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The United States is undergoing a historical racial and ethnic demographic shift.There is limited criminological research exploring
if and how these changes influence variation in the relationship between routine activity theory and adolescent violence. Although
the link between routine activities and victimization has been tested and well established, criminologists have questioned if routine
activities can explain adolescent violence across different social contexts. Prior research demonstrates that there are potential
nuances in the theoretical connections between routine activities and victimization, particularly when considering race and
ethnicity. This study builds on previous research by questioning if the elements of routine activities predict victimization across
predominately urban, rural, and suburban schools.The implications of the relevance of school context in the relationships between
routine activities and adolescent victimization will also be discussed more generally.

1. Introduction

Routine activity theory is often utilized to investigate the
insulating and risk factors linked to adolescent victimization.
In essence, routine activities consider the characteristics
of both offenders and victims and/or the characteristics
of the space in which offenders and victims are likely
to interact and consequently linked to the likelihood of
criminal and delinquent activities [1–3]. Adolescents in the
USA experience increased risk of criminal victimization,
which typically occurs in schools where adolescents spend
a significant portion of their lives [4, 5]. Understanding the
factors linked to school victimization is imperative because
schools are institutions where adolescent socialization takes
place. Criminological research has repeatedly demonstrated
that routine activity theory is an appropriate and effective
theoretical framework that can explicate the occurrence of
adolescent victimization at school [6, 7]. Recent findings,

however, suggest distinctive nuances associated with race and
ethnicity in the relationship between routine activities and
school victimization [8].

Routine activities theorists have argued that sociodemo-
graphic differences (e.g., race, ethnicity, gender, and socioe-
conomic status) in victimization may be associated with dis-
tinct role expectations and structural constraints occurring
in the USA [2, 9]. In other words, social and cultural norms
might be associated with individuals’ behaviors and daily
routines that may lead an individual toward increased or
decreased exposure to crime, violence, and victimization.
Cohen and colleagues [2] stressed the importance of applying
lifestyle and routine activities theories in violence research.
They argued that “socio-demographic characteristics are
important, because the resulting lifestyle similarity is likely
to bring potential offenders and potential victims into direct
contact more often than when such characteristics are not
shared” ([2], page 509).
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It is also evident that school districts in the USA are
undergoing a major demographic shift. According to the US
Census Bureau [10], it is projected that, within twenty-five
years, racial and ethnic minorities will represent more than
half of the total youth population. Thus, understanding the
significance of sociodemographic factors in relationship to
school victimization is critical. A recent study by Peguero
and colleagues [8] found distinctive racial and ethnic nuances
in the relationship between routine activities and adoles-
cent school victimization. For instance, academic and sport
school routines were found to be potential risks factors for
adolescent school victimization for Latino Americans and
Asian Americans but not for white Americans [8]. Because
sociodemographic characteristics are important aspects of
routine activities, investigating the role of race and ethnicity
in the relationship between routine activities and adolescent
victimization in school is warranted.

Criminology research also reveals racial and ethnic dif-
ferences in the perceptions of criminal offense, criminal
justice responses, and victimization. Interestingly, Peterson
et al. [11] argued that “current work (criminological research)
often fails to consider how race and ethnicity are themselves
central organizing principles within and across societies”
(page 1). It is also apparent that school context of violence
and the associated school characteristics (e.g., poverty and
school size) among urban, rural, and suburban schools are
distinct [4, 12–14]. Context and sociodemographics matter
in the occurrence of victimization, and the current study
extends the literature on routine activities and adolescent
violence by examining victimization in urban, rural, and
suburban schools. This study first discusses the conceptual
link between routine activities and adolescent school victim-
ization, followed by a review of research on the important
role of context and sociodemographics in understanding
the relevance of routine activities in relation to adolescent
school victimization. Data are drawn from the Educational
Longitudinal Study of 2002 (ELS), a nationally representa-
tive stratified sample of 10,440 tenth grade adolescents in
580 public schools, and hierarchal generalized linear model
(HGLM) techniques are employed. Findings indicating racial
and ethnic variations in the relationships between routine
activities and adolescent victimization across distinct school
contexts are presented, and implications for practice, policy,
and research are discussed.

2. Routine Activities and Adolescent
Victimization at School

Routine activity theory proposes that victimization stems
from the “recurrent and prevalent activities” that individuals
are involved in their daily lives. It is through an individual’s
routines and activities that influence his or her risk of being
victimized [1–3] Routine activity theory suggests that there
are three key spatial and temporal elements for violence or
crime to occur: (a) suitable target, (b) guardianship, and
(c) presence of motivated offenders. Hence, the presence of
any one of these spatial and temporal factors increases the
likelihood of victimization. Utilizing routine activity theory
to research adolescent victimization at school is appropriate

because, as in communities, students, faculty, staff, and
administrators are involved in common activities, routines,
and symbiotic interactions that influence one another and
connect all school participants [6, 15, 16]. Thus, for the pur-
poses of this study, adolescents’ school routine activities, such
as student government, school newspaper, clubs, sports, and
misbehavior,might be playing a role in shaping the likelihood
of victimization within school. In addition, research also
demonstrates that the school context (i.e., urban, rural, and
suburban) and sociodemographics (i.e., race and ethnicity)
may matter in our understanding of the relationship between
routine activities and adolescent school victimization.

Within a routine activities framework, adolescents’
school routines and activities may be associated with ado-
lescent’s risk of victimization at school by influencing the
motivated offender’s perceptions of the student as a “suitable
victim” and by shaping the level of guardianship the adoles-
cent receives while on school grounds. The perception as a
“suitable victim” and the level of guardianship provided by the
school may vary by type of school routines and activities the
adolescent participates in. Participation in school routine and
activities such as school government, band, clubs, and sports
should protect students because of the number of adults
present (i.e., guardianship). As Wilcox et al. [7] suggest that
“even though structured before- and after-school activities
are supervised by adults, the relative amount of supervision
available can be much less than during normal school hours
(i.e., hallways, locker rooms, etc., are typically left unattended
while extracurricular activities are ongoing in particular areas
of the school or grounds)” (page 248). Felson (1986) purports
that “conventional activities can tie down delinquents, but
they can also hamstring potential handlers and guardians.
Sometimes they bring offender and target together, assemble
accomplices, or facilitate transgressions at proximate times
and places, after the adults have gone home” (page 125).
Therefore, adolescents’ school routines and activities may not
be the protective factor it has been theorized to be because
of the reduction in the level of guardianship provided by
the school administrators and the increased exposure and
proximity to motivated offenders as a result of being on
campus during off-hours.

Peguero and colleagues [8, 17, 18] found that distinct
school routines and activities (e.g., academic, sport, club, and
misbehavior) are associated with different types of victim-
ization. For instance, adolescents who participate in school-
based sports have a decreased risk of criminal victimization,
whereas students who participate in academically based
extracurricular activities (e.g., school newspaper and govern-
ment) are at an increased risk [8, 17, 19]. In other words,
depending on the particular school routine and activity, the
likelihood of victimization is associated with how the school
routine and activity shape themotivated offender’s perception
of the adolescents’ suitability as a target, whether the school-
based routine or activity takes the adolescent to potentially
dangerous places within the school, and whether capable
adults are present (Astor et al., 1999 [20]) [6–8, 17].

2.1. The Potential Significance of School Context, Race, and
Ethnicity. School urbanicity can influence the relationship
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between school routines, activities, and victimization. Al-
though there is extensive research that examined adolescent
violence occurring in urban schools (Durán, 2013) [4, 5, 13, 14,
21–24], there is a dearth of research that compares the factors
associated with adolescent school routine activities and vic-
timization across urban, rural, and suburban school contexts.
Examining the potential distinctions across contexts in the
relationship between routine activities and victimization
is warranted because the characteristics of urban, rural,
and suburban schools are significantly different. In general,
urban schools will have more problems with violence and
victimization because these schools are embedded within
communities with higher rates of crime, violence, poverty,
unemployment, and disorganization (Durán, 2012) [12, 14,
21–26]. It is also evident that there are limited resources
available for urban schools to support extracurricular activi-
ties, programs that improve school climates and policies that
ensure safe learning environments for students [5, 23]. On
the contrary, suburban schools are often characterized as
safer, better organized, affluent, having increased access to
resources, and with increased communal bonds [21, 22, 26].
In addition, urban schools often have high concentration
of low-income and racial and ethnic minorities [21, 22,
26]. There is emerging research that suggests that rural
schools also have similar characteristics as urban schools
but consist of predominately low-income and white Amer-
icans [21, 22, 26, 27]. More specifically, in relationship to
the elements of routine activities within school, research
indicates that involvement in school routines, engagement in
misbehavior, and levels of school security and disorder vary
across urban, rural, and suburban schools. What remains
uncertain is how the relationship between routine activities
and adolescent school victimization differs across school
contexts.

Prior research also revealed that the association between
being a suitable target for school victimization is mod-
erated by race and ethnicity. Peguero and colleagues [8]
suggest that school-based sports are an insulating factor
for white American adolescents but a potential risk factor
for Latino American and Asian American adolescents. The
researchers also found that academic routines and activities
are a potential risk factor specifically for racial and ethnic
minority adolescents [8]. Although there are racial and ethnic
differences with regards to adolescents’ engagement in school
routines and activities as well as the type of activity, what
remains unknown is if and how involvement in school-based
academic, sport, and club activities is associated with being
a suitable target for adolescent victimization across urban,
rural, and suburban school contexts.

There is a symbiotic relationship between engagement
in school-based misbehavior and victimization [6, 7, 28].
It is also plausible that the relationship between school-
based misbehavior and victimization is moderated by race
and ethnicity. Research demonstrates that engagement in
misbehavior is a risk factor for school victimization for all
racial and ethnic groups [8, 25, 29].Moreover, the researchers
also noted that the strength of the association between
school misbehavior and victimization varied among racial
and ethnic groups. Although it appears that there are little

racial and ethnic differences in the relationship between
misbehavior and school victimization, it is unclear whether
school-based misbehaviors are associated with adolescent
victimization across urban, rural, and suburban school
contexts.

Increasing guardianship and security has been a com-
mon response to school victimization [23, 30, 31]. How-
ever, whether increased school guardianship is an effective
solution to school victimization is a matter of debate [7,
8, 28, 30]. In recent years, there has been a growing trend
of increasing school security in public schools by increas-
ing police presence as well as more punitive responses to
adolescent school-based misbehaviors (e.g., zero tolerance).
An increasing number of public high schools have police
officers, armed security guards, metal detectors, surveillance
cameras, and random searches (Bracy, 2011 [32]) [23, 30,
31]. Although there is an increasing trend to implement
securitymeasures across public schools, researchers have also
contended that the number of school security measures is
significantly higher in urban schools (Bracy, 2011 [32]) [23,
31]. Although the link between school security and adolescent
victimization is found to be inconsistent across studies, it
remains unknown if the relationship between school security
and adolescent victimization varies across urban, rural, and
suburban contexts.

Schools with high levels of social disorder are indeed
associated with increased likelihood of victimization due to
adolescents’ proximity to the motivated offenders (Burrow
and Apel, 2008 [34]) [4, 8, 12–14, 33]. Racial and ethnic
segregation within communities may be associated with
poverty and crime rates [11, 35]. Because schools mirror
the communities which they serve, racial and ethnic seg-
regation in school may also be linked to increased school
violence and victimization. As noted, there appears to be
an association between school disorder, school victimization,
and urbanicity. Urban schools with high levels of disorder
often place racial and ethnic minorities at increased risk
of victimization [13, 14, 21, 22]. Although there may be
parallels between urban schools, increased social disor-
der and victimization, what remains unknown is if and
how school disorder is associated with the likelihood of
adolescent victimization across urban, rural, and suburban
contexts.

3. Current Study

As previously mentioned, routine activity theory is an appro-
priate framework for understanding school-based victimiza-
tion; however, it remains unknown if this theory can elucidate
adolescent victimization across distinct urban, rural, and
suburban school contexts. With a rapidly growing racial and
ethnic minority population in the USA, should the changing
demographic landscape be more central to criminological
research? As suggested by previous research, race and ethnic-
ity is a moderating factor in the relationship between routine
activities and school victimization. Thus, the central focus
of this study is to examine whether routine activity theory
explains school victimization across distinct urban, rural, and
suburban school contexts.
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4. Method
Data for this research is drawn from the Educational Lon-
gitudinal Study (ELS), a longitudinal survey administered
by the Research Triangle Institute (RTI), which is affiliated
with the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) of
the US Department of Education. The ELS is designed to
monitor the transition of a national sample of adolescents as
they progress from tenth grade through twelfth grade and on
to postsecondary education and/or employment. These data
include information about the backgrounds and experiences
of adolescents, their parents and teachers, and descrip-
tions of the schools. ELS data also provides “mappings” to
additional external datasets such as the Common Core of
Data (CCD). The CCD is the US Department of Educa-
tion’s primary database on public elementary and secondary
education, which provides much of school level data (e.g.,
proportion of Latino Americans, black/African Americans,
and Asian Americans, and white Americans enrolled in
school).

This study utilized the baseline year of the survey and
focused on 12,040 public school students in the ELS sample.
Students who did not identify themselves as black/African
American, Latino American, Asian American, and white
American were omitted, which reduced the sample to 11,320
students. The omission of many of the key variables required
for the analysis from the abbreviated form of the student
questionnaires led to the exclusion of an additional 880 cases
and created the final subsample of 10,440 cases in 580 schools
for this analysis. The ELS also includes imputed values (via
sequential hot deck imputation) for certain key variables,
including family socioeconomic status and student test scores
(Ingels et al., 2007) [36]. Therefore, this study imputed these
values in the analyses. For other missing data for variables
not imputed by the ELS, this study implemented the “impute”
command in STATA that organizes cases by patterns of
missing data and then runs regressions to determine the
predicted values. This study incorporated sample weights to
the analyses to account for unequal probabilities of selection
and to adjust for nonresponses. These data are especially
appropriate for this study in that they allow for an exam-
ination of school routines and activities, school contexts,
race and ethnicity, and the incidence of school victimization.
Results are based on nonlinear hierarchical generalized linear
modeling (HGLM) regression analyses. Descriptive statistics
are reported in Table 1.

4.1. School-Based Victimization. Students were asked if they
had been exposed to various forms of victimization at
school during the 2001-2002 academic year. School-based
victimization was measured by three items that include (1)
someone threatened to hurtme at school, (2) someone hitme,
and (3) someone used strong-arm or forceful methods to get
money or things from me.

Students indicated whether they were a victim of the
aforementioned crimes at school by answering either “never,”
“once or twice,” or “more than twice.” Dichotomizing school-
based victimization data is a common practice because
incident victimization data are highly skewed, which may
be due to how rare criminal victimization is, particularly

multiple criminal victimizations. Hence, the measure of
school-based victimization was dichotomized to indicate
whether the adolescent was a victim of violence.

4.2. School-Based Routine and Activities. Based on previous
research [7, 8, 19], four categories of school-based routine
and activities are constructed: academic, sport, club, and
misbehavior.

School-based academic routine and activities (Cronbach’s
𝛼 = .91) is a count index that was constructed by counting
the number of the affirmative responses to five activities
adolescents engage in, such as (1) band, orchestra, chorus, or
choir, (2) school play or musical, (3) student government, (4)
academic- (or achievement-) related honor society, and (5)
school yearbook, newspaper, or literary magazine.

School-based sport routine and activities (Cronbach’s 𝛼 =
.93) is a count index that was constructed by counting the
number of the affirmative responses to eight interscholastic
sport activities adolescents engage in, such as (1) baseball, (2)
softball, (3) basketball, (4) football, (5) soccer, (6) cheerlead-
ing/drill team, (7) other team sports, and (8) individual sport.

School-based club routine and activities (Cronbach’s 𝛼 =
.88) is a count index that was constructed by counting the
number of the affirmative responses to four club activities
adolescents engage in, such as (a) service club, (b) school
club, (c) hobby club, and (d) vocational education club or
vocational student organization.

School-based routine and activities are behaviors that
violate school rules but do not necessarily constitute criminal
statutes, such as cutting/skipping class, fighting, getting
suspended, and other similar behaviors [6–8, 13, 14, 17, 33]. In
other words, school-based misbehavior does not necessarily
involve behaviors that are illegal but behaviors that are
likely to be disruptive to the school environment or result
in punishment. School-based misbehavior is a total sum
index consisting of five items during the current year (0 =
never, 1 = 1-2 times, 2 = more than twice): (a) cutting or
skipping classes, (b) getting into a physical fight at school, (c)
getting into trouble for not following school rules, (d) school
suspension, (e) suspension or probation, and (f) transferred
to another school for disciplinary reasons. The range for
school misbehavior (Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .80) is from 0 to 10,
with higher values representing greater levels of school-based
misbehavior.

4.3. School Security. Similar to previous studies [7, 8], a
school security index was constructed by counting the num-
ber of times school administrators affirmatively responded to
the following questions with regards to the implementation
of security measures in their schools: (1) control access to
school buildings during school hours, (2) control access to
school grounds during school hours, (3) require students to
pass through metal detectors each day, (4) perform one or
more random metal detector checks on students, (5) close
the campus for most students during lunch, (6) use one or
more random dog sniffs to check for drugs, (7) perform one
or more random sweeps for contraband, (8) require clear
book bags or ban book bags on school grounds, (9) require
students to wear badges or picture IDs, (10) require faculty
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics for study variables.

Variables Range Urban schools Rural schools Suburban schools Total
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Student level
Dependent

Adolescent victimization 0-1 .31 (.46) .35 (.47) .34 (.47) .33 (.47)
Routine activities

School-based academic 0–5 .47 (.81)∗ .62 (.87)∗ .54 (.85) .54 (.85)
School-based sport 0–8 .81 (1.28)∗ 1.09 (1.29)∗ 1.03 (1.32) .84 (1.18)
School-based club 0–4 .33 (.72)∗ .43 (.72)∗ .39 (.73) .38 (.73)
School-based misbehavior 0–10 1.60 (1.92)∗ 1.28 (1.79) 1.34 (1.79) 1.40 (1.83)

Race and ethnicity
Black/African American 0-1 .26 (.44)∗ .09 (.29)∗ .13 (.33) .16 (.36)
Latino American 0-1 .26 (.43)∗ .07 (.25)∗ .16 (.36) .17 (.37)
Asian American 0-1 .17 (.38)∗ .03 (.17)∗ .12 (.32) .11 (.32)
White American 0-1 .30 (.45)∗ .80 (.39)∗ .60 (.49) .57 (.50)

Student characteristics
Male 0-1 .49 (50) .49 (.50) .50 (.50) .49 (.50)
Educational achievement 21.50–79.94 47.64 (10.10)∗ 50.43 (9.47) 50.35 (10.08) 49.62 (10.03)
Family socioeconomic Status −2.11–1.98 −.19 (.73)∗ −.09 (.64)∗ −.01 (.72) −.08 (.71)
Family structure (two parent/guardian) 0-1 .69 (.46)∗ .79 (.40) .78 (.41) .75 (.43)
Parental involvement 0–8 4.67 (2.96)∗ 5.17 (2.79) 5.15 (2.70) 5.02 (2.79)

School level
Security 0–11 3.54 (2.68)∗ 3.50 (1.95)∗ 3.63 (2.27) 3.58 (2.33)
Extra security for activities 0-1 .93 (.20) .83 (.37)∗ .97 (.17)∗ .93 (.25)
Social disorder 0–19 13.43 (1.37)∗ 11.95 (1.76)∗ 12.93 (1.63) 12.84 (1.68)
School characteristics

Poverty 0–100 34.45 (20.31)∗ 20.95 (15.85) 21.60 (17.11) 25.03 (18.71)
Size 50–4,630 1782.77 (757.97)∗ 984.61 (898.72)∗ 1394.70 (759.20) 1410.51 (839.52)
Percent black/African American students 0–100 30.87 (.29)∗ 10.17 (.16)∗ 15.37 (.22) 18.51 (.24)
Percent Latino American students 0–98 23.15 (.25)∗ 7.05 (.16)∗ 12.25 (.20) 14.11 (.21)
Percent Asian American students 0–81 7.51 (.12)∗ 2.33 (.07)∗ 5.01 (.11) 5.10 (.10)
Percent white American students 0–100 37.72 (.29)∗ 78.38 (.24)∗ 65.72 (.29) 60.79 (.32)

∗

𝑃 ≤ .05.
Significance tests are based on chi-square tests (for dummy variables) andWelch’s t-tests (for continuous variables), and verified with nonparametricWilcoxon-
Mann-Whitney tests.

and staff to wear badges or picture IDs, and (11) use one or
more security cameras to monitor the school. The security
count index (Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .85) ranges from 0 to 11 with
higher scores indicating greater school guardianship.

Extra school security for selected school activities (e.g.,
athletic and social events, open houses, science fairs, etc.)
is a dichotomous variable from the school administrator
questionnaire. It is a measure of the school’s level of extra
guardianship during school-based extracurricular activities.

4.4. Social Disorder. Similar to previous studies [6, 8, 14,
33], proximity to motivated student offenders measure is
constructed by summing how often school administrators
reported whether each of the following was or was not a
problem in their schools: (1) tardiness, (2) absenteeism, (3)
class cutting, (4) physical conflicts, (5) robbery or theft, (6)
vandalism, (7) use of alcohol, (8) use of illegal drugs, (9)
students under the influence of drugs/alcohol while at school,

(10) the sale of drugs on campus, (11) possession of weapons,
(12) racial-ethnic tensions, (13) student bullying, (14) gang
activities, (15) physical abuse of teachers, (16) verbal abuse
of teachers, (17) student acts of disrespect for teachers, (18)
gang activities, and (19) undesirable cult or extremist group
activities. The range for this measure (Cronbach’s 𝛼 = .83) is
from 0 to 19, with higher values representing higher levels of
school disorder.

4.5. Urbanicity. School urbanicity reflects the school location
as indicated in the source data for sampling, the CCD. School
urbanicity is represented as a three category variable (i.e.,
urban, suburban, and rural). As designated by the CCD,
urban is measured as school located in a large or midsize
central city; rural is measured as school located in a rural
area, either inside or outside a metropolitan statistical area;
and suburban is measured as a school located in a large or
small town or is at the urban fringe of a large or midsize city.
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4.6. Race and Ethnicity. Race and ethnicity are reported
by students. The sample for these analyses included 1,630
black/African American, 1,730 Latino American, 1,190 Asian
American, and 5,890 white American public school students.
Racial and ethnic minority groups are oversampled in ELS
to obtain a sufficient representation for statistical analyses. In
turn, the sample weights used in these analyses are calculated
by NCES to compensate for the sampling design and for
nonresponse bias (see NCES, 2004) [37]. As noted, the
CCD provides the information for the proportion of Latino
American, Asian American, black/African American, and
white American within a school separately.

4.7. Student and School Characteristics. Previous studies
have established that student (i.e., gender, educational
achievement, family socioeconomic status, family structure,
and family involvement) and school (i.e., poverty, size,
locale, and physical disorder) characteristics were associated
with school victimization and/or the school experiences of
racial and ethnic minorities [4, 6, 7, 12–14, 17, 33, 38–
40]. Thus, these control measures were included in this
study.

Gender is coded as male or female based on the ado-
lescent’s self-report of their biological sex. Female gender
serves as the reference group. Educational achievement is
measured using the standardized measure developed by RTI
andNCES. ELS included a reading andmath composite score
based on standardized tests developed by the Educational
Testing Service (ETS). The composite score is the average
of the math and reading standardized scores, restandard-
ized to a national mean of 50.0 and standard deviation
of 10. The NCES preconstructed measure of socioeconomic
status is a standardized (𝑧-score) variable based on five
equally weighted, standardized components: father’s/male
guardian’s education, mother’s/female guardian’s education,
family income, father’s/male guardian’s occupational prestige,
and mother’s/female guardian’s occupational prestige. Family
structure is a dichotomous variable that measures whether
two parents/guardians are present in the adolescent’s house-
hold. A single parent/guardian household serves as the refer-
ence group. Family involvement is an eight-item-count index
that measures how active the adolescent’s parents/guardians
are in his or her education. The items are (a) checking
homework, (b) helpingwith homework, (c) discussing school
courses, (d) discussing school activities, (e) discussing topics
studied in class, (f) discussing grades, (g) discussing transfer-
ring, and (h) discussing college attendance. The count index
ranges from 0 to 8, in which higher scores indicates higher
levels of family involvement.

School poverty is measured by the proportion of students
within each school who were receiving free or reduce-
priced lunches. School size is measured by the total stu-
dent enrollment of the school. School locale is measured
by whether the school was located in an urban, rural, or
suburban (reference category) location. Independent NCES
researchers recorded the prevalence of the school’s physical
disorder based on 15 physical indicators of disorder (e.g.,
graffiti on the walls/doors/ceilings, classroom broken lights,
graffiti on desks, etc.).

4.8. Analytic Strategy. Since the ELS was designed as a
cluster sample in which schools are sampled with unequal
probability and the students are sampled or “nested” within
these selected schools, the subsample of the ELS violates the
assumption of independent observations. Considering the
nested structure of the ELS (i.e., students within schools),
multilevel modeling was an appropriate analytic tool for this
study [41]. HLM 7 was utilized to analyze the multilevel
relationships between routine activities and school victimiza-
tion. As presented in Table 1, because the dependent variable,
school victimization, is a dichotomous variable, HGLM was
utilized. All Level 1 (student) and Level 2 (school) predictors
have been centered on their group means. This allowed us to
examine the probability of victimization within each school.
This approach can facilitate an interpretation of the grand
intercept as the probability that the average student will be
victimized within each school while controlling for other
relevant student and school variables. The models in this
study explicitly recognize that individuals within a particular
school may be more similar to one another than individuals
in another school and thereforemay not provide independent
observations.

The processes of the analyses included several steps. First,
since school context and urbanicity are central to this study,
Table 1 presents the differences between potential factors
linked to school-based victimization, routine and activities,
and other variables for this study across urban, rural, and
suburban school contexts. Table 2 displays the HGLM results
of the relationships and interactions between routine and
activities, school victimization, race, ethnicity, and other
relevant factors in urban, rural, and suburban schools. In
Model 2, school-based victimizationwas regressed on routine
activities measures. In Model 2, race, ethnicity, and other
student- and school-related control variables were added to
the analysis. In Model 3, the interactions between school-
based routines and activities (i.e., academic, sport, club,
and misbehavior) and race and ethnicity were analyzed.
These analytical steps were implemented across rural and
suburban school contexts and are presented in Tables 3 and
4, respectively.

5. Results

5.1. Descriptive Statistics. As presented in Table 1, 33% of the
adolescents in this sample reported having been victimized at
school, and 31% of adolescents in urban schools and 35% of
adolescents in rural schools reported experiencing victimiza-
tion. In relation to routine activities measures, adolescents in
urban schools had the lowest levels of academic, sport, and
club involvement at school; on the other hand, adolescents
in urban schools had the highest level of misbehavior.
Descriptive statistics also indicated that adolescents in urban
schools had lower levels of being in two-parent/guardian
family structures and parental involvement than their rural
and suburban counterparts. At the school level, urban and
rural schools had lower levels of security than their suburban
counterparts. Rural schools had the lowest level of extra
security for activities. Urban schools had the highest levels
of social disorder, while rural schools had the lowest levels.
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Table 2: Hierarchical generalized linear model effects (standard errors) and odds ratio for adolescent victimization in urban schools.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
𝛽 (SE) OR 𝛽 (SE) OR 𝛽 (SE) OR

Within urban schools
Routine activities

School-based academic .034 (.068) 1.035 .045 (.070)∗∗ 1.047 −.163 (.112)† .848
Black/African American — — — — .296 (.170)∗ 1.344
Latino American — — — — .306 (.194)† 1.358
Asian American — — — — .586 (.177)∗∗∗ 1.798

School-based sport .034 (.037) 1.035 .023 (.037) 1.023 .049 (.071) 1.050
Black/African American — — — — −.106 (.095) .899
Latino American — — — — .015 (.108) 1.015
Asian American — — — — .023 (.120) 1.023

School-based club −.012 (.080) .987 .026 (.082) 1.027 −.115 (.118) .890
Black/African American — — — — .243 (.196) 1.276
Latino American — — — — .119 (.187) 1.126
Asian American — — — — .240 (.162) 1.271

School-based misbehavior .328 (.027)∗∗∗ 1.389 .315 (.028)∗∗∗ 1.370 .402 (.054)∗∗∗ 1.495
Black/African American — — — — −.147 (.068)∗ .862
Latino American — — — — −.102 (.077) .902
Asian American — — — — −.087 (.092) .916

Race and ethnicity
Black/African American — — −.253 (.187) .776 −.071 (.262) .930
Latino American — — −.285 (.193)† .751 −.272 (.267) .761
Asian American — — −.309 (.195)† .733 −.595 (.297)∗ .551

Student characteristics
Male — — .450 (.117)∗∗∗ 1.568 .431 (.117)∗∗∗ 1.539
Educational achievement — — −.012 (.005)∗ .987 −.009 (.005)† .990
Family socioeconomic status — — .117 (.078)† 1.124 .129 (.078)† 1.138
Family structure — — .118 (.116) 1.126 .124 (.116) 1.133
Family involvement — — .024 (.015)† 1.024 .020 (.015) 1.020

Between urban schools
Security .026 (.018)† 1.026 .027 (.019) 1.028 .027 (.019) 1.027
Extra security for activities .105 (.229) 1.111 .227 (.206) 1.255 .217 (.201) 1.243
Social disorder .109 (.034)∗∗∗ 1.115 .134 (.040)∗∗∗ 1.144 .131 (.040)∗∗∗ 1.140
School characteristics

Poverty — — −.001 (.003) .999 −.001 (.003) .999
Size — — −.001 (.001) .999 −.001 (.001) .999
Percent black/African American students — — −.116 (.286) .889 −.083 (.287) .919
Percent Latino American students — — .175 (.266) 1.192 .212 (.268) 1.236
Percent Asian American students — — −.729 (.608) .481 −.778 (.601) .459

Intercept −.827 (.050)∗∗∗ −.877 (.050)∗∗∗ −.878 (.050)∗∗∗

Random effects Variance 𝑋
2 Variance 𝑋

2 Variance 𝑋
2

.093∗∗∗ 217.889 .108∗∗∗ 222.435 .112∗∗∗ 222.229
†

𝑃 ≤ .1; ∗𝑃 ≤ .05; ∗∗𝑃 ≤ .01; ∗∗∗𝑃 ≤ .001.
The omitted categories are white American, females, single parent/guardian family structures, and no extra security for selected school activities.

School descriptive statistics also indicated that urban schools
had higher levels of poverty and physical disorder and were
relatively larger.

5.2. Routine Activities and Adolescent Victimization in Urban
Schools. Table 2 presents the HGLM regression analysis
of routine activities and adolescent victimization in urban

schools. The baseline model explored the role of routine
activities in the likelihood of urban adolescent school vic-
timization. For suitable target, only increasing engagement in
school-based misbehavior was associated with the increased
likelihood of victimization by 38.9% in urban schools (𝛽 =
.328, 𝑃 ≤ .001). For school security, urban adolescents who
attend schools with higher levels of security at their schools
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Table 3: Hierarchical generalized linear model effects (standard errors) and odds ratio for adolescent victimization in rural schools.

Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
𝛽 (SE) OR 𝛽 (SE) OR 𝛽 (SE) OR

Within rural schools
Routine activities

School-based academic .060 (.060) 1.062 .147 (.066)∗ 1.158 .144 (.070)∗ 1.155
Black/African American — — — — .334 (.205)† 1.397
Latino American — — — — −.541 (.255)∗ .582
Asian American — — — — 1.198 (.571)∗ 3.315

School-based sport −.017 (.044) .982 −.038 (.046) .961 −.014 (.051) .985
Black/African American — — — — −.381 (.170)∗ .682
Latino American — — — — .180 (.158) 1.197
Asian American — — — — .031 (.281) 1.031

School-based club .128 (.068)∗ 1.137 .177 (.071)∗∗ 1.194 .211 (.081)∗∗ 1.235
Black/African American — — — — −.282 (.178)† .776
Latino American — — — — −.004 (.356) .995
Asian American — — — — −.987 (.698)∗ .109

School-based misbehavior .419 (.035)∗∗∗ 1.521 .392 (.035)∗∗∗ 1.480 .411 (.041)∗∗∗ 1.509
Black/African American — — — — −.174 (.095)∗ .839
Latino American — — — — .025 (.103) 1.025
Asian American — — — — −.054 (.184) .946

Race and ethnicity
Black/African American — — −.123 (.179) .883 .468 (.254)∗ 1.598
Latino American — — −.481 (.236)∗ .618 −.484 (.306)† .616
Asian American — — −.573 (.347)∗ .563 −.265 (.662) .766

Student characteristics
Male — — .649 (.111)∗∗∗ 1.914 .648 (.113)∗∗∗ 1.912
Educational achievement — — −.011 (.006)∗ .988 −.011 (.006)∗ .988
Family socioeconomic status — — .068 (.083) 1.070 .073 (.083) 1.076
Family structure — — .019 (.138) 1.019 −.011 (.137) .988
Family involvement — — −.014 (.021) .985 −.014 (.021) .985

Between rural schools
Security −.023 (.026) .976 −.028 (.028) .971 −.028 (.029) .972
Extra security for activities −.444 (.120)∗∗∗ .641 −.493 (.139)∗∗∗ .610 −.493 (.141)∗∗∗ .610
Social disorder .017 (.032) 1.017 .022 (.036) 1.022 .024 (.037) 1.025
School characteristics

Poverty — — .001 (.004) 1.001 .001 (.004) 1.001
Size — — −.001 (.001) .999 −.001 (.001) .999
Percent black/African American students — — .678 (.414)† 1.970 .674 (.414)† 1.963
Percent Latino American students — — −.216 (.492) .805 −.252 (.520) .777
Percent Asian American students — — .767 (.618) 2.155 .530 (.644) 1.701

Intercept −.679 (.057)∗∗∗ −.709 (.058)∗∗∗ −.725 (.058)∗∗∗

Random effects Variance 𝑋
2 Variance 𝑋

2 Variance 𝑋
2

.104∗∗∗ 171.073 .121∗∗∗ 172.729 .129∗∗∗ 174.343
†

𝑃 ≤ .1; ∗𝑃 ≤ .05; ∗∗𝑃 ≤ .01; ∗∗∗𝑃 ≤ .001.
The omitted categories are white American, females, single parent/guardian family structures, and no extra security for selected school activities.

had increased odds of being victimized (𝛽 = .026, 𝑃 ≤ .1).
For social disorder, urban adolescents who attend schools
with higher levels of disorder at their schools had increased
odds of being victimized (𝛽 = .109, 𝑃 ≤ .001). In this
stage of the analysis, academic, sport, and club activities
and extra school security for activities were not found to

be associated with adolescents’ likelihood of victimization in
urban schools.

In Model 2 (see Table 2), control variables were added
to the analysis. For suitable target, increasing school-
based academic activities emerged as significantly associated
with increased odds of being victimized in urban schools
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Table 4: Hierarchical generalized linear model effects (standard errors) and odds ratio for adolescent victimization in suburban schools.

Model 7 Model 8 Model 9
𝛽 (SE) OR 𝛽 (SE) OR 𝛽 (SE) OR

Within suburban schools
Routine activities

School-based academic .082 (.045)∗ 1.085 .148 (.045)∗∗∗ 1.160 .096 (.055)∗ 1.101
Black/African American — — — — .121 (.122) 1.129
Latino American — — — — .230 (.149)† 1.259
Asian American — — — — .098 (.166) 1.103

School-based sport −.016 (.029) .983 −.044 (.029)† .956 −.097 (.035)∗∗ .906
Black/African American — — — — .132 (.074)∗ 1.141
Latino American — — — — .154 (.066)∗∗ 1.167
Asian American — — — — .135 (.123) 1.145

School-based club −.029 (.054) .970 .014 (.054) 1.014 −.002 (.069) .997
Black/African American — — — — .039 (.157) 1.039
Latino American — — — — −.058 (.181) .943
Asian American — — — — .078 (.176) 1.081

School-based misbehavior .321 (.021)∗∗∗ 1.378 .292 (.021)∗∗∗ 1.339 .293 (.027)∗∗∗ 1.341
Black/African American — — — — −.008 (.054) .991
Latino American — — — — −.002 (.051) .997
Asian American — — — — −.063 (.095) .938

Race and ethnicity
Black/African American — — −.136 (.125) .872 −.329 (.193)∗ .719
Latino American — — −.101 (.165) .903 −.329 (.218)† .718
Asian American — — −.149 (.158) .861 −.290 (.230) .748

Student characteristics
Male — — .626 (.077)∗∗∗ 1.871 .613 (.077)∗∗∗ 1.846
Educational achievement — — −.013 (.004)∗∗ .986 −.012 (.004)∗∗ .987
Family socioeconomic status — — .017 (.060) 1.017 .022 (.060) 1.022
Family structure — — −.056 (.091) .945 −.054 (.091) .946
Family involvement — — .020 (.014)† 1.020 .021 (.014)† 1.022

Between suburban schools
Security −.011 (.015) .988 −.013 (.014) .986 −.013 (.014) .986
Extra security for activities .144 (.250) 1.155 .207 (.234) 1.230 .215 (.235) 1.241
Social disorder −.016 (.022) .983 .020 (.025) 1.021 .020 (.025) 1.020
School characteristics

Poverty — — .002 (.003) 1.002 .002 (.003) 1.002
Size — — −.001 (.001)† .995 −.001 (.001)† .995
Percent black/African American students — — −.306 (.233) .736 −.305 (.232) .736
Percent Latino American students — — −.683 (.269)∗ .504 −.680 (.270)∗∗ .506
Percent Asian American students — — −.209 (.331) .810 −.192 (.324) .825

Intercept −.686 (.038)∗∗∗ −.710 (.037)∗∗∗ −.711 (.037)∗∗∗

Random effects Variance 𝑋
2 Variance 𝑋

2 Variance 𝑋
2

.135∗∗∗ 450.687 .123∗∗∗ 428.597 .122∗∗∗ 426.673
†

𝑃 ≤ .1; ∗𝑃 ≤ .05; ∗∗𝑃 ≤ .01; ∗∗∗𝑃 ≤ .001.
The omitted categories are white American, females, single parent/guardian family structures, and no extra security for selected school activities.

(𝛽 = .045, 𝑃 ≤ .01). Increasing engagement in school-based
misbehavior remained significantly associatedwith increased
likelihood of victimization in urban schools (𝛽 = .315, 𝑃 ≤
.001). For race and ethnicity, Latino Americans (𝛽 =
−.285, 𝑃 ≤ .1) and Asian Americans (𝛽 = −.309, 𝑃 ≤
.1) were less likely to be victimized in comparison to white
Americans in urban schools. At this stage of the analysis,

school security was no longer associated with adolescent
victimization in urban schools. For social disorder, urban
adolescents who attend schools with higher levels of disorder
at their schools had increased odds of being victimized
(𝛽 = .134, 𝑃 ≤ .001). For control characteristics, males
and adolescents with higher family socioeconomic status and
increased family involvement were associated with increased
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odds, while higher educationally achieving adolescents were
linked to decreased odds, for victimization in urban schools.

InModel 3 (see Table 2), the student interactions between
routine activities, race, and ethnicity in urban schools were
introduced into the analysis. The relationships between aca-
demic and club activities and victimization in urban schools
varied by race and ethnicity. The main effect of school-
based academic activities (𝛽 = −.163, 𝑃 ≤ .1) was
significantly related to decreased school victimization for
white American urban adolescents; however, the interaction
results indicate racial and ethnic variations. Increased school-
based academic activities placed black/African American
(𝛽 = .130, 𝑃 ≤ .05), Latino American (𝛽 = .143, 𝑃 ≤ .1),
and Asian American (𝛽 = .423, 𝑃 ≤ .001) adolescents
at increased risk of urban school victimization. The main
effect of school-based misbehavior (𝛽 = .402, 𝑃 ≤ .001)
remained significantly related to increased victimization for
white American adolescents in urban schools. It also appears
that misbehavior also placed black/African American, Latino
American, and Asian American adolescents at risk of urban
school victimization; however, the effect of misbehavior for
black/African American urban adolescents was not as strong
on the relationship with urban school victimization. It is also
important to note that being black/African American and
Latino American was not linked to adolescent victimization;
however, Asian Americans did have decreased odds of being
victimized in urban schools (𝛽 = −.595, 𝑃 ≤ .05). For
control characteristics, males and adolescents with higher
family socioeconomic status were associated with increased
odds, while higher educationally achieving adolescents was
linked to decreased odds for victimization in urban schools.

5.3. Routine Activities and Adolescent Victimization in Rural
Schools. Table 3 presents the HGLM regression analysis
of routine activities and adolescent victimization in rural
schools. The baseline Model 4 explored the role of routine
activities in the likelihood of rural adolescent school victim-
ization. For suitable target, increasing engagement in school-
based club activities (𝛽 = .128, 𝑃 ≤ .05) and misbehavior
(𝛽 = .419, 𝑃 ≤ .001) was associated with increased
victimization in rural schools. For extra security for activities,
rural adolescents who attend schools with higher levels of
extra security for activities at their schools had decreased
odds of being victimized (𝛽 = −.444, 𝑃 ≤ .001). In this stage
of the analysis, academic and sport activities, school security,
and school social disorder were not found to be associated
with adolescents’ likelihood of victimization in rural schools.

In Model 5 (see Table 3), control variables were added
to the analysis. For suitable target, increasing school-based
academic activities emerged as significantly associated with
increased odds of being victimized in rural schools (𝛽 =
.147, 𝑃 ≤ .05). Increasing school-based club (𝛽 = .177, 𝑃 ≤
.01) and misbehavior (𝛽 = .392, 𝑃 ≤ .001) activities
remained significantly associated with increased odds of
being victimized in rural schools. For race and ethnicity,
Latino Americans (𝛽 = −.481, 𝑃 ≤ .05) and Asian Ameri-
cans (𝛽 = −.573, 𝑃 ≤ .05) were less likely to be victimized
in comparison to white Americans in rural schools. At this
stage of the analysis, increased extra security for activities

remained negatively associated with adolescent victimization
in rural schools (𝛽 = −.493, 𝑃 ≤ .001). For control
characteristics, male gender was associated with higher odds,
while higher educationally achieving adolescents had lower
odds, of being victimized in rural schools. Also, rural schools
with higher proportions of black/African American students
had increased odds of victimization in rural schools.

In Model 6 (see Table 3), student interactions between
routine activities, race, and ethnicity in rural schools were
introduced into the analysis. The relationships between
academic, sport, and club activities and victimization in
rural schools varied by race and ethnicity. The main effect
of school-based academic activities (𝛽 = .144, 𝑃 ≤
.05) was significantly related to an increase in school vic-
timization for white American rural adolescents; however,
the interaction results indicated racial and ethnic vari-
ations. Increased school-based academic activities placed
black/African American and Asian American adolescents
at greater risk of victimization in rural schools than their
white American adolescent counterparts. On the contrary,
increased school-based academic activities placed Latino
American adolescents at decreased risk of victimization in
rural schools (𝛽 = −.397, 𝑃 ≤ .05). Increased school-
based sport activities were associated with decreased odds of
victimization for black/African Americans in rural schools
(𝛽 = −.381, 𝑃 ≤ .05). The main effect of school-based club
activities (𝛽 = .211, 𝑃 ≤ .01) was significantly related to
increased school victimization forwhiteAmericans; however,
the results indicated racial and ethnic variations. Increased
school-based club activities placed black/African American
(𝛽 = −.071, 𝑃 ≤ .1) and Asian American (𝛽 =
.776, 𝑃 ≤ .01) adolescents at reduced risk of victimiza-
tion in rural schools. There was no statistically significant
difference between Latino Americans and white Americans
in the relationship between school-based club activities and
victimization, which indicated that school-club activities
also placed Latino American adolescents at risk for victim-
ization in rural schools. The main effect of school-based
misbehavior (𝛽 = .411, 𝑃 ≤ .001) remained significantly
related to increased victimization among white American
adolescents in rural schools. It also appears that misbehavior
also placed black/African American, Latino American, and
Asian American adolescents at risk of victimization in rural
schools; however, the effect of misbehavior for black/African
American rural adolescents was not as strong with regards
to the relationship with rural school victimization. It is also
important to note that being black/African American (𝛽 =
.468, 𝑃 ≤ .05) was found to have an increased risk, while
being Latino American (𝛽 = −.484, 𝑃 ≤ .1) had a decreased
risk, of victimization in rural schools. Increased extra security
for activities remained negatively associated with adolescent
victimization in rural schools (𝛽 = −.493, 𝑃 ≤ .001).
For control characteristics, male gender was found to have
increased risk, while higher educational achievement had
decreased risk for victimization in rural schools. Also, rural
schools with higher proportions of black/African American
students had increased odds of victimization in rural schools.
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5.4. Routine Activities and Adolescent Victimization in Subur-
ban Schools. Table 4 presents the HGLM regression analysis
of routine activities and adolescent victimization in suburban
schools. The baseline Model 7 explored the role of routine
activities in the likelihood of suburban adolescent school
victimization. For suitable target, increasing engagement in
school-based academic activities (𝛽 = .082, 𝑃 ≤ .05) and
misbehavior (𝛽 = .321, 𝑃 ≤ .001) were associated with
increased victimization in suburban schools. In this stage of
the analysis, sport and club activities, school security and
extra security for activities, and school social disorder were
not found to be associated with adolescents’ likelihood of
victimization in suburban schools.

In Model 8 (see Table 4), control variables were added
to analysis. For suitable target, increasing school-based
academic activities remained significantly associated with
increased odds of being victimized in suburban schools (𝛽 =
.148, 𝑃 ≤ .001). Increasing school-based sport activities
emerged as an insulting factor for victimization in suburban
schools (𝛽 = −.044, 𝑃 ≤ .1). Increased school-based
misbehavior (𝛽 = .292, 𝑃 ≤ .001) activities remained sig-
nificantly associated with increased odds of being victimized
in suburban schools. Race and ethnicity were not associated
with victimization in suburban schools. In this stage of the
analysis, club activities, school security and extra security
for activities, and school social disorder were not found to
be associated with adolescents’ likelihood of victimization in
suburban schools. For control characteristics, male gender
and higher levels of family involvement were associated
with higher odds, while higher educational achievement had
lower odds, of being victimized in suburban schools. Also,
larger suburban schools and suburban schools with higher
proportions of Latino American students had decreased odds
of adolescents being victimized in suburban schools.

In Model 9 (see Table 4), student interactions between
routine activities, race, and ethnicity in suburban schools
were introduced into the analysis. The relationships between
academic and sport activities and victimization in suburban
schools varied by race and ethnicity. The main effect of
school-based academic activities (𝛽 = .096, 𝑃 ≤ .05)
was significantly related to increased school victimization
for white American suburban adolescents; however, the
interaction results indicated racial and ethnic variations.
The results suggest that increased school-based academic
activities placed Latino American adolescents at greater
risk of victimization in suburban schools than their white
American adolescent counterparts (𝛽 = .134, 𝑃 ≤ .1).
Because there was no statistically significant difference
between black/African Americans, Asian Americans, and
white Americans in the relationship between school-based
academic activities and victimization, this indicates that
school-based academic activities also placed black/African
Americans and Asian Americans at risk for victimization
at suburban schools. The main effect of school-based sport
activities (𝛽 = −.097, 𝑃 ≤ .01) was significantly related to
decreased school victimization for white American suburban
adolescents; however, the interaction results indicated racial
and ethnic variations. The results suggest that increased
school-based sport activities placed black/African American

(𝛽 = .035, 𝑃 ≤ .05) and Latino American (𝛽 = .57, 𝑃 ≤ .01)
adolescents at increased risk of victimization in suburban
schools.There is no statistically significant difference between
Asian Americans and white Americans in the relationship
between school-based sport activities and victimization,
which indicated that school-based sport activities also placed
Asian American adolescents at decreased risk for victimiza-
tion at suburban schools. The main effect of school-based
misbehavior (𝛽 = .293, 𝑃 ≤ .001) remained significantly
related to increased victimization among white American
adolescents in suburban schools. There appear to be no
significant racial and ethnic differences in this relationship
between misbehavior and victimization. In this stage of the
analysis, club activities, school security and extra security
for activities, and school social disorder were not found to
be associated with adolescents’ likelihood of victimization in
suburban schools. For control characteristics, male gender
and higher levels of family involvement were associated
with higher odds, while higher educational achievement was
associated with lower odds, of being victimized in suburban
schools. Also, larger suburban schools and suburban schools
with higher proportions of Latino American students had
decreased odds of adolescent victimization in suburban
schools.

6. Discussion

This study examined the relevance of routine activities
in understanding adolescent victimization across distinct
school contexts. As noted by many prior routine activities
researchers, contextmatters when investigating the correlates
of adolescent victimizationwithin schools [6, 7, 9, 19]. Studies
have also found that race and ethnicity moderated the rela-
tionship between routine activities and school victimization
[4, 6, 8, 13, 14, 29]. In sum, the routine activities have been
found to be an effective theoretical tool for understanding
the risk and insulating factors associated with victimization
across distinct school contexts; however, there are subtle
nuances that warrant further discussion.

Finkelhor and Asdigian [42] argued that the offender
motivation matters in the link between routine activities and
adolescent victimization. They suggest that more attention
needs to be given to the risk-increasing potential of indi-
vidual characteristics and attributes, such as socioeconomic
status, because these characteristics have some congruence
with motivation for offender targeting their victims [42].
Examining personal characteristics of adolescents in distinct
environmental contexts is essential for understanding the
relationship between routine activities and adolescent vic-
timization [42]. They describe that “target vulnerability” is
associated with vulnerability factors such as small physical
statue, physical weakness, emotional deprivation, or psy-
chological problems; “target gratifiability” is associated with
vulnerability factors, such as female gender for the crime
of sexual assault; and “target antagonism” is associated with
vulnerability factors, such as possessions, skills, or attributes
that arouse the anger, jealousy, or destructive impulses of the
offender ([42], page 6). Unfortunately, the data utilized in
this analysis did not provide necessary offender information
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to adequately test Finkelhor and Asdigian’s [42] theoretical
concepts. However, their approach does provide some insight
to this study’s complex findings of the nuances between
routine activities, adolescent victimization, and race and
ethnicity across distinct schools contexts. There are socio-
cultural differences to how academic, sport, and club school
activities are perceived in distinct school contexts. Distinct
school activities are associated with distinct interactions
and resulting capital, depending on the school culture and
climate [18, 43, 44]. In other words, the ways in which
interscholastic sport athletes or school band members are
perceived by other students differ from school to school.
Understanding how all school participants perceive and value
students who are involved in each type of extracurricular
activity is vital in understanding the relationship between
involvement in different school activities and victimization.
Moreover, prior research also suggests that race and ethnicity
confound the complexities between sociocultural perceptions
and understanding of school activities [18, 43, 44].

Engagement in school-based misbehavior is found to
increase the odds of victimization at school across each of the
distinct school demographic contexts. This finding suggests
that the relationship between exposure and adolescent vic-
timizationmay not be moderated by distinct school contexts.
Numerous researches suggest that adolescent misbehavior
increases the risk of victimization [6, 7, 28, 40]. It may be
that students who misbehave are perceived by other students
as “troublemakers” or “nuisances” who consistently disrupt
other students’ academic and social lives. This study extends
prior studies that examined the link between misbehavior
and victimization, and results indicate that this relationship
is significant across distinct school contexts.

Consistent with prior research [7, 8, 28, 30], this study
also found weak associations between security and school
victimization. There is no evidence which suggests that
increased security is associated with decreased adolescent
victimization at urban and suburban schools; however, extra
security for school activities such as athletic and social
events, open houses, science fairs, and the like were linked to
decreased odds of adolescent victimization in rural schools.
Researchers have argued serious detriments with increased
school security, particularly in urban schools. Portillos et al.
[31] report that adolescents within urban and predominantly
racial and ethnicminority schools view their schools as unfair
and suggest that heightened school securitization reinforces
a sense of marginalization and criminalization. Increased
security and social control practices, particularly in urban
and predominately racial and ethnicminority schools, appear
to be detrimental for adolescents who may perceive their
school environment as a prison-like setting [23, 30]. In light of
this study’s findings of the weak support of increased security
being associated with decreased victimization, further inves-
tigation of the role of increased security in relationship to
other school-related outcomes is warranted.

Andfinally, this study found an association between prox-
imity and school victimization. More specifically, increased
social disorder contributes to increased odds of adoles-
cents being victimized at urban schools. Research evidence
suggests a symbiotic relationship between school disorder,

violence and victimization, and racial and ethnic segregation
[13, 14, 25, 31]. To that end, little is known about the distinct
association between school contexts and school disorder.

6.1. Implications. Thesefindings have important implications
for school practice and policy. The significance of race
and ethnicity, as well as school context, does matter in
adolescents’ experiences with violence and victimization at
school. In recent years, school violence has been recognized
as a national concern and has received considerable amount
of media coverage. School districts nationwide have been
mandated to develop or implement violence prevention pro-
grams and policies. Despite these efforts, research indicates
that many of the antischool violence policies do not consider
the unique vulnerabilities that affect the marginalized popu-
lations, such as racial and ethnicminorities [5, 25].There is no
doubt that school administrators need to implement policies
and practices that protect all adolescents from violence and
victimization. It is imperative that school practitioners and
administrators pay particular attention to factors that may
affect marginalized students. To illustrate, an evaluation of
the widely used Olweus Bullying Prevention Program found
that the program was effective only for white students and
not for racial and ethnic minority students [45, 46]. Violence
prevention and intervention programs are only effective
when they adequately address issues that are relevant to
certain vulnerable and marginalized youth populations, such
as less likelihood of racial and ethnic minority youth in
seeking help and report their victimization [25, 47]. It is also
evident that urban schools have increased levels of poverty
as well as limited resources to ameliorate the violence that
occurs within these schools [21–23, 25, 31]. Thus, continuing
to provide educational opportunities that equivocate into
educational progress and success, such as academic and
sports activities, needs to remain a priority. School admin-
istrators need to continue their efforts in providing a safe and
healthy school environment that fosters success and prosocial
behavior.

This research has important implications for research on
adolescent violence. According to the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, adolescent violence occurring in
schools is a top public health concern because students
who are victimized in school are at a significant risk of
experiencing physical health problems, emotional problems,
and lower academic achievement. As previously noted,
within thirty years, white Americans will represent less than
half of the total adolescent youth population in the USA
[10]. Hawkins ([35], page six) calls for additional research
identifying the causes and extent of disparities in violence
acrossmultiple racial and ethnic groups.Thus, criminological
research should place more emphasis on the significance of
race and ethnicity in the occurrence of victimization as well
as theories that can explicate adolescent violence, such as
routine and activities theory.

6.2. Limitations and Future Directions. This study is not
without any limitations. First, although the growing rate
of racial and ethnic minority youth is attributed to immi-
gration, this study did not consider immigration factors.



Journal of Criminology 13

Future research should consider whether factors associated
with immigration influence the relationship between rou-
tine activities and adolescent violence across various school
contexts. There is a growing body of criminological research
that has established the association between assimilation and
increased adolescent violence, which is often referred to as
the “immigrant paradox.” Researchers reveal counterintuitive
findings that immigrant adolescents adapting toUSA cultural
and social norms may result in detrimental outcomes, such
as increased engagement in crime, disorder, violence, and
victimization within communities and schools (Desmond &
Kubrin, 2009 [50]) [48, 49]. Additionally, recent research
found that the relationships between routine activities and
adolescent school-based victimization are indeed moderated
by immigrant generation status [48]. Future studies should
consider if and how immigration mediates or moderates the
link between routine activities and adolescent violence in
school.

Second, qualitative research could better illuminate our
understanding of the contextual factors that influence this
study’s quantitative examination of routine activities and
adolescent violence across various school contexts. There
are complexities and nuances with interracial friendships,
tensions, and conflict across various school contexts. Brunson
and Miller [25] also made it clear that, because conflict
between adolescents can shape conflict in the schools, under-
standing how the community perpetuates inequality is a key
towards understanding and addressing violence that occurs
within school. Despite the limitations associated with this
analysis, this study’s findings provide avenues for future
research on routine activities and adolescent violence across
various school contexts.
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