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The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) is committed to 
improuing the justice system's response to crimes against children. OJJDP recognizes 
that children are a t  increased risk for crime uictimization. Not only are children the uic- 
tims of many of the same crimes that uictimize adults, they are subject to other crimes, 
like child abuse and neglect, that are specific to childhood. The impact of these crimes 
on young victims can be deuastating, and the violent or  sexual uictimization of children 
can often leud to an intergenerational cycle of violence and abuse. The purpose of 
OJJDP's Crimes Against Children Series is to improve and expand the Nation's efforts 
to better serue child uictims by presenting the latest information about child uictimization, 
including analyses of crime victimization statistics, studies of child uictims and their spe 
cia1 needs, and descriptions of programs and approaches that address these needs. 

Scope of Problem 
and Need for 
Standardized 
Questionnaires 
Youth are  the  sector of the population 
most vulnerable to criminal victimization. 
Adolescents are victimized at two to three 
times the rate of adults and experience 
assaults that are as  equally injurious as  
those perpetrated against adults (Wells 
and Rankin, 1995). Available data on chil- 
dren under age 12 suggest that they also 
experience high levels of victimization 
(Finkelhor and Hashima. 2001; Selner- 
O'Hagan et al.. 1998; Straus e t  al.. 1998). 

Statistics like these and such events as  
the  Columbine school shootings have 
greatly increased interest in the  charac- 
teristics of crimes against children. 

Professionals who work with children are 
the  natural leaders t o  spearhead efforts 
t o  document the  rates of child victimiza- 
tion and to implement interventions 
aimed a t  reducing it. These professionals 
include (but are not limited to) child 
abuse evaluation team members, juvenile 
court intake workers, child and family 
therapists, trauma counselors, forensic 
interviewers, violence prevention spe- 
cialists, police officers (especially those 
who work with juveniles, such as  school 
resource officers), and researchers. 

Increasingly, professionals who work 
with children are expected not only to 
design intervention and prevention 
programs but also to monitor victimi- 
zation patterns among their clients and 
evaluate the effectiveness of programs 
ranging from school-based violence 





How often the terms "crime" or  "abuse" 
are mentioned also affects what respon- 
dents will report, because questionnaire 
wording suggests or  implies the  inter- 
viewer's apparent interests. In other 
words, the language used in a question- 
naire helps to create a context that may 
influence the respondent's answers. Ques- 
tionnaires about "crime" tend to elicit 
reports that fit stereotypical perceptions 
of what constitutes criminal activity. 
Thus, disclosures are more likely to in- 
volve nonsexual assaults, stranger perpe- 
trators, and incidents that were reported 
to the police (Hamby and Finkeihor, 
2000). Questionnaires that do not focus 
exclusively on crime obtain generally 
higher rates of victimization, including 
many kinds of serious episodes that vic- 
tims d o  not consider as  crime. Very broad 
contexts, however, may result in the re- 
porting of trivial events as  crimes. 

Context is created by a number of ques- 
tionnaire features, including not only the 
wording of the victimization questions 
but also the preamble to the victimization 
survey, the sequence of questions within 

the victimization questionnaire, the other 
questions that are asked (for example, 
whether the questions are about family 
or  home security), and the placement of 
the  victimization questions in relation to 
other items and qkestionnaires. Although 
there is no  standard nrescriotion for the 
best context for victimization research, all 
of these issues should be considered in 
the design of any study. 

Am I interested in obtaining 
rates on recent violence 
(e.g., last year), or do I want 
rates on lifetime exposure? 
An incident rate provides an estimate of 
the amount of victimization youth have 
experienced in a given period, such as  
within the last year or since the introduc- 
tion of an intervention program. A lifetime 
prevalence rate provides an estimate of 
the youth who have ever experienced the 
type of victimization under study. There 
are advantages and disadvantages to each 
approach. 

Incident rates. One advantage to incident 
rates is that there is less reliance on the 
respondent's long-term memory. Studies 
have shown that people tend to underre- 
port victimizations that happened longer 
ago (U.S. Department of Justice, 1974). 
Although they may recall the incident if 
reminded of it, most people d o  not go 
around with a tally of all the victimiza- 
tions they have experienced and thus 
may not have a precise count available 
when they come upon a question in a 
questionnaire. The longer the time period 
asked about, the more inaccurate the re- 
porting of the total frequency of incidents 
and the details about specific incidents 
is likely to be. Another advantage of inci- 
dent rates is that the same time period 
can be used for all respondents. For chil- 
dren, even a seemingly small age difcer- 
ence can iead to large differences in the 
chances of being exposed to victimiza- 
tion. For example, an %year-old has a 33 
percent greater period of exposure than 
a 6-year-old. Thus, it would be impractical 
to compare first graders and third graders 
using lifetime exposure to violence, be- 
cause one would assume the lifetime rate 
for third graders is higher anyway. 

The Crimes against Children Research Center 
The Crlmes agamst Ch~ldren Research Center (CCRC) v~olerice, cti;ld victfm17at1on and relatea toplcs slnce 1975. 
helps young vlctlms of crlme by provloing hlgh-quality lnlt~al funaing for CCRC was probded by t h e  U S Depart- 
research. statlsrlcs and eoucatton to the pdblic, policy- men1 of Justlce. Offlce of Justice Programs, O f f c e  of 
makers, law enforcement personnel, and varlous other Juvenlle Justice and Dellnqdency Prevelll~ori CCRC also 
chi.d welfare pract;ttonors.The crlmes of concern to CCRC draws or1 tundlng from grants lrld8vid~al gifts revenues 
inc.ude physfcal and sexual abuse. abduct~on honiicrde from publ~cattons and programs, an0 State and Federal 
rape, assault, property offenses, and the v ~ c t ~ m ~ r a t f o n  of sources CCRC staff  include lnternatlonally recognized 
chftdren on the Internet. CCRC aclivitles m l u d e  experts who have pdbllshed numerous books and artlcies 

concerrilrig the cncldence and impact of v~olonce agalnst + Preparing policy reports on key current lssdes. ch~ldren. 
+ Analyzmg national and local statistics on crtmes The Center's chrrent projects ~nclude the fcrst nallonal study 

agalnst children. 01 y o ~ t h  v;Ctlm~%atlon experiences on tne Internet: a natlonal 
+ Developmg assessment tools for practltloners and evaluatlon of chlldren s advocacy centers multld~sc~plinary 

researchers agencles that are  designed to reduce trauma to chlldren 
whose crime victtm~zatlon is being nvest~gated and pros- + Promotmg crlme reporting and help-seeklng by and ecuteo: and the development of a screening tool to help 

increased servlces for crlme vlctlms. researchers and practitioners better ldentlty ch~ld crlme 

+ Evaluating state-of-the-art prevention and intervention victims. 

programs. A 1 s t  of CCRC publicarions is ava~lable onllne ar 

+ Sponsoring conferences. workshops. Institutes, and ~ w ~ . u n h . e a ~ ~ ~ ~ r ~ ~ P u b l ~ c a t ~ o n s . h t m l .  For f ~ r t h e r  information 

courses tor practitioners and researchers. contact: 

+ Monltorlng and interpreting trends. Crimes agafnst Chjldren Research Center 
Fam~ly Research Laboratory 

The C r m e s  aga~ns t  Chi dren Research Center was created University of New Hampshire 
In 1998 at the University of New Hampsnire. I t  grew out of Durham, NH 03824 
and expands upon the work of the Family Research 603-862-1 888 
Laboratory, whlch has  been devoted to the study of famlly Internet: www unhedu ccrcl 



Table 1: Community Exposure to Violence Questionnaires 

Type of Victimization Assessed 

Community/ Family Witnessing/ Number Ageof Lifetime 

Measure -- 
Alberta Youth 
Victimization, Crime and 
Delinquency Survey 
(Comes et al.. 2000) 

School Perpetrator Indirect Sexual Property of Respondents5 or Yearly incident 
Jiolenc 

Yes 

Assault of Abuse' Threats 

Yes Yes 

Data - 
Yes Generic 

Crimest - 
Yes 

2uestionsT (Grade) Timefra 

Y 12-18 / Yearl: 

Children's lnterview Yes Yes 9-12 1 Lifelin 
on Community Violence 
(Hill et al., 1996) 

Children's Report of 
Exposurc to Violence 
(Cooky, Turner, and 
Beidel. 1995) 

Yes Yes 7-18 1 Both 

Determining Our View- 
points for Violent Events 
@OWE) (Sheehan 
et al.. 1997) 

Yes 5 
victimi- 
zation 

(pius 27 
attitudes, 
perpetra- 

tion) 

7-13 Lifetin 

Exposure to Violence 
Screening Measure 
(Weist el ai., n.d.) 

Yes / Generic Yes Yes 10-19 1 Lifetin 
I 

Exposure to Violence 
Subscale of Chicago 
Stress and Coping 
Interview (Gorman- 
Smith and Toian. 1998) 

Yes Yes 8 
victimi- 
zation 

(plus 35 
other 

itressors) 
- 

7 

Yes 

Injury only / Generic Of 
injury 
only 

Yes Monitoring the Future- 
victimization questions 
(Bachman. O'Malley, 
and Johnston, 1978; 
Wells and Rankin. 
1995); also at 
ww.isr.umich.edu/ 
src/mtfras/ 

My Exposure to 
Violence (My ETV) 
(Selner-OHagan 
et al . 19981 

Yes Yes Yes Home 
during 

burglary 

36 
(8-10 
per 

subscale) 
- 

24 

9-21 Both Yes 

Yes Yes Recent Exposure to 
Physical Vioienre 

Yes 
setting 

(singer et ai., 1995) 



Table 1-Continued 

Type of Victimization Assessed 

Number Age of Lifetime 

Measure 

Screen tor Adolescent 
Vmience Exposure 
(SAVE) (Hastings 
and Kellev. 199i) 

. . ". 
School Pernetrator Indirect Sexual Property 

- 
of Respondents4 or Yearly incident 

'ialcnee Threats 

i 
Assault of Abuse* 

. . 
Crimes' 

1 i 

-- 

-- 

I 
I 

Yes 

Qucstiansl 

96 
(6-14 

per 
subscale) 

tiome 

(Grade) Timekame Data 

T 
Violence 

Yes 

Yes 

1 
Lifetime 1 No 

setting 

Lifetime / Yes Survey o i  Chiid- 
ren's tuposure 
to Violenre (SCEV) 
(Richters and 
Martinez. 1993) 

Yes Yes 26 
(10-16 

per 
subscale) 

Yes / Generic 

Things I Have Seen 
and Heard (Richiers. 
Martinez. and Valla. 1990) 

Yes Yes 

No 

15 

i 1  
(22 short 

iorm) 

19 
victimi- 
zation 

(7 
Iperpetra- 

tion) 

4 
victimi- 
zalion 

(6 
other 

violence) 

Lifetime / No 

Violence Exposure 
Scale for Chiidren 
(VEX) (Fox and 
Lemitt. 1995) 

YES Home 
seliing 

Yes With 
weapon 

unly 

Violence Screening 
Survey (Bell and 
Jenkins, 1993) 

Yes Yes With 
#capon 

only 

Youth Risk Behavior 
Surveillance 
System (YRBSS)- 
vioience questions 
(Kann et al.. 1998): 
also at www.cc lc .g~~~/  
nccdphp/dash/yrbs/ 

Yes I Yes With 
weapon 

only 

Note: Questionnaires are iisted alphabetically. 

Yearly 
(escept 
sexual 
item 

is Me- 
time) 

'-Generid' indicates that only geneiai questions are asked about assauits and that family perpetrators are included aniy if the respondent thinks to do so. 
"Home setting" indicates that separate questions are asked about vioience in the home. but it is not spmfied whether the violence is committed by stranger. 
nonstianger. or family perpetrator. "No" indicates that famiiy violence is either specificaiiy exciuded or would be an inappropriate response to the question (as in 
studies of peer vioience). 

t Then. vandalism. household burglary, o i  similar crimes that do not involve a peisanai assault on the victim. Robbery. which also invoives threat or assauit. is 
not included in this category. 

No 

* Number of screening questions for victimization that would be asked of ali respondents. As the number of administered followup questions will vary depending 
on a chiid's responses. these are not included in the total far those questionnaires that collect locident data. If a question about a form of vioience is repeated for 
ditferent settings (eg.,  home, neighborhood, schoai) or level of exposure (eg., witnessing. experiencing). then the resulting totai number of questions is given. 
Subscaies of many questionnaires can be used individually depending on the goals of the study. Subscales do not necessariiy correspond to categories used in 
the table. 

-TO faciiitate comparison across scaies. grade has been converted to age when age is not avaiiabie. When a scale has been used more than once, all avaiiabie 
age and grade information is presented. 



Table 2: Child Maltreatment Questionnaires 

Tvoe of Victimization Assesed 

Community/ Family Witnessing/ 
School Pernetrator Indirect Sexual 

Mea.ure - Assault 

(CA1'A)-Traumatic Life 
Events sectioil (laiaya- 
Jackson et ai.. 2000: 
Angoid pt al.. 1995: 

1998) 

(CTS)-Parent-Chiid 
v~rsion (Straus et ai., 

Service Utilization and 
Risk Factors (SURF) 
Survey (Amaya-Jackson 

of Abuse* Violence Violence 

Specific No Yes 
peril 1 1 

Specific 

Specific 

Number Age of Lifetime 
Property of Respondents5 or Yearly 

Threats Climest Questions+ (Grade) 

victimi- 
zation 

fi-20 
parent (5-13 

per scale) 

Timeframe 

Lifetime 

Both 

Lifetime 

Incident j 
Note: Questionnaires are listed alphabeticaily. 

' "Specific perp' indicates that separate questions are asked about family perpetrators 

i Theft, vandalism. household burglary, or simiiar crimes that do not involve a personal assault on the victim. Robbery, which aiso involves threat or assault, is 
not included in this category. 

1 Number of screening questions far victimization that would be asked of all respondents. As the number of administered followup questions wiil vary depending 
an a chiid's responses, these are not inciuded in the total for those questionnaires that collect incident data, If a question about a form of vioience is repeated for 
different settings (e.g.. home, neighborhood, school) or level of exposure ( e g ,  witnessing. experiencing), then the resulting total number of questions is given. 
Subscales of many questionnaires can be used individually, depending on the goals of the study Subscales do not necessarily correspond to categories used in 
the table. 

QTo faciiitate comparison across scaies. grade has been converted to age when age is not available. When a scale has been used more than once. ail available 
age and grade information is presented. 

Lifetime exposure rates. The main advan- 
tage of a lifetime exposure rate is that 
more victimization experiences will be 
identified. This can be important if your 
sample of respondents is small or the 
type of victimization under study is rare. 
The rarity of victimization changes with 
context. For example, in the United 
States, exposure to war or terrorist vio- 
lence is rare, but in other parts of the 
world it is common. Many inner-city com- 
munities experience more violence than 
most rural communities. Researchers 
studying a school program or interviewing 
children in a community setting will proh- 
ably find much lower victimization rates 
than those evaluating a group of children 
iron1 a mental health clinic or a juvenile 
detention center. Ideally, if the sample of 
 respondents is at least of moderate size 
(200 or more), at least 10 percent of the 
samplc should report the type of 

victimization being evaluated in order to 
compare victimized and nonvictimized 
groups statisticaily If the rate of victimiza- 
tion falls below 10 percent, then more re- 
spondents will be needed so  that at least 
20 or 30 respondents are in the victimized 
group. Otherwise, any findings would be 
generalizations from the experiences of a 
very small number of individuals. 

D o  I w a n t  t o  u s e  t h e  
q u e s t i o n n a i r e  as an 
i n t e r v i e w  o r  in a sel f -  
a d m i n i s t e r e d  fo rmat?  
Interviews. Interviews, including those 
conducted over the telephone, pose fewer 
problems with comprehension, as  long as 
complex or  technical vocabulary is not 
used (for example, terms like "aggravated 
assault"). They also have the advantage 
of allowing more specific followup to a 
respondent's answers, because an 

interviewer can be trained to ask some 
questions only if others have been an- 
swered in a certain way. Interviewers are 
also able to attend to children while they 
respond to the questions and can address 
issues of misunderstanding or discomfort. 
The disadvantages of interviews are that 
they can be  extremely labor intensive and 
some children may feel less comfortable 
disclosing a victimization to an actual 
person rather than doing so  privately on 
a questionnaire. A recently developed 
interview-administered questionnaire 
with good attention to reliability and va- 
lidity is My Exposure to Violence (Selner- 
O'Hagan et ai., 1998). 

Self-administered questionnaires. Self- 
administered questionnaires (SAQ's) have 
the advantage of requiring less labor from 
researchers and clinicians and can even 
be administered in group settings (e.g., 
school). Because respondents are expected 
to complete them on their own, however, 



Table 3: Sexual Assault Questionnaires 

Tvoe of Victimization Assessed 

Community/ Family Witnessing/ Number Age of Lifetime 
School Pernetrator Indirect Sexual Pronertv of Resoondents5 or Yearlv Incident 

Measure Assault of Abuse* 

Family Growth (NSFG) 
(Abma. Driscoll, and 
Moore, 1998) 

Sexual Experiences / No ! Generic 
Survey (Gidycz and i 
Koss, 1989; Koss and 1 
Oros, 1982) i 

I 1 
Note: Questionnaires are listed alphabetically. 

. " 
Violence Violence Threats Crimest Questions* 

No I Yes 1 No 1 No ! 10 1 1 1 1 m%id 
for adoles. 

cents) 

(Grade) Timeframe Data 

lifetime 

.''Generid' indicates that only general questions are asked about assauits and that family perpetrators are included oniy if  the respondent thinks to do so. 
t Theft, vandalism, household burglary. or similar crimes that do not involve a peisanai assault on the victim. Robbery, which also involves threat or assault. is 
not included in this category. 
+ Number of screening questions for victimization that would be asked of ail respondents. As the number of administered followup questions wiil vary depending 
on a chiidls responses, these are not included in the total for those questionnaires that coliect incident data. if a question about a form of violence is repeated for 
different settings (8.g.. home. neighborhood, school) or level of exposure (e.g., witnessing. experiencing), then the resulting total number of questions is given. 
Subscaies of many questionnaires can be used individualiy, depending on the goais of the study. Subscales do not necessariiy correspond to categories used in 
the table. 
5 To facilitate comparison across scales, grade has been converted lo age when age is not available. When a scale has been used more than once. all available 
age and grade information is presented. 
11 The 1995 version of the National Survey of Famiiy Growth had three questions without incident data on sexuai assauit for which national norms are currentiy 
available. The 2000 version has modified these questions and also collects some incident data. 

SAQ's must follow the simplest format pos- 
sible in order to be easy to understand. 
Ideally. the reading level required for SAQ's 
will be low. At a minimum, questionnaires 
should require less than an eighth-grade 
reading level for adolescents and parents 
and less than a fifth-grade reading level for 
middle school students. The ability of el- 
ementary school students to complete 
SAQ's on victimization has not been ad- 
equately tested, although sometimes ques- 
tionnaires are read aloud to groups of 
younger students, who then f i l l  in their 
own answers. Self-administered question- 
naires are also limited in the amount of 
information they can obtain on specific 
incidents because followup questions, 
which often need to be tailored to an in- 
dividual's responses, can easily lead to a 
dizzyingly complex pattern of skipping 
among questions. For example, the 
seriousness of a property victimization 
needs to be measured by a foilowup ques- 
tion about the value of the loss, whereas 
the seriousness of an assault needs to be 
followed up with a question about the ex- 
tent of any injuries suffered. One example 
of an SAQ measure of victimization is the 
Children's Report of Exposure to Violence, 

which has been shown to have good reli- 
ability and validity in samples of 9- to 1 8  
year-olds (Cooley, Turner, and Beidel, 
1995; Cooley-Quille, 1998). 

Audio computer-assisted self-interviews. 
The newest technolo~y used to admillister 
questionnaires is called audio computer- 
assisted self-interview (audio CAST). With 
audio C&I, a child hears the question and 
the possible answers through a headset 
and touches a computer screen to re- 
spond. Studies have shown that, at least 
for adolescents and adults, many respon- 
dents disclose more sensitive inform,rtion 
using an audio-CASI format (O'Reilly et al., 
1994; Percy and Mayhew, 1997). This a p  
pears to be due  to the increased privacy of 
ihe audio-CAS1 setting. Turner and col- ' 
leasues (19981 conducted one of the most 
tti&ough tes& of the new method0109 
with adolescents to date. They compared 
audio-CASI responses to those obtained 
using a pencil-and-paper self-administered 
auestionnaire. Thev found increased re- 
porting for a variety of sensitive behaviors, 
including male-male sexual behavior, sub- 
stance use, violent perpetration, and vio- 
lent victimization. Although the results for 

this method are extremely promising, 
audio-CASI equipment is very expensive 

~ ~ . . 
and is typically used only when face-to- 
face contact with individual resuondents 
is possible (because an interviewer must 
set up the equipment and show the child 
how it works). Nonetheless, it is likely that 
this method will be increasingly popular 
in the future. 

What ages of children do 
I want to survey? 
Adolescents. Adolescents, especially 
those in high school. will have lamuage ., - 
and comprehension abilities that are simi- 
lar to those of adults. They are also much 
more likely than younger children to have 
encountered classes in sex education and 
to have been exposed to media that ad- 
dress sensitive victimization issues. Thus, 
questionnaires for high school students 
are often similar to lor even the same as) 
those used with adults. Self-administered 
questionnaires for adolescents should not 
require a reading level any higher than 
eighth grade (lower is preferable), but 
this is less of a concern for orally admin- 
istered questionnaires. 



Table 4: Peer Victimization Questionnaires 

Twe of Victimization Assessed 

Note: Questionnaires are listed alphabeticaiiy. 

' "NO" indicates that famiiy violence is either specificaiiy exciuded or wouid be an inappropriate response to the question (as in studies of peer vioience). 

t Theft. vandaiism, hausehaid burglary, or simiiar crimes that do not invoive a persona assauit on the victim. Robbery. which aiso involves threat or assault, is 
not inciuded in this category, 

1 Number of screening questions for victimization that wouid be asked of ail respondents. As the number of administered foilowup questions wiii vary depending 
on a chiid's responses. these are not inciuded in the totai for those questionnaires that coiiect incident data, if a question about a form of viaience is repeated far 
different settings ( e g .  home. neighborhood. schoai) or ievei of exposure ( e g .  witnessing, experiencing), then the resuiting total number of questions is given. 
Subscaies of many questionnaires can be used individuaiiy. depending on the goais of the study. Subscaies do not necessariiy correspond to categories used in 
the tabie. 

Community/ Family Witnessing1 Number Age of Lifetime 
School Perpetrator Indirect Sexual Property of RespondentsR or Yearly Incident 

Measure Assault of Abuse* Violence Violence Threats Crimest Questions? (Grade) Timehmme Data 

3 To facilitate comparison across scaies, grade has been converted to age when age is not avaiiabie. When a scaie has been used more than once. ail avaiiabie 
age and grade information is presented. 

I'ercqitions of Peer 
Support Scaie 
(Kocbcorierfrr and 
L.adci, 1996) 

Si~ciai Experience 
Qucstionnaire-Self 
Report (Crick and 
Grotpeter 1996) 

Younger children. Younger children re- 
quire much more deveiopmentally sensi- 
tive questions. The vocabulary needs to 
be simpler. and many more terms need to 
be reviewed for their age-appropriateness. 
For example, many experts suggest using 
"private parts" for questions about sexual 
assault rather than more medical or legal 
terms (Everson and Boat, 1994). The 
Things I Have Seen and Heard question- 
naire is one that has been used with chil- 
dren in first grade (Richters and Martinez, 
1993). The Vioience Exposure Scaie for 
Children (VEX), which circumvents lan- 
guage issues by presenting cartoon 
images of various victimizations, has 
been used with preschoolers (Fox and 
1.i:avitt. 1995). Both have simplified lan- 
guage, omit some forms of victimization 
that may not be understood by young 
chiidren. and use pictorial response 
categories to make responding easier. 

Do I want to be able to 
compare my results with 
national norms or other 
studies? 
Questionnaires that supply nationai or 
community norms or have been used in 
other studies have several advantages. 
National or community norms aliow re- 
searchers to compare the results from the 
group of respondents under s t~idy with 
those of a more general sample of youth. 
Tlius, researchers can determine if tile 
respondents in the sample have experi- 
enced more or less victimization than 
others. This can be helpful in terms of 
presenting your results to policymakers 
and funding agencies. Some scales also 
offer normative data for specific popula- 
tions, such as CPS clients, therapy ciients, 
or  juvenile offenders. Some examples 
of questionnaires with national norms 
are the National Crime Victimization 
Survey (Kindermann, Lynch, and 

Peer oniy 

Peer oniy 

Cantor. 1997). the Monitoring the  Future 
victimization questions (Wells and 
Rankin, 1995: Elliott, Uuizinga, and 
Ageton. 1985). and the Parent-Child ver- 
sion of the  Conflict Tactics Scales 
(Straus et al., 1998). Obtaining national 
norms is very expensive, however, and 
many well-constructed scales exist that 
do not offer normative data. Furthermore. 
because of the expense, many question- 
naires with national or community norms 
are briefer and more general screening 
instruments than questionnaires that do 
not provide norms. Previously developed 
questionnaires, especialiy those in wide 
usage, offer the advantage of being able 
to compare new fiiidings with eariier re- 
sults. This is often true even if  national 
norms are not available. In any situation 
in which longitudinal data are being col- 
lected, it is important to use the same 
questiomlaire (01-, at a nlinimum, very 
similar questionnaires) during each 
assessment. 

No 

I 
No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

By peer 
oniy 

4 
victlmi- 

i ration 
(plus 12 
social 

support) 

10 
(pius 5 

No 

i 

No 
I 

i prosociai 
1 behaviors) i 

5-6 

8-12 
(3-6th) 

Lifetime 

Lifetime 

No 

/ No 



A Review of Selected 
Questionnaires 
There has been a tremendous increase in 
the development of new questionnaires. 
Compared with 10 years ago. there are 
now numerous questionnaires that mea- 
sure various forms of child victimization. 
ranging from general questionnaires that 
measure exposure to community violence 
to specialized questionnaires that focus 
on specific types of victimization, such as 
child maltreatment or builying. Tables 1-6 
present representative questionnaires for 
the major forms of victimization. Research 
ers interested in using a questionnaire 
should contact the author or  publisher 
and request permission to do so. Some 
questionnaires are copyrighted. Contact 
information for the authors of the ques- 
tionnaires reviewed here is available in 
the articles cited in the tables. Web site 
addresses for two questionnaires are also 
provided in the tables. 

Community Exposure to 
Violence Questionnaires 
The most general questionnaires are 
those that ask about exposure to violence 
in a chiid's community. These question- 
naires were develoued in iuart because of 
increased concern about and awareness 
of children's exuosure to street crime. 
Thus, often the questions concentrate on 
different forms of physical assault and, 
typically, at least half of the questions ask 
whether a child has witnessed violence as 
opposed to directly experiencing violence. 
Because of their focus on street crime, 
many of these measures also contain 
questions about whether a child has been 
exposed to drug deals or witnessed ar- 
rests, both of which, strictly speaking, 
fall outside most definitions of violence. 
Many of these questionnaires have been 
used primarily with sampies of high-risk 
children who live in areas that are known 
to have above-average crime rates. 

These questionnaires have estabiished 
that a very large percentage of children 
have in fact, t>xpei-ienced and/or wit- 
nessed violence. Witnessing assault, in 
particular, is typically reported by a clear 
majority of children. with exposure rates 
often in the 85-percent range (e.g.. Hill and 
.lanes; 199i). Most community violence 
questionnarcs have shown good internal 
consistency and correlate with measures 
of depression, posttraumatic stress symp- 
toms, and behavioral problems. Their pri- 
mary disadvantages are the inadequate 

attention to violence by family and inti- 

understand terms such as "robbery" 

The most widely used community violence 
questionnaires are those developed by 
Richters, Martinez, and Valla (1990), Things 
I Have Seen and Heard (designed for first 
and second graders), and Richters and 
Martinez (1993), Survey of Children's Expo- 
sure to Violence (SCEV: designed for older 
children). The My Exposure to Violence 
(My ETVj questionnaire (Selner-O'Hagan et 
al., 1998) is a fairly new instrument that has 
been developed with careful attention to 
reliability and validity. For very young chil- 
dren, the Violence Exposure Scale for Chil- 
dren VFX) (Fox and Leavitt, 1995) has 
translated the questions typical of this 
class of questionnaires into cartoon-like 
drawings. For information on these and 
other community violence questionnaires, 
see table 1. 

Child Maltreatment 
Questionnaires 
Child maltreatment questionnaires focus 
on the types of victimization that are in- 
vestigated and treated by CPS agencies. 
These include physical abuse, sexual 
abuse. and negiect, although not all scales 
cover ail three forms of maltreatment. 
Assaults by caregivers are usually the fo- 
cus of these questionnaires, but sexuai 
assaults by noncaregivers may be in- 
cluded because these are also sometimes 
investigated by institutions investigating 
child maltreatment. 

Initially, there was some skepticism about 
whether caregivers would report their 
own use of violence against their chii- 
dren, but a number of nationai studies 
(e.g.. Straus and Gelles. 1990; Straus et al., 
1998) have established that carvsiver self- 
reports produce higher estimates of child 
maltreatment than official data from CI'S 
agencies, physicians, or police. There is 
some evidence, in fact ,  that parents will 
report more incidents of parent-to-child 
violence than children wili (e.2.. Grych, 
1998; Jouriles and Norwoocl. 1995; 
Kruttschnitt and Dornfeld, 1992). As 
with community exposure measures, 
the reliability and validity of many 
child maitreatment scales are well- 
established, The primary problem with 
most child maltreatment scales is one 
of interpretation. Because spanking and 
other forms of physical discipline are le- 
gal, it can be difficult to determine which 

questions clearly indicate physical mal- 
treatment. Neglect, which often is charac- 
terized by a pattern rather than by a 
single episode of inattention, has also 
proven to be hard to identify through self- 
reports. Sexual abuse is generally easier 
to identify because virtually any sexual 
contact between an adult and a child is 
considered abusive, but even that can be 
harder to distinguish with older adoles- 
cents who may be engaging in what they 
consider to be consensual acts. 

The most commonly used measure of 
physical assault by parents is the Conflict 
Tactics Scales, which has recently been 
revist'd to include questions on neglect 
and s ~ x u a l  abuse (Straus et al., 1998). 
This mt:asure was originally designed as  
a research tool, however, and its ph;.sical 
and psychological aggression questions 
d o  not map readily onto CPS categories. 
The Child Abuse Potential Inventory 
(Milner, 1986) is another very commonly 
used tool, but it focuses on stress and 
other correlates of abuse. rather than 
measuring maltreatment directly. Most 
other measures of child maltreatment are 
designe(l to gather ~nformation from 
adults about tht-ir own childhood histo- 
ries, altlrough some of these have been 
used with teens (see table 2). 

Sexual Assault 
Questionnaires 
Sexual assault questionnaires focus in 
depth on the many forms of sexual vic- 
timization, which include not only rape 
but also fondling, sexual harassment, 
and exposure to or involvement in por- 
nography Furthermore, most sexual 
assault questionnaires ask about a broad 
spectrum of coercive sexual behaviors, 
which can include the use of alcohol or  
drugs, threats to end a relationship, and 
physical assault and weapons to force a 
juvenile into sexual activity. These mea- 
sures have shown that rates of sexual 
assault are much higher than previously 
thought and that it is important to avoid 
the use of emotionally laden and stigma- 
tized terms like "rape" when seeking self- 
reports. The main difficulties with mea- 
suring sexual assault among children are 
the sensitive nature of the questions and 
the difficulty of asking about sexual ex- 
periences in a way that young children 
wili understand. 

There are few questionnaires that are de- 
signed to elicit information about children's 



Table 5: Witnessing Domestic Violence Questionnaires 

Tvoe of Victimization ASSPS.SP~ 

Community/ Famiiy Witnessing1 Number Age of Lifetime 
Property of Respondent* oryearly Incident 

lhreatr Crimest Questions* (Grade) Timeframe Data 

I 
School Pernetrator Indirect Sexual 
Assault of Abuse' Meavure 

Children's I'erception of 
interparentai Conflict 
Scale (Grych. Seid, and 
1;inch;ire. 199%) 

Violence Violence 

to-parent 

Parent- No 
to-parent 

48 1 7-21 
(4-7 per 

subscaie) 

Conflict Tactics Scales 
(CTSi-modiiicd for 

Lifetime 

No No 
(not as 

modified) 

Applicable 
(respond- 
ents were 

asked about 
typical level 
of confiict) 

33 
victimi- 
ration 

(6-12 per 
subscale) 

witnessing (Straus et ai., 
1996) 

6-20 

tamliy t.nvlronment 
Scale (Mooi and 
Moor, 1986) 

setting 
No I Home 

Most No 
family 

menibersl 

Note: Questlonnaiies are listed alphabeticaliy 

9 
relation- 

ship 
confiict 
(plus 81 
other 
family 

rttributes) 

+ 'Home setting" indicates that separate questions are asked about violence in the home. but i t  is not specified whether this is committed by stranger, 
nonstranger, or family perpetrator; "No" indicates that family violence is either specificaily excluded or would be an inappropriate response to the question (as in 
studies of peer violence). 

!Theft. vandaiism. household burglary, or similar crimes that do not invoive a personai assault on the victim. Robbery, which aiso involves threat or assauit, is 
not included in this category 

11-17 

:/ Number of screening questions for victimization that would be asked of all respondents. As the number of administered fallowup questions wili vary depending 
on a child's responses. these are not included in the total for those questionnaires that coiiect incident data. If a question about a farm of violence is repeated far 
different settings ( e g .  home. neighborhood, school) or level of exposure (e.g.. witnessing. experiencing). then the resulting total number of questions is given. 
Subscales of many questionnaires can be used individually, depending on the goais of the study. Subscaies do not necessariiy correspond to categories used in 
the tabie. 

9 TO facilitate comparison across scales, grade has been converted to age when age is not availabie. When a scale has been used more than once, all availabie 
age and grade information is presented. 
1 The Famiiy Environment Scale questions ask the respondent to state whether or not a pattern of conflict is true of most family members an most days and so 
presents a description of the average amount of canfiict that has been experienced-not a description of ali the incidents to which the respondent has been 
exposed. 

current experiences of sexual assault (see 
tabie 3). The questionnaire that is most 
commonly used with college-age youth and 
adults is the Sexual Experiences Survey 
(SES) (Koss and Oros, 1982). It has also 
been adapted for use with girls of high 
school age (Gidycz and Koss, 1989). Fin- 
kt:lhor3s (1979) series of questions have 
been used in many studies but primarily 
to obtain reports from adults about past 
experiences of sexual assault. Many studies 
have used one or two questions to obtain 
sexual assault histories. but it is known that 
such brief measures will produce lower 
rt:portcd rates po len  and Scannapieco, 
1999) ;rnd therefore should be avoided 

when possible. Nonetheless, many studies 
of sexual assault among juveniles have used 
such brief measures. Examples of such 

recognized as another important form of 
victimization and includes bullying, physi- 
cal assaults, emotional abuse. and sexual 
offenses. Gang-related assaults are another 
form of peer assault, but very little infornia- 
tion is available about the victims of gang 
assaults. There is no widely accepted stan- 
dard questionnaire in the relatively new 
peer victimization field. 'The Social Expcri- 
encc Questionniiire--Self Report (Crick ;md 
liigbec. 1998: Crick and Grotpeter. 1996) 
includes questions not only ahout physical 
victimization (for example. "How often d o  
you get hit by another kid at sclrool?") 
but also about re ia t i~~nal  victimization 
(for rxample, "How often does another 
kid say they won't like you unless you do 

et al., 1997). which surveyed girls as young 
as those in eighth grade, and thr National 
Survey of Family Growth (NSFG) (Abma, 
Driscoll, and Moore, 1998). which surveyed 
girls as young as age 15. 

Peer Victimization 
Questionnaires 
Assaults by peers or siblings are one of tire 
most common forms of violence against 
children. Peer victimization is increasingly 



Table 6: Multidimensional Questionnaires 

Type of Victimization Assessed 

Community1 Family Witnessing1 
School Pelpetrator lodirect Sexual 

Number Age of 
Property of Respondenl 

Lifetime 
or Yeariy Incident 

of Abuse* 

Generic 

Measure Assault rhreats Crimest 

sexual 
assault 

Childhood Experiences 
of Violence Questionnaire 
(Walsh and MacMillan. 
1999) 

Questions* 

i 2  Yes 

(Grade) 

Designed 
for 12-18 

Designed 
for 8-17 

12-16 

12-17 

12-17 

12-17 

10-16 

rimekame 

Lifetime 

Data 

Yes 

Violent 

Parent 
to-pare] 

'iolence 

Yes 

Specific 
perp 

Juveniie Victimization 
Questionnaire (JVQ) 
(Hamby and Finkelhor. 
1999); also at wwwunh. 
edu/ccrc/ 

Yes Yes Yes 37 
(5-8 per 
module) 

Yeariy 
(lifetime 
for rare 

victimiza- 
tions) 

Yes 

Specific 
p e w  

Longitudinal Studies on 
Child Abuse and Neglect 
(LONGSCAN) Question- 
naire (AmayaJackson 
et ai., 2000; Runyan et 
al.. 1998) 

Yes Yes Yes 66 
(2-26 
per 

domain) 

By 
parent 
only 

Yearly 
(and pre- 
and post- 
,iementary 
school) 

No Yes 

Yes Ex of 
specific 

perp 

National Crime Victimi- 
zation Survey (NCVS) 
(US. Department of 
.lustice. 1994) 

Yes Yes Yearly 

Specific 

perp 

National Survey of 
Adolescents- 
victimization questions 
(Kilpatrick et al., 2000) 

Yes Yes Yes With 
Neapon 

Lifetime Yes 

Specific 
perp 

National Youth Survey- 
victimization questions 
(Elliott, Huizinza, and 
Ageton, 198% Wells and 

Yes Yes Yearly 

Rankin. 1995) 1 
Speciiic 

p e v  

National Youth Victimi- 
ration Prevention 
Instrument (Finkelhor 
and Dzuiba-Leatherman, 
1994) 

Yes Peer oniy Lifetime! Yes 
(UP 

to 2) 

Note: Questionnaires are listed alphabetically. 

" "Generic" indicates that oniy general questions are asked about assauits and that family perpetrators are included oniy if the respondent thinks to do so. 
"Specific perp" indicates that separate questions are asked about family perpetrators. "Ex of specific perp' indicates that family perpetrators are inciuded as a list 
of possible perpetrators in a broader question. 

t Theft, vandalism. household burgiaiy or simiiar crimes that do not involve a peisonai assauit on the victim. Robbery, which aiso invoives threat or assault, is 
not inciuded in this category. 

i Number of screening questions for victimization that would be asked of ail respondents. As the number of administered failowup questions wiii vary depending 
on a chiid's responses. these are not included in the total for those questionnaires that coilect incident data. If a question about a form of vioience is repeated for 
different settings (e.g.. home, neighborhood, school) or level of exposure (e.g., witnessing, experiencing). then the resulting totai number of questions is given. 
Subscales of many questionnaires can be used individuaiiy depending on the goals of the study. Subscales do not necessarily correspond to categories used in 
the table. 

'i TO faciiitate comparison across scales. grade has been converted to age when age is not avaiiabie. When a scaie has been used more than once. ali availabie 
age and grade information is presented. 

*Date of occurrence obtained in foilowup questions and yeariy rates also computed. 



what they want y w  to tlo'."~). The I'ercep 
tions of I'ew Support Scale includes four 
questirnis o n  physical and emotional vic- 
tirniratioi~ a11d 1 1 ; s  b w n  r ~ ! d  with chil- 
dren i s  y(,i~ng as age i (Korllenderfer 
and l,itdd I Y l t i i :  i.add. Kor11endt:rfer. and 
Coir.man, 1947) ( s w  table 1). 

Witnessing Violence 
Questionnaires 
As mentioned above, most questionnaires 
on connnnnity exposure to violence in- 
clude questions on witnessing, in addition 
10 experit,nci~~g, violmce. Some of these 
qucstiorinair11:s also contain questions 
irl~out what is usually caiied "indirect ex- 
~rosnn? to violence, which includes such 
things as having a close family member 
assnulic~d, hut not when the child was 
physirally pwsent. 

One form of witnessing violence that is 
mrrently receiving a lot of attention is the 
witnessing of domestic violence. The ques- 
tionnaires concerning these issues focus 
on assaults between parents (or between a 
parent and a stepparent. boyfriend, or girl- 
triend) that occur when children are either 
physically present or can see or hear the 
violence. l'he partner violence version of 
the Conflict Tactics Scales (Straus et al.. 
1996) has been adapted to measure 
children's witnessing of violence and is 
the most commonly used measure in this 
field. It has been used with children as 
young as age 8 (Margoiin and John, 1997) 
and more commonly with children in 
sixth grade and above (e.g., DuKant et al.. 
1995; Kruttschnitt and Dornfeld. 1992; 
Rogers and Holmbeck, 1997) to collect 
data on witnessing violence between par- 
w t s .  Other measures of family conflict 
include the Family Environment Scale 
(Moos and Moos, 1986) and the Children's 
I'erception of Interparental Conflict Scale 
(Grych, Seid, and Fincham. 1992) (see 
ta l~le  5 ) .  

Multidimensional 
Questionnaires 
The newest trend in the development of 
juvenile victimization questionnaires is the 
creation of interviews and surveys that 
ask about a number of different forms of 
victimization. These multidimensional 
questionnaires have some important 

advantages. One advantage is the ability to 
learn about the overlap among forms of 
victimization. Another advantage is that 
multidiniensional questionnaires can do a 
better job than uniclimensional question- 
naires of identifying all of the victims i n  a 
group. For example, a questionnaire that 
asks only about sexual alnise will classify 
as  nonvictims those youth who have expe- 
rienced physical abuse or any other non- 
sexual victimization. The main disadvan- 
tage of this approach is that it requires 
more questions. 

The National Crime Victimization Survey 
(NCVS) is a well-known example of a mul- 
tidimensional survey. It has questions on 
both conventional crime victimization 
and sexual assault, and the newest ver- 
sion has improved the effort to identify 
family and acquaintance perpetrators. 
NCVS has some of the best nationally 
representative data available. It is a very 
complicated survey to administer, how- 
ever, and still tends to obtain reports 
primariiy abo~ i t  stereotypical criminal 
assaults. It also uses vocab~~la ry  and con- 
cepts that may be difficult for children to 
fully understand. l 'he  new (:hiiclliooci Ex- 
periences of Violerlce Questionnaire 
(Walsh and MacMiilan, 1999). in a series 
of 12 questions (with some followup), in- 
cludes items on peer victinlization, wit- 
nessing domestic violence, caregiver 
physical assault. and sexual assault. It is 
currently being tested in Canada. 

The comprehensive Juvenile Victimization 
Questionnaire (JVQ) (Hamby and Finkel- 
hor, 1999) covers the broadest range of 
victimizations. This questionnaire incli~des 
sections on conventional crime. child mal- 
treatment, peer victimization, sexual as- 
sault, and witnessing and indirect violence. 
It also includes a section on extraordinary 
or  catastrophic violence, including public 
shootings, hate crimes, terrorism. and 
other rare but very serious forms of 
violence. The sections can be used in- 
dividually or  together to prnvide a com- 
prehensive overview of victimization. The 
questionnaire is designed to correspond 
to conventional categories of crime and 
child maltreatment. It also is currently 
being tested in a number of studies. Table 
6 provides further information on multi- 
dimensional questionnaires. 

Conclusion 
Public awareness about the hiqh rates of 
victimization among children and adoles- 
cents has never been greater Conseauentiy. 
the demand is also high for good infdrma- ' 
tion about the extent and lorms of juvenile 
victimization. Professionals from a wide 
variety of fields (including social services, 
criminal justice, psyclio1o:y. and health) 
are now expected to participate in identify- 
ing victimization and develoi~ing effective 
intervention programs. 

Both the identification of incidents of vic- 
timization and the development of effec- 
tive interventions are greatly enhanced 
through the use of self-report question- 
naires. Many studies have shown that the 
use of a standard questionnaire will elicit 
more reports of victimization than infor- 
mal assessment and will clarify the mean- 
ings of these reports. Questionnaires also 
identify many more instances of victimiza- 
tion tliail official police or  CPS statistics. 

To choose an appropriate victimization 
instrument. you need to consider several 
issues. These include what type of victim- 
ization you want to measure, whether you 
plan to conduct interviews or want a self- 
administered questionnaire, whether you 
need results to correspond to official 
crime and child protection categories, 
what period of time you want to know 
about, what ages of children you want to 
survey, and whether you would like to 
compare your results with national 
norms. There are many questionnaires 
currently available from which to choose 
that should be suitable for many needs. 

For Further 
Information 
Many excellent books are available for 
those who are interested in learning more 
about issues of questionnaire design, de- 
velopment, and methodology. Many uni- 
versities also offer courses in survey 
methods, including summer workshops 
designed for professionals. The Univer- 
sity of Michigan's Institute for Social RP- 
search is one source for such workshops 
(wwwisrumich.edu). Below is a list of 
suggested readings: 

Anastasi. A,, and Urbina, S. 1997. t?qrho- 
logical Testing. 7th ed. Upper Saddle River, 
NJ: Prentice Hall. 



Dillman, D.A. 1978. Mail and Telephone 
Surveys: The Total Design Method. New 
York, NY: Wiiey. 

Salant, P., and Diilman, D.A. 1994. How To 
Conduct Your Own Suruey. New York, NY: 
Wiley. 

For further information about the mate- 
rial presented in this Bulletin or the 
Crimes against Children Research Center, 
contact: 

Crimes against Children Research Center 
University of New Hampshire 
Durham, NH 03824 
603-862-1888 
603-862-1 122 (fax) 
E-mail: sihamby@cisunix.unh.edu, 
david.finkelhor@unh.edu 
Internet: www.unh.edu/ccrc/ 
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