and victimization. One such factor may be social support. Social support
has been extensively documented as a positive measure against I[PV among adult women
(Branch, 2008; Carlson, McNutt, Choi, & Rose, 2002; Dobash, Dobash, Cavanaugh, &
Lewis, 1998; Larance & Porter, 2004; Thompson et al., 2000) and limited cross-sectional
research has demonstrated an association between higher levels of social support from
friends and lower levels of physical DV perpetration and victimization among adolescent
girls (but not boys; Richards & Branch, 2012). This study aims to extend our understand-
ing of the impact of social support on DV among adolescent females by investigating
whether there is a longitudinal association between parental and/or peer social support
and later DV perpetration and/or victimization among adolescent girls. This research will
also expand on prior works by including separate measures of physical and emotional
DV, allowing for the exploration of any differential effects of social support on each
type of violence.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Research has documented that violence in teen dating relationships exists in multiple
forms (Lavoie, Robitaille, & Hebert, 2000; Sears, Byers, Whelan, & Saint-Pierre, 2006).
Traditionally, research on teen dating relationships has focused on physical abuse. More
recent efforts have begun to focus specifically on adolescent experiences of emotional
abuse (Abowitz, Knox, & Zusman, 2010; Lavoie et al., 2000). Such research suggests that
emotional aggression may have a more severe impact on victims than physical aggression
and may be more widespread than physical abuse (Linder, Crick, & Collins, 2002). Sears
et al. (2006) suggests that more girls and boys are using emotional abuse as a tool to gain
power and control in a dating relationship than in the past because physical abuse is no
longer viewed by teens as an acceptable behavior.

Extant literature indicates that both boys and girls use physically and emotionally
abusive behaviors in their dating relationships (Abowitz et al., 2010; Lavoie et al., 2000).
Teens may lack the skills and experience needed to successfully respond to feelings and
emotions, resolve arguments, and reach compromise in conflicts. As a result, teens may
fall back on prescribed gender role expectations. Traditionally, boys are not encouraged to
discuss feelings or problems (Maccoby, 1998). Therefore, boys may have limited options
in how to handle emotions such as anger and jealousy. In contrast, female gender roles
prescribe that girls express their emotions verbally rather than through physical force
(Maccoby, 1998). Thus, accurate depictions regarding the complex nature of violence in
dating relationships must include examinations of both physical and emotional violence,
especially with adolescent females (Lavoie et al., 2000).
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Physical Dating Violence

Almost three decades ago, Makepeace’s (1981) seminal study uncovered adolescent dat-
ing violence as a pervasive problem. Recent nationally based samples have revealed that
8%—12% of adolescents have been physically victimized by a dating partner (Ackard,
Neumark-Sztainer, & Hannan, 2003; Carver, Joyner, & Udry, 2003; Howard & Wang,
2003; Roberts & Klein, 2003). Some research on adolescents’ use of violence has sug-
gested that girls are more physically abusive toward their dating partners than boys (Foshee
et al., 1996; O’Keefe, 1997). Many times, however, girls’ use of physical aggression is
perceived as “joking around” because females rarely cause physical harm to adolescent
males (Sears et al., 2006, p. 1198). Other research suggests that physical DV victimization
disproportionately affects adolescent girls. For example, Silverman et al. (2001) found
that female adolescents in their sample experienced a 3—6 times greater risk of physical
DV victimization compared to their male counterparts. Prior literature also suggests that,
although most intimate violence between male and female dating partners can be catego-
rized as mutual, after controlling for self-defense, females suffer greater rates of physical
victimization (Foshee et al., 1996). Furthermore, extant studies have suggested that boys
are more likely to use severe physical violence than girls (e.g., Bennett & Fineran, 1998)
and that 10% of all intentional injuries to adolescent girls are the results of a male dating
partner (Silverman et al., 2001).

Emotional Dating Violence

Emotional abuse is behavior that is designed to control, psychologically subjugate, or
harm the recipient (Abowitz et al., 2010). Examples of emotional abuse include manipu-
lation, verbal abuse, constant criticism, intimidation, name calling, and a refusal to be
pleased. Emotional abuse may exist alone but it is often inflicted in conjunction with other
forms of abuse (Abowitz et al., 2010). Recent studies of dating violence demonstrate that
psychological/emotional DV may occur at higher rates than physical or sexual violence.
For example, Sears and Byers (2010) found that although 29% of the female youth in
their sample experienced physical violence, 62% reported experiencing emotional vio-
lence. Victims of emotional abuse often report that the abuse has a significant impact
on multiple facets of well-being including mental health, relationships, and the ability to
adjust to change (Chen, Williams, Fitness, & Newton, 2008; Gavin, 2011). In addition,
research suggests that emotional abuse is as damaging to victims’ health as physical abuse
(O’Leary, 1999) or may be even more destructive (Gavin, 2011).

Emotional abuse does not have the same visibility as sexual or physical abuse but it can
erode an individual’s self-confidence, sense of self-worth, and self-concept (Rees, 2010).
Childhood and early adolescence is the period that an individual should begin to feel
empowered and have influence over his/her life events (Zimmerman, 1995). Exposure to
emotional/psychological abuse during this period may alter the development of personal
control and potentially make one more susceptible to negative experiences in later adoles-
cence and adulthood (Berenson & Anderson, 2006).

Impact of Social Support

Social support is generally defined as information that makes an individual believe that he/
she is “cared for, loved, esteemed, and valued and is a member of a network of common
and mutual obligation” (El-Bassel, Gilbert, Rajah, Foleno, & Frye, 2001, p. 247). Prior
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literature suggests that social support works differently for male and female adolescents
(Colarossi & Eccles, 2003; Malecki & Demaray, 2003). Compared to male youth, female
youth are significantly more likely to pursue social support (Colarossi & Eccles, 2003;
Malecki & Demaray, 2003) and perceive higher levels of social support (Malecki &
Demaray, 2003). Prescribed gender roles and gendered peer culture may explain, at least
in part, these differences. Maccoby (1998) suggests that girls’ peer culture encourages
girls to have dyadic relationships that are characterized by empathetic understanding, inti-
macy, self-disclosure, and exclusivity. Comparatively, boys’ peer culture encourages boys
to have large circles of less intimate friendships (Maccoby, 1998; Underwood & Rosen,
2009). As a result of these two different peer cultures, adolescent boys and girls are social-
ized to have different expectations about commitment, loyalty, and understanding from
friends (Clark & Ayers, 1993; Kuttler, La Greca, & Prinstein, 1999).

Research suggests that adolescent females report higher levels of support from friends
than from parents (Malecki & Demaray, 2003), whereas adolescent males report higher
levels of support from parents than from peers (Frey & Rothlisberger, 1996). In addi-
tion, during adolescence, youth attempt to develop a personal identity separate from their
parents so the significant role of parents in the lives of youth shifts to youths’ peer group
(Giordano, Longmore, & Manning, 2006; Haynie, Steffensmeier, & Bell, 2007; Krosnick
& Judd, 1982). Although research suggests that parents retain influence over their teens
during adolescence (Eiser, Morgan, Gammage, & Gray, 2011; Martino, Ellickson, &
McCaffrey, 2009), youth place a high value on their peer friendships and, as a result, ado-
lescents are strongly influenced by friends (Giordano et al., 2006; Warr, 2002).

Recent research has suggested that there are qualitative differences in the protective
role of social support from friends and social support from family. Richards and Branch
(2012) analyzed the protective impact of social support from friends and parents against
physical DV perpetration and victimization among adolescent males and females. Findings
indicated that friends’ social support was significantly associated with a decrease in physi-
cal DV perpetration and victimization for females (but not males). Comparatively, parental
social support was not significantly associated with physical DV. Although Richards and
Branch’s prior research uncovered important information, it also had several limitations.
First, the research used cross-sectional data, and thus, could not establish a causal rela-
tionship between social support and DV because the temporal relationship between these
variables could not be determined. Also, the study was solely focused on physical DV, not
emotional DV, although prior research demonstrates that emotional DV is a more wide-
spread problem than physical DV.

THE PRESENT STUDY

This study builds on the existing literature indicating that social support serves as a
protective factor against IPV for adult women (Branch, 2008) and the cross-sectional
research indicating that social support from friends is associated with a decreased likeli-
hood of physical DV perpetration and victimization for adolescent females (Richards &
Branch, 2012). This investigation is the first research to date that has examined the longi-
tudinal impact of social support on DV victimization and perpetration for female youth.
Specifically, this research investigates whether higher levels of parental and/or peer social
support at Time 1 serves as a buffer against physical and emotional DV victimization and/
or perpetration at Time 2 net of other important control variables.
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METHODS

Data and Sample

The data for this study were drawn from Wave I (2001) and Wave II (2002) of the Toledo
Adolescent Relationship Study (TARS), a 5-year investigation regarding the context and
significance of adolescent relationships (e.g., family, peers, and dating partners; Giordano,
Longmore, & Manning, 2001). The TARS data consists of a stratified, random sample (n =
1,316) drawn from all 7th, 9th, and 11th grade youth residing in Lucas County in the fall
of 2000. Participants were identified using public and private school enrollment records for
Lucas County, Ohio; school attendance was not a requirement for inclusion in the research.
Structured, in-home interviews were conducted using laptop computers preloaded with
the questionnaire. Interviewers administered the demographic questions while participants
operated the computer independently to complete personal survey questions. This research
included data from all female participants who indicated at Wave II that they had previously
dated (within the last year) or were currently in a dating relationship (n = 346).

Independent Variables (Measured at Wave I)

Social support from parents and friends were independently assessed for each participant
using two scales from Richards and Branch (2012). The level of parental social support
was assessed by a five-item scale asking participants how much they agreed or disagreed
with the following statements about their parents: My parents often ask me what I am
doing in school; My parents give me the right amount of affection; I can go to my parents
with concerns about the opposite sex; I feel close to my parents; and My parents trust me.
The level of friends’ social support was assessed by a five-item scale asking participants
how much they agreed or disagreed with the following statements about their friends: I
can tell them private things and I know they won’t tell other people; They care about me;
My friends make me feel good about myself; I feel comfortable talking with my friends
when I have a problem; and I feel close to my friends. For both scales, the response for-
mat was 0 = strongly disagree, 1 = disagree, 2 = neither agree nor disagree, 3 = agree,
4 = strongly agree. Answers were summed for a total score. Internal consistency reli-
ability analysis for each of the measures indicated that the two social support scales had
acceptable Cronbach’s alphas: parental social support (e = .79) and friend social support
(a0 = .76).

Family violence was assessed using items from the Revised Conflict Tactics Scale
(Straus & Gelles, 1990). Participants were asked how often during a disagreement they
do the following things to their parents and their parents do the following things to them:
call them names or insult them; push, slap, or hit them; yell at them? Each item was coded
from O = never to 5 = two or more times a week. Adolescents’ responses were summed
yielding a measure of perpetration of family violence (a = .60) and victimization of fam-
ily violence (o = .68).

Several demographic variables as well as behavioral risk factors were included in the
analyses as control variables. Demographic variables included age in years, race/ethnic-
ity, and average grade earned (measured on a 9-point scale from mostly F’s = 1, mostly
D’s and F’s = 2, to mostly A’s = 9). Behavioral risk factors included participant alcohol
and drug use and participation in delinquency. Alcohol and drug use was assessed by two
dichotomous variables coded O if participants reported never using alcohol or drugs and
1 if the respondent reported ever using alcohol or drugs. Delinquency was measured by
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asking participants how often, in the past 12 months, they had participated in the following:
damaged or destroyed property; stolen something worth more than $50 dollars; attacked
someone with the idea of seriously hurting them; sold drugs; and broken into a building or
vehicle. Each item was coded so that 0 = never to 8 = more than once a day. Adolescents’
responses were summed yielding a measure of involvement in delinquency (a = .70).

Dependent Variables (Measured at Wave II)

Each respondent’s experiences with physical and emotional DV perpetration and vic-
timization were obtained using items from the Revised Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus &
Gelles, 1990). Physical DV perpetration was assessed by a four-item scale asking par-
ticipants how often they had done the following things to their current (or most recent)
boyfriend/girlfriend: thrown something at him/her; pushed, shoved, or grabbed him/her;
slapped him/her in the face or head with an open hand; hit him/her? Physical DV victimiza-
tion was assessed by a four-item scale asking participants how often their current (or most
recent) dating partner had done the following things: thrown something at you; pushed,
shoved, or grabbed you; slapped you in the face or head with an open hand; hit you? The
response format was 0 = never, 1 = hardly ever, 2 = sometimes, 3 = often, 4 = very
often. Answers were summed for a total score. Internal consistency reliability analysis
indicated the DV scales had strong Cronbach’s alphas: physical DV perpetration (o = .94)
and physical DV victimization (o = .80).

Emotional DV perpetration was assessed by four-item scale asking participants how
often they had done the following things to their current (or most recent) boyfriend/girl-
friend: ridiculed or criticized their values or beliefs; put down their physical appearance;
put them down in front of other people? Emotional DV victimization was assessed by a
three-item scale with questions asking participants how often their current (or most recent)
dating partner had done the following things: Ridiculed or criticized your values or beliefs;
put down your physical appearance; put you down in front of other people? The response
format was O = never, 1 = hardly ever, 2 = sometimes, 3 = often, 4 = very often. Answers
were summed for a total score. Internal consistency reliability analysis indicated the DV
scales had acceptable Cronbach’s alphas: emotional DV perpetration (o = .75) and emo-
tional violence victimization (o = .78).

ANALYTIC STRATEGY

To explore whether social support from parents and/or peers mitigates emotional and/or
physical DV perpetration and/or victimization among adolescent girls, a series of negative
binomial regression models were conducted. Negative binomial regression is well suited
for dependent variables with an excess of zeros (such as DV perpetration or victimization)
and a substantial positive skew (a minority of respondents reporting very high levels of
DV perpetration or victimization). The results of negative binomial regression models are
easily understood by exponentiating coefficients so that a standard deviation increase in a
youth’s perception of social support from friends or family is associated with a percentage
increase or decrease in either DV perpetration or victimization. A series of negative bino-
mial regression models were estimated to explore the impact of social support at Time 1
(net of other covariates) on the likelihood of physical and emotional DV perpetration and
victimization at Time 2.
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RESULTS

Descriptive statistics revealed that the average age for respondents was approximately
15.66 years old (SD = 1.66). Almost 46% of the sample was in 11th or 12th grade, 31%
were in 9th or 10th grade, and 23% were in 7th or 8th grade. Regarding race/ethnicity,
67% of the sample reported being White and 33% reported being non-White. Non-White
participants included the following: 63% Black; 20% Hispanic; 2% American Indian
and Asian, respectively; and 13% other race/ethnicities. When asked about their average
grades, approximately 15% of participants indicated earning mostly A’s, 29% A’s and B’s,
8% mostly B’s, 24% mostly B’s and C’s, 10% mostly C’s, 10% mostly C’s and D’s, 2%
mostly D’s, 3% mostly D’s and F’s, and 1% earning mostly F’s. Almost 22% of the sample
indicated perpetrating physical DV against a partner while almost 16% revealed being the
victim of physical DV. Comparatively, almost 34% of the sample indicated perpetrating
emotional DV against a partner while almost 39% revealed being the victim of emotional
DV. Similar to past research, most adolescents who reported experiencing DV were
involved in mutual violence. Specifically, of the 103 girls who reported perpetrating emo-
tional DV, 77% also reported experiencing emotional DV victimization. Comparatively, of
the 46 female youth who reported perpetrating physical DV, 61% also reported experienc-
ing physical DV victimization.

Turning to the multivariate analyses, the results of two negative binomial regression
models, one predicting physical DV perpetration and one predicting emotional DV per-
petration using the measures of social support and the control variables, are presented in
Table 1. Results indicate friends’ social support is significantly related to lower levels of
physical DV perpetration for adolescent females. For female youth, each unit increase in
the friend’s social support measure (0 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree) is asso-
ciated with an 18% decrease in the perpetration of physical DV. Parental social support,
however, is not significantly associated with DV perpetration for female youth. In addition,
female youth who reported higher average grades are less likely to perpetrate physical DV
compared to those who reported lower average grades. On the other hand, female youth
who experience more family violence from parents are significantly more likely to perpe-
trate physical DV compared to female adolescents who experience less parental violence.
Specifically, higher levels of parental violence are associated with an 11% increase in
physical DV perpetration. Also, non-White female youth are approximately twice as likely
to perpetrate physical DV compared to White female youth. Regarding emotional DV
perpetration, only friends’ social support is significantly associated with perpetration for
adolescent females. Similar to physical DV victimization, each unit increase in the friend’s
social support measure (0 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree) is associated with an
18% decrease in the perpetration of emotional DV among female youth.

Turning to the second set of multivariate analyses, two negative binomial regression mod-
els, one predicting physical DV victimization and one predicting emotional DV victimiza-
tion using the measures of social support and the control variables, are presented in Table 2.
Results indicate that neither friends’ nor parents’ social support is significantly related to
physical DV victimization for adolescent females. Similar to the results for physical DV
perpetration, female youth who reported higher average grades were less likely to experi-
ence physical DV victimization compared to those who reported lower average grades.
Deviating from the physical DV perpetration model, female youth who experienced more
family violence from parents were no more at risk for physical DV victimization than female
adolescents who experienced less parental violence. Non-White female youth were 37%
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more as likely to experience physical DV victimization compared to White female youth.
Regarding emotional DV perpetration, only friends’ social support is significantly associated
with victimization for adolescent females. Each unit increase in the friend’s social support
measure (0 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree) is associated with a 10% decrease in
the likelihood of experiencing emotional DV victimization among female youth.

DISCUSSION

The goals of this research were to longitudinally investigate (a) the impact of parental and/or
peer social support on later DV perpetration and victimization among female adolescents and
(b) to explore any differential effects of social support for emotional violence and physical
violence. Across physical and emotional violence, more participants reported perpetrating
physical violence and being victims of emotional violence. Consistent with prior literature
(O’Leary & Slep, 2012), findings from this study indicate that girls’ perpetration rates for
physical violence (22%) are higher than their rates of victimization (16%). Counter to extant
research (Sears et al., 20006), girls’ rates of emotional violence perpetration (34%) were
lower than their rates of victimization (39%). In addition, consistent with prior literature
(O’Leary & Slep, 2012; Vézina & Hébert, 2007), most girls who reported experiencing vic-
timization or engaging in violence against a partner reported mutual violence. Specifically,
of the 103 girls who reported perpetrating emotional DV, 77% also reported experiencing
emotional DV victimization. Comparatively, of the 46 female youth who reported perpetrat-
ing physical DV, 61% also reported experiencing physical DV victimization.

Negative binomial regression models revealed that for adolescent females, social sup-
port from friends at Wave I was significantly related to lower levels of both physical DV
perpetration and emotional DV perpetration at Wave II. Comparatively, social support
from parents was not significantly associated with either physical or emotional DV perpe-
tration by female youth. These findings are consistent with cross-sectional research from
Richards and Branch (2012) demonstrating that social support from friends but not parents
is associated with a reduction in the perpetration of physical DV among female youth. The
present results also exhibit evidence that this relationship holds true for emotional violence
perpetration. Such findings are consistent with prior literature demonstrating that female
youths’ help-seeking behavior regularly includes the use of friends as social support pro-
viders, and less often employs assistance from families (Schonert-Reichl & Muller, 1996).

Turning to the victimization models, results indicate that neither friends’ nor parents’
social support was significantly related to physical DV victimization for adolescent
females; however, friends’ social support was significantly associated with lower levels
of emotional DV victimization. Such findings are partially consistent with cross-sectional
research from Richards and Branch (2012), which demonstrates that parental social sup-
port is not influential on physical DV victimization but deviates from their findings that
friends’ support is associated with lower physical DV victimization. The present results
indicate a need for systematic research on how friends’ social support impacts adoles-
cent DV victimization longitudinally. It may be that girls with higher levels of friends’
social support escape physical violence in the short term but over time may be isolated
from their friends by an abusive partner dispelling the positive effects of friends’ social
support. In addition, Richards and Branch suggest that social support from friends may
only be impactful on physical DV victimization if friends are able to identify signs of DV
and obtain resources for victims/potential victims. Given that this is the first research to
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explore the impact of social support on emotional violence, future research must continue
to examine this relationship. Taken together, these findings support Richards and Branch’s
assertion that for female youth “friends, as opposed to parents, may function as ‘guardians’
over dating relationships” (p. 1555).

Consistent with prior research indicating that higher grades reduce the risk of both
receiving abuse (Cleveland, Herrera, & Stuewig, 2003; O’Keefe, 1998) and inflicting
abuse for female youth (O’Keefe, 1998), female youth who reported higher average
grades were less likely to engage in physical DV perpetration and experience physical
DV victimization compared to those who reported lower average grades. Higher grades
did not serve as a protective factor for emotional DV. In addition, concordant with previ-
ous research demonstrating that family violence is a strong predictor of later relationship
violence (Gover, Kaukinen, & Fox, 2008), female youth who experience more violence
from parents are significantly more likely to perpetrate physical DV compared to female
adolescents who experience less parental violence. Deviating from the physical DV perpe-
tration model, female youth who experienced more family violence from parents were no
more at risk for perpetrating emotional DV than female adolescents who experienced less
parental violence. Also, non-White female youth are approximately twice as likely to per-
petrate physical DV compared to White female youth and more than 35% more as likely
to experience physical DV victimization compared to White female youth. This finding is
in line with extant literature indicating that violent dating relationships are more prevalent
among non-White female youth than White female youth (Connolly, Fiedlander, Pepler,
Craig, & Laporte, 2010; Foshee, Reyes, & Ennett, 2010).

As in all research, this study is not without limitations. First, youth were not asked about
their friends’ attitudes toward or friends’ involvement in DV. Previous research has indicated
that teens that have friends who perpetrate DV are at an increased risk of also perpetrating
such violence (Foshee et al., 2011). In addition, although this research encompassed both
physical and emotional DV perpetration and victimization, an exploration of sexual aggres-
sion was beyond the scope of the current analyses. In addition, investigation of social support
and the co-occurrence of perpetration and victimization were beyond the scope of the analy-
sis. Future research should investigate how social support affects perpetration independent
of experiences of victimization and vice versa. Specifically, are those who experience both
perpetration and victimization different from those who experience only perpetration or only
victimization? Finally, although this study used longitudinal data, only two time points were
available for examination. Future research should attempt to further explore the impact of
social support over the course of late childhood through adolescence to determine whether
specific points in time are more responsive to social support from friends and/or parents.

Implications and Future Research

This research has demonstrated that increased social support from friends is related to
a decrease in emotional DV victimization and physical and emotional DV perpetration
among adolescent girls. This research has important implications for DV intervention
and prevention programs. Recent Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC;
2008) developed curricula for DV prevention asserts the importance of dyadic processes
such as communication and emotional regulation, facets of socialization that are intrinsi-
cally female; however, such curricula fails to consider the potential impact of peer social
support. This may represent a disconnection between what prevention/intervention experts
think teens’ need and what actually works for youth.
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One potential avenue for the integration of social support into DV programming is peer
mentorship. Although they do not specifically focus on social support, Weisz and Black
(2010) consider the potential merits of involving peer mentors/educators in DV intervention
and prevention programs. Their findings highlight positive aspects of peer mentors such as
their increased credibility among youth and the inherent access to nonviolent role models
that peer education provides. In addition, peer educators allow youth to expand their circle of
nonviolent friends who have knowledge concerning the signs of and resources for violence
intervention. Importantly, Richards and Branch’s (2012) prior study regarding the relation-
ship between DV and social support highlights the importance of strengthening girls” peer
networks especially girls who indicate low levels of social support from friends. Peer educa-
tion provides an avenue for female youth, including adolescent victims and/or former perpe-
trators of DV, to empower themselves and expand their circle of friends in a prosocial way.
In addition to peer education opportunities, Weisz and Black endorse alternative programs for
youth engagement including the following: youth advisory boards, youth outreach programs,
peer-counseling programs, and/or youth action programs. Such programs provide multiple
ways in which girls can garner supportive peer relationships in an institutional context.

These findings also suggest that we need systematic research about why girls do not use
their parents as social support providers. Many of the current DV prevention programs are
focused on engaging educators and parents (Tharp, 2012); however, extant literature dem-
onstrates that youth experiencing DV may not ask for help, but instead, parents may have to
take the initiative and reach out to their teen. A recent study by Rothman, Miller, Terpeluk,
Glauber, and Randel (2011) indicates that only about half (55%) of parents talk to their teens
about DV. Parents must be encouraged to breach the subject of DV, which for many parents
is a difficult topic to talk about with their teen (Rothman et al., 2011). Similar to educational
programming for youth, DV information must be widely disseminated to parents through
the school system by including educational programming during parent nights and/or open
houses. Exacerbating this issue, the presence of parental violence in the lives of girls and its
impact on risk for DV victimization leaves many girls who are in most need of parental social
support at a double disadvantage. DV curriculum must take parental violence into account and
provide parents with information concerning their own/or their co-parent’s interactions with
their teen. In addition, community level campaigns against DV could include a parent compo-
nent that not only provides parents with local resources for DV but for family violence as well.

As evidenced by the findings from this small but growing body of literature, the role
that support from friends may play in reducing teen DV cannot be underscored. Therefore,
it would appear wise to build on these promising findings by systematically expanding and
integrating the concept of social support from friends into adolescent DV prevention and
intervention programs.
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