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A B S T R A C T

Purpose: Girls in the child welfare system are at high risk of revictimization in adolescence. The present
study compared two interventions designed to decrease revictimization in a diverse sample of adolescent
child welfareeinvolved girls. The social learning/feminist (SL/F) intervention focused on concepts derived
from social learning and feminist models of risk, such as sexism and beliefs about relationships. The risk
detection/executive function (RD/EF) intervention focused on development of specific executive function
abilities related to detecting and responding to risky situations/people.
Methods: Participants were randomized to RD/EF (n ¼ 67) or SL/F intervention (n ¼ 67). A group of youth
(n ¼ 42) engaged in the research assessments only. Participants (n ¼ 180) were assessed before intervention,
immediately after intervention, 2 months after intervention, and 6 months after intervention. We examined
revictimization (the presence/absence of sexual or physical assault in any relationship) over time.
Results: Adolescent girls in the RD/EF condition were nearly five times less likely to report sexual revic-
timization compared with girls in the no-treatment group. A trend suggested that girls who participated in
the SL/F intervention were 2.5 times less likely to report sexual revictimization relative to the no-treatment
group. For physical revictimization, the odds of not being physically revictimized were three times greater in
the SL/F condition and two times greater in the RD/EF condition compared with the no-treatment group.
Conclusions: The active interventions did not differ significantly from one another in rates of revictim-
ization, suggesting that practitioners have at least two viable options to engage high-risk youth in revic-
timization prevention.

� 2015 Society for Adolescent Health and Medicine. All rights reserved.

Revictimization (RV)dthe occurrence of two or more in-
stances of violence perpetrated by different peopledposes enor-
mous criminal justice andpublic health problems. Girls previously

exposed to violence (particularly thosewho are now in foster care)
are at high risk of RV in adolescence [1e6]. In turn, RV in adoles-
cence places girls at high risk for additional intimate partner
violence in adulthood [7]. In adulthood, the criminal justice (e.g.,
Tennessee Economic Council onWomen, 2006) and public health
costs [8] resulting from intimate partner violence are staggering.
Therefore, preventing RV in adolescence is one of the best ways to
decrease long-term criminal justice and public health costs.

Most interventions with teens have focused on primary
prevention (i.e., prevention in teens not previously exposed to
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violence) of physical (usually not sexual) dating violence [9].
Further, little is known about the specific mechanisms that
underlie RV risk [1]. Therefore, research is urgently needed to
target interventions for high-risk groups, such as teen girls
from the child welfare system; rigorously test interventions
grounded in RV research; and advance theory on the mecha-
nisms that underlie RV. To that end, the present study tested
two interventions that took theoretically distinct approaches
to the problem of RV in a sample of adolescent girls from the
child welfare system. This study offers an important opportu-
nity to evaluate two different underlying RV intervention
theories.

Two theoretically different approaches to revictimization
intervention

Two prominent approaches address how girls exposed to
abuse may be at increased risk of RV. One is grounded in social
learning and feminist (SL/F) theory and the other in risk detec-
tion and executive function (RD/EF) perspectives (see Table 1 for
overview of processes and intervention targets). From the SL/F
perspective, children exposed to violence (directly by caregivers
and/or indirectly by witnessing violence between caregivers)
may learn that violent tactics are acceptable and effective [10].
Further, they may fail to learn social and coping skills, leading to
interpersonal problems and conflict in later relationships [11].
Childhood violence exposure may also lead to negative expec-
tations that relationships involve harm [12,13]. Youth may also
learn overly rigid gender roles from maltreating caregivers that
result in expectancies of harm towomen and inequities in power
between partners [14]. Grounded in SL/F perspectives, Wolfe
et al. [10,14] developed the Youth Relationships Manual, one of
the only programs rigorously evaluated to address RV in teen
dating relationships. The curriculum targets four broad cate-
gories of skills: (1) understanding power in relationship
violence; (2) developing skills to build healthy relationships
and recognize/respond to abuse in relationships; (3) developing
skills to respond to societal influences and pressures that can

lead to violence; and (4) increasing competency through social
action [10].

The RD/EF perspective is based on the literature on sexual
RV risk, which has focused on risk detection (RD) abilities. RD
involves noticing and responding to external (e.g., a dating
partner’s threatening behaviors) and internal (e.g., one’s own
feelings of fear or discomfort) danger cues in intimate re-
lationships [15]. Studies have demonstrated that sexually
revictimized women compared with their peers take signifi-
cantly longer to indicate that a man is inappropriate in an audio
scenario [16,17], as well as to detect violations of social and
safety rules [18].

RD abilities require a range of cognitive skills that are
collectively referred to as executive functions (EFs), including the
ability to shift, inhibit, and focus attention; maintain focus in the
face of distracting information; updating new information in the
working memory system; think flexibly about potential solu-
tions; and plan and initiate actions. Research links child victim-
ization to EF deficits [13,19], suggesting that addressing EF
abilities may be important in interventions focusing on RD.
Interventions with adolescents (not specific to RV) point to the
potential usefulness of targeting EFs using mindfulness-based
approaches [20].

Revictimization prevention curricula tested in present study

We modified the SL/F curriculum from [10] empirically sup-
ported manual to streamline the intervention from 18 to 12
sessions to address concerns about keeping child welfare youth
engaged in a weekly intervention for 4.5 months given place-
ment and other instabilities. We settled on 12 sessions based on
the [20] manual on which the RD/EF intervention was partially
based. We retained core social skill training, relationship
perception, and societal awareness components. We removed
social action components that focused on learning about services
and agencies (see [21] for specific changes).

The newly formulated RD/EF curricula were based on [16]
two-session intervention for college students, which focused

Table 1
Processes underlying the two theoretical approaches to revictimization and associated intervention targets

Approach Process Intervention target

Social learning/feminist Violent tactics are acceptable and even effective routes to
resolving conflict.

Understanding power and its role in relationship violence.

Problems in assertiveness and communication skills. Develop skills to build healthy relationships and to recognize
and respond to abuse in their own relationships.Develop expectations that relationships will include harm.

Socialization of gender roles and sexism that support power
discrepancies and violence.

Understand the societal influences and pressures that can lead
to violence; develop skills to respond.

RD/EF Fail to notice external danger cues (e.g., something in the
environment, such as the expression on another person).

Increase EF to the environment (directing attention).

Fail to notice internal danger cues (e.g., one’s own feelings of
fear).

Increase EF to emotions; improve emotion labeling/awareness.

Notice cue(s), but fail to maintain and use this information or
become distracted; thus, multiple danger cues seem
disconnected and unrelated.

Increase EF (working memory, interference control).

Notice danger and know what to do, but fail to change or inhibit
current behaviors.

Increase EF (set shifting; inhibition).

Notice danger, but have difficulty generating possible
behavioral responses.

Increase EF (cognitive flexibility); increase knowledge of
possible responses.

Have difficulty planning or initiating a response. Increase EF (planning); Practice generating ways to respond.
Nonspecific processes

(common to both
approaches)

Violence in intimate relationships viewed as acceptable. Decrease acceptability of dating violence.
Deficits in assertiveness skills increase conflict and aggression in

intimate relationships.
Increase assertiveness skills.

EF ¼ executive function; RD ¼ risk detection.
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