Zaghloul et al. 37

YOUTH VIOLENCE: A QUESTIONNAIRE BASED STUDY IN
“MISR UNIVERSITY FOR SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY"”

Nancy M. Zaghloul®, Sarah A. Khater*, Mona M. Ali**, Sherif A. Hetta™"
“Lecturer of forensic medicine and clinical toxicology, Misr University for Science and
Technology, ““Lecturer of forensic medicine and clinical toxicology, Cairo university, **Lecturer
of community medicine, Misr University for Science and Technology.

ABSTRACT

Rationale and Background: Youth violence presents a significant public health
problem in Egypt, particularly among early university students. The aim of this study was
to describe the prevalence and the characteristics of violence and violence-related
behaviors among early adulthood university students. Participants and Methods:
Questionnaires were distributed to 300 Misr University for Science and Technology
university students’ (18-24 years), either during the study day or at university facilities. All
students at each site were asked several questions about recent violence-related behaviors
(including use of threats, fighting, weapon carrying, and weapon use). Prevalence of each
violence-related behavior was reported within, and stratified by gender, age, and other
characteristics expected to influence the behaviors. Results: Age group from 21 to 22 years
represented (56%), females were (55.67%), single (97.67%). The majority was Egyptian
(82.33%) and the fifth academic year students were (40.67%). Most of the participants
were living with family (74.33%), had religious education (84.33%) and non-smokers
(85.67%) with no drug or alcoholic consumption (97.00%). Conclusion: Most of the
participants never ever stabbed someone or had weapon involvement and most of them
were not threatened to hit anyone or were threatened by any one respectively but, (55.67%)
was yelled at someone and (39.67%) of the participants had recent fight behavior, (30.25%)
of them was hurt and (26.67%) of participants were exposed to sexual harassment and a
statistically significant relation was present between academic level affection, various
measured predisposing factors and youth violence.
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INTRODUCTION
Youth violence means violent acts

Theories about the causes of youth
violence implicate multiple factors which

committed by young people who are not
described as fully mature. “Youth” often
refers to young people who are legally
adults (Bushman et al., 2016).

Violent that acts in early adulthood
can include a wide range of behaviors;
physical aggression, fighting, threats or
attempts to hurt others and use of
weapons (Mahajan et al., 2011).

occur in complex combinations over
differing time scales that lead to acts of
violence (David-Ferdon and Simon,
2014).

Family relations play multiple roles
that may increase or decrease the risk of
youth violence as well as neurobiological
risk factors, media violence, alcohol
intake, substance abuse and access to
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guns may play a role in youth violence
(Bushman et al., 2016).

Data from multiple studies suggested
that academic achievement during the
school years as well as the school
engagement predicted lower rates of
urban youth violence (Herrenkohl et al.,
2012).

AIM OF THE STUDY
The aim of the current study was to
spread light on the prevalence of violence
and weapon usage among university
students and to explore predisposing
factors of youth violence and its effect on
study and grading outcome.

PARTICIPANTS &
METHODS:

The current study was a cross-
sectional study, conducted on 300
medical students (in the age group
between 18 and 24 years) and based on an
already prepared questionnaire. The

Table (1): The distributed questionnaire form

participants included 133 adult males and
167 adult females, they were classified
according to their ages into 3 groups;
Group I: From 18 to <20 years, Group II:
From 20 to <22 years and Group I11: From
20 to <24 years. The study was conducted
at Misr University for Science and
Technology (MUST) either during the
study day or at university facilities in the
period between the 1% of October and the
1%t of November 2016 after taking the
faculty authorities’ permission and the
student oral consent.

According to the distributed
guestionnaire form, all students at each
site were asked several questions about
recent violence-related behaviors
(including use of threats, fighting,
weapon carrying, and weapon use).
Prevalence of each violence-related
behavior was reported within, and
stratified by gender, age, and other
characteristics expected to influence the
behaviors (Table 1).

1- Age 14-Were you threatened by anyone? “mention
the doer”

2- Sex 15-Were you ever yelled at some one?
“mention the doer”

3- Nationality 16-Were you ever insulted by someone?

“mention the doer"

4- Academic year

17- Were you involved in recent fighting
behavior?

5- Marital status

18- Did that result in serious injuries?

6- Are you smoker?

19- Did you ever carry a weapon?

7- Are you living with your parents?

20- Did you face any legal punishments?

8- Do you believe in the religious education to
stop domestic violence?

21- Were you ever physically abused?

9- Are you suffering from any physical illness?

22- Were you exposed to sexual harassment?
“mention its type”

10- Are you suffering from any mental iliness?

23- Did violence affect your academic level?
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11- Are you receiving any treatment for that?

24- Did your GPA decrease?

12- Are you consuming any drugs or
alcoholics? “mention types”

25- Did you ever fail a class?

13- Did you threaten anyone?

STATISTICAL METHODS

) Data were coded and analyzed
using the Statistical Package for Social
Sciences (SPSS) version 22. Data was
summarized using frequencies (number
of cases) and relative frequencies
(percentages) for categorical variables.
For comparing categorical data, Chi-
square (2) test was performed. Exact test

Table (2): Reliability statistics

was used instead when the expected
frequency is less than 5 (Chan, 2003). P-
values less than 0.05 were considered as
statistically significant.

) The questionnaire was reliable and
valid

Reliability by: Cronbach's Alpha (Table 2
and 3)

Alpha
Demographlt_: and social 0.561
habits

Verbal violence 0.736

Fight &Weapon related 0.752
behaviors

Sexual abuse 0.579

Consequences of violence 0.728

Table (3): Validity statistics

Content validity | Face validity | % of validity

2.97 99.00

Q6 2.8 93.33
Q7 3 100.00
Q8 3 100.00
Q9 3 100.00
Q10 3 100.00
Q11 3 100.00
Q12 3 100.00
Q13 3 100.00
Q14 3 100.00
Q15 3 100.00
Q16 3 100.00
Q17 3 2.98 99.33
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Q18 2.8 93.33
Q19 3 100.00
Q20 3 100.00
Q21 3 100.00
Q22 3 100.00
Q23 3 100.00
Q24 3 100.00
Q25 3 100.00
RESULTS 1- Demographic data:
A cross-sectional  study  was In the participants, the most

conducted on 300 medical students. The
sample size was estimated by using
stratified quota sampling and calculated
by sample size calculator with confidence
level 95 % and margin of error 5 % from
population 1250.

commonly presenting age group was from
20 to <22 years (56%), females were
(55.67%) and single (97.67%). the
majority were Egyptian (82.33%) and, in
fifth academic year (40.67%), as shown in
table (4 and 5).

Table (4): Number and percentage of the participants in different age groups as well as

their gender

| N | %
Age Group
18-<20 Years 66 22.00
20-<22 Years 168 56.00
22-<24 Years 66 22.00
Gender

Male 133 44.33
Female 167 55.67

Table (5): Number and Percentage of nationality, present academic year as well as marital
status of the participants

Nationality

Egyptian 247 82.33
Not Egyptian 53 17.67

Academic year
first 34 11.33
second 7 2.33
third 20 6.67
fourth 96 32.00
Fifth 122 40.67
Sixth 21 7.00
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Marital status
Single 293 97.67
Married 5 1.67
Divorced 2 0.67

2- Social relations and habits:

Most of the participants were living with
their families (74.33%), had religious
education (84.33%), and non smokers

(85.67%) with no drug or alcoholic
consumption (97.00%), as shown in table

(6).

Table (6): Social relations, religious education and personal habits of the participants

Yes No
N % N %
Living with family 223 74.33 77 25.67
Religious education 253 84.33 47 15.67
Smoker 43 14.33 257 85.67
Consuming any drugs or 9 3.00 291 97.00
alcoholics

3- Exposure to verbal violence:

In table 7; (64.67%, 73.00%) of the
participants did not threat anyone and
were not threatened by any one

respectively with a statistically significant
value (p<0.001**) but (55.67%) was
yelled at some one.

(Table 7): Verbal violence behavior among the participants.

Yes No total Chi-square
N % N % N % X2 P-value
Didyouthreaten | 156 | 3533 | 194 | 64.67 | 300 | 100.00 | 25.813 | <0.001*
anyone?
Were you ever
threatened by 81 | 2700 | 219 | 73.00 | 300 | 100.00 | 63.480 | <0.001*
anyone?
Wereyouever | 467 | 5567 | 133 | 4433 | 300 | 100.00 | 3.853 | 0.050
yelled at someone?

Significance was set at p value <0.05
4- Fighting and weapon related
behaviors:
In table 8; (39.67%) of the participants
had recent fight behavior and (30.25%) of
them was hurt with a statistically
significant value but most of the

participants never ever stabbed someone
or had weapon involvement (98.67% and
81.33%) respectively, (26.67%) of
participants were exposed to sexual
harassment (p value<0.001** for all).
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Table (8): Fighting and weapon related behaviors among the participants
yes No Total Chi- square
N % N % N % X2 P-value

Recent
fighting 119 39.67 181 60.33 300 | 100.00 | 12.813 | <0.001*
behavior
Do you
Hurtin a
physical
fight?
Do you
stab 4 1.33 296 98.67 300 | 100.00 | 284.213 | <0.001*
someone?
Do you
ever
exposed to 80 26.67 220 73.33 300 | 100.00 | 65.333 | <0.001*
sexual
harassment
Do you
carry a 56 18.67 | 244 | 81.33 | 300 | 100.00 |117.813 | <0.001*
weapon?

36 30.25 83 69.75 | 119 | 100.00 | 18.563 | <0.001*

Significance was set at p value <0.05

5- Consequences of violence:

Almost all the studied group did not face any legal punishment (99.00%) but their academic
level was affected in (18%), grade point average (GPA) decreased in (30%) and (28.33%)
failed a class with a statistically significant value (p<0.001*%*), as shown in table (9).

Table (9): Consequences of violence

Yes No Total Chi-square
N % N % N % X? P-value
Faced any
legal 3 1.00 297 | 99.00 | 300 | 100.00 |288.120 | <0.001*
punishments
Affected
academic 54 18.00 | 246 | 82.00 | 300 | 100.00 |122.880 | <0.001*
level
GPA
90 | 30.00 | 210 | 70.00 | 300 | 100.00 | 48.000 |<0.001*
decrease
F?Ifs(ia 85 | 28.33 | 215 | 71.67 | 300 | 100.00 | 56.333 |<0.001*

Significance was set at p value <0.05
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6- Social relations & habits in relation violence however, statistically significant
to threat anyone: relation was present with smoking and
There was no statistically significant drugs or alcohol consumption (p value
relation between living with family, <0.001* and 0.046* respectively), as
religious education and threat to hit and shown in table (10).

Table (10): Social relations & habits in relation to threat anyone

Threat anyone Chi-Square

Yes No Total

N |[% N % N % X2z | P-
value

Family relation | Yes | 73 |68.87 |150 |77.32 223 | 7433 |2.56 |0.109
No |33 |31.13 |44 22.68 77 25.67

Religious Yes |93 |87.74 |160 |82.47 253 8433 |1.43|0.231

education No |13 |12.26 |34 17.53 47 15.67

Smoker Yes |30 |28.30 |13 6.70 43 1433 | 26.0 | 0.001
*

No |76 |71.70 |181 |93.30 257 | 85.67
No |98 9245 [186 |95.88 284 | 94.67

Consuming any | Yes | 6 5.66 3 1.55 9 3.00 3.98 | 0.046
*

drugs or |No [100 (9434 [191 |98.45 291 1 97.00
alcoholics

Significance was set at p value <0.05
7- Social relations & habits in relation drugs or alcohol consumption and being
to being threatened by anyone: threatened by anyone (p value <0.001*
Table (11) showed a statistically and 0.006* respectively).

significant relation between smoking,

Table (11): Social relations & habits in relation to being threatened by anyone

You were threatened by anyone
Yes No Total

Chi-Square

N | % N % N % X? | P-value

. : . Yes | 54 | 66.6 | 169 | 77.1 | 223 | 74.3
Living with family No | 27 13331 50 | 228 | 77 1256 3.418 | 0.064

. i Yes | 68 | 83.9 | 185 | 84.4 | 253 | 84.3
religious education No | 13 11601 34 | 155 | 47 1156 0.012 | 0.912

Yes | 22 | 271 21 | 959 | 43 |14.3 )
smoker No | 50 | 72.8 | 198 | 90.4 | 257 | 85.6| 1486 | 0.001

consuming any Yes | 6 | 741 ] 3 1.37 9 |3.00
drugs or alcoholics | No | 75 | 925 | 216 | 98.6 | 291 | 97.0

7.407 | 0.006*

Significance was set at p value <0.05
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8- Social relations & habits in relation

to yelling at some one:

There was a statistically significant
relation between smoking,

drug

S or

alcohol consumption and yelling at
someone
respectively), as shown in table (12).

(p<0.

044*

Table (12): Social relations & habits in relation to yelling at someone

and

0.042*

Ever yelled at .

Yes No Total Chi-Square
N % N % N % X2 | P-value

) . Yes | 123 | 73.65 | 100 | 75.19 | 223 | 74.33
Family relation No | 44 12635 33 | 2481 | 77 | 2567 0.09| 0.762

.. . Yes | 139 | 83.23 | 114 | 85.71 | 253 | 84.33
Religious education No | 28 11677 19 | 1429 | 47 | 1567 0.34 | 0.557
) Yes| 30 | 17.96| 13 | 9.77 | 43 |14.33 «
Smoking No | 137 | 82.04 [ 120 | 90.23 | 257 | 85.67 | #04| 0044
Consuminganydrugs | Yes| 8 | 479 | 1 0.75 9 | 3.00 415 | 0042

or alcoholics No | 159 |95.21 | 132 | 99.25 | 291 |97.00| ~ '

Table (13)

Significance was set at P value <0.05
9- Relation between demographic data
and social habits and being involved in
a physical fight:
showed a statistically
significant relation between age, sex,

living with family, smoking and drugs or
alcohol consumption and being involved
in a physical fight (p value< 0.018*,

0.001%,

0.001*,
respectively).

0.001* and 0.001*

Table (13): Demographic data and social habits in relation to being involved in a physical
fight in the different age groups

Being involved in a physical fight .
Yes No Total Chi-Square
N| % | N| % | N | % | X2 | Pvalue
18-<20 Years | 22 | 18.49 | 44 | 243 | 66 | 22.0
Age Group | 20-<22 Years | 61 | 51.26 | 107 | 59.1 | 168 | 56.0 | 8.00 | 0.018*
20-<24 Years | 36 | 30.25 | 30 | 165 | 66 | 22.0
Male 87 | 7311 | 46 | 254 | 133 | 443 .
Sex Female 32 | 26.80 | 135 | 745 | 167 | 56.6 | 00 | <0001
. Egyptian | 93 | 78.15 | 154 | 850 | 247 | 82.3
Nationality | =N "eovntian | 26 | 21.85 | 27 | 149 | 53 |17.6 | >°' | %124
Family Yes 57 | 3184 | 62 | 512 | 119 396 [113| o,
relation No 122 | 68.16 | 59 | 487 | 181 | 603 | 49 |
Religious Yes 98 | 82.35 | 155 | 85.6 | 253 | 84.3
education No 21 | 17.65 | 26 | 143 | 47 | 156|028 | 0444
Yes 29 | 2437 | 14 | 7.73 | 43 | 143 .
Smoker No 90 | 7563 | 167 | 92.2 | 257 | 85.6 | -0t | 9001
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consuming Yes 9 7.56 0 0.0 9 |3.00

any drugs )
or No 110 | 92.44 | 181 | 100 | 291 | 97.0 14.1 1 <0.001

alcoholics

Significance was set at p value <0.05

10- Relation between demographic academic year, marital status and being
data and social habits and being exposed to sexual harassment (p value
exposed to sexual harassment: <0.001*, 0.002*, 0.043* and 0.049*
There was a statistically significant respectively), as shown in table (14).

relation  between sex, nationality,

Table (14) Demographic data & social habits in relation to being exposed to sexual

harassment
Were you exposed sexual
harassment? Chi-Square
Yes No Total

N % N % N % X? P-value

18-<20 Years | 16 | 20.0 | 50 | 22.73 | 66 | 22.0
Age Group 20-<22 Years | 44 | 55.0| 124 | 56.36 | 168 | 56.0 | 0.664 0.717
22-<24 Years | 20 | 25.0 | 46 | 2091 | 66 | 22.0

Male | 20 | 250 | 113 | 5136 | 133 | 443 N
> Female | 60 | 75.0 | 107 | 48.64 | 167 | 556 | ~o~2 | <0001

Egyptian | 75 | 93.7 | 172 | 78.18 | 247 | 82.3

1 1 *
Nationality - =g "e o ntian | 5 | 6.25| 48 | 21.82 | 53 | 176 | o> | 0002
One 7 [875| 27 | 1227 | 34 | 113
Two 3 [375| 4 | 182 | 7 | 233
Academic Three 8 [10.0] 12 | 545 | 20 | 6.67 *
year Four 28 | 35.0 | 68 | 3091 | 96 | 320 | 11472 | 0043
Five 24 [30.0 | 98 | 4455 | 122 | 406
Six 10 |125] 11 | 500 | 21 | 7.00
Single | 76 | 95.0 | 217 | 98.64 | 293 | 97.6

Marital status Married 2 | 250 3 1.36 5 1.67 | 6.034 | 0.049*
Divorced 2 | 250 0 0.00 2 0.67

Family Yes 62 | 775|161 | 73.18 | 223 | 74.3
relation No 18 | 225| 59 |26.82| 77 | 25.6 0.573 | 0449
F(Qjellglo_us Yes 71 | 88.7 | 182 | 82.73 | 253 | 84.3 161 0.204
education No 9 |11.2| 38 |17.27 | 47 | 156

Yes 10 | 125| 33 | 1500 | 43 | 143
Smoker No 70 1875 187 | 85.00 | 257 | 85.6 | 2299 | 0585
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Consuming Yes 3 375 6 | 273 | 9 |3.00
any drugs or 0.211 | 0.646
alcoholics No 77 196.2 | 214 | 97.27 | 291 | 97.0

Significance was set at p value <0.05

11- Relation between demographic academic year, marital status, religious
data and social habits and carrying education, smoking, drugs or alcohol
weapon: consumption and carrying weapon (p
Table (15) showed a statistically value <0.002*, 0.009*, 0.001*, 0.033*,
significant  relation  between  sex, 0.001* and 0.001* respectively).

Table (15): Demographic data and social habits in relation to carrying weapon

Ever carry a weapon? .
Yes No Total Chi-Square
N| % N % N % X% | P-value
18-<20 Years | 7 | 125 | 59 | 24.1 | 66 | 22.0
Age Group 20-<22 Years | 37 | 66.0 | 131 | 53.69 | 168 | 56.00 | 4.08 0.130
22-<24 Years |12 | 21.4 | 54 | 22.13 | 66 |22.00
Male 35| 62.5 | 98 |40.16 | 133 | 44.33 «
Sex Female 21| 37.5 | 146 | 59.84 | 167 | 55.67 9.20 | 0.002
. . Egyptian | 46 | 82.14 | 201 | 82.38 | 247 | 82.33
Nationality " "F o htian 110 | 17.86 | 43 | 17.62] 53 | 17.67 | 2002 | 0967
One 4 | 714 | 30 |12.30| 34 |11.33
Two 0000 | 7 | 287 | 7 | 233
. Three 2 | 357 | 18 | 7.38 | 20 | 6.67 «
Academic year Four 18 321 | 78 13197 96 132,00 15.290 | 0.009
Five 22 | 39.2 | 100 | 40.98 | 122 | 40.67
Six 10| 178 | 11 | 451 | 21 | 7.00
Single 51| 91.0 | 242 | 99.18 | 293 | 97.67
Marital status Married 3153 | 2 082 | 5 | 1.67 | 14.647| 0.001*
Divorced 2 | 357 | 0 | 000 | 2 | 0.67
. . Yes 36 | 64.2 | 187 | 76.64 | 223 | 74.33
Family relation NoO 501 357 1 57 123361 77 | 2567 3.643 | 0.056
- . Yes 42| 75.0 | 211 | 86.48 | 253 | 84.33 *
Religious education NoO 141 250 | 33 (1352 | 47 [ 1567 4,540 | 0.033
Yes 21| 375 | 22 | 9.02 | 43 | 14.33 *
Smoker No 35| 62.5 | 222 | 90.98 | 257 | 85.67 | 20090 | <0001
Consuming any Yes 81142 | 1 | 041 | 9 | 3.00 «
drugs or alcoholics No 48 | 85.7 | 243 199.59 | 291 | 97.00 30.136 ) <0.001

Significance was set at p value <0.05
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12- Relation between academic level and threatening, yelling, physical and
affection and violence: sexual violence (p value <0.05* for all),
Statistically significant relations were as shown in table (16).

noticed between academic level affection
Table (16): Academic level affection in relation to violence

Academic level affection
Yes No Total

Chi-Square

N| % N % N % X2 P-value

Yes | 27]50.00 | 79 | 32.11 | 106 | 35.33 N
Threat anyone No | 27 1 50.00 | 167 | 67.89 | 194 | 64.67 | 0200 | 0-013

Yes | 36 | 66.67 | 45 | 18.29 | 81 | 27.00 «
Threatened by anyone No |18 [ 33.33 | 201 | 81.71 | 219 | 73.00 52.571 | <0.001

Yes | 46 | 85.19 | 121 | 49.19 | 167 | 55.67 «
Ever yelled at someone No | 8 [14.81 125 5081 | 133 | 4433 23.251 | <0.001

. [Yes| 356481 84 |34.15| 119 | 39.67
Involved in a physical fight - = =935 19 [ 162 | 65.85 | 181 | 60.33 | 17.402 | <0-001"

Yes | 27 | 50.00 | 53 | 21.54 | 80 | 26.67 x
Exposed to sexual harassment No | 27 150.00 | 193 [ 78.46 | 220 | 73.33 18.334 | <0.001

Yes | 15| 27.78 | 41 | 16.67 | 56 | 18.67
Carry aweapon No | 39 | 72.22| 205 | 83.33 | 244 | 81.33 | >601 | 0058

Significance was set at p value <0.05

13- Relation between GPA decrease threatening anyone, been threatened by
and violence: anyone, yelling and sexual violence (p<
Statistically significant relations were 0.03*, 0.001*, 0.0024* and 0.001*
present between GPA decrease and respectively) as shown in table (17).

(Table 17): Shows GPA decrease in relation to violence.
Did your GPA decrease
Yes No Total
N | % N % N % X% | P-value
Yes | 40 | 4444 | 66 | 31.43 | 106 | 35.33 «
Threatanyone = ™50 [ 55.56 | 144 | 68.57 | 194 | 64.67 | 0/t | 0031

Threatened by | Yes | 41 | 4556 | 40 | 19.0 | 81 | 27.00

Chi-Square

22.46 | <0.001*

anyone No | 49 | 54.44 | 170 | 80.95 | 219 | 73.00
Ever yelled at Yes | 59 | 65.56 | 108 | 51.43 | 167 | 55.67 5095 | 0.024*
someone No | 31 | 34.44 | 102 | 48,57 | 133 | 44.33 ' '
Involved in a Yes | 42 | 46.67 | 77 | 36.67 | 119 | 39.67 2632 | 0.105
physical fight No | 48 | 53.33 | 133 | 63.33 | 181 | 60.33 ' '
Exposed sexual | Yes | 36 | 40.00 | 44 | 20.95| 80 | 26.67 116 | 0.001*

harassment No | 54 | 60.00 | 166 | 79.05 | 220 | 73.33
Yes | 21 | 2333 | 35 | 16.67 | 56 | 18.67
Carry aweapon = ="¢o 7667 | 175 | 83.33 | 244 | 8133 | o4 | 0174

Significance was set at p value <0.05
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DISCUSSION

In the present study, the most
commonly presenting age group was from
20-<22 vyears (56%), single students
presented (97.67%), females were
(55.67%) and fifth academic year
students (40.67%).

These results were in accordance with
those of Loeber and Farrington (2012)
who stated that, incidents of violence
increase in frequency during adolescence
and early adulthood for a subset of
individuals, and then rapidly and
continuously decrease throughout life. A
disproportionate amount of violent crime
in the United States is committed by 15 to
24 years old (Federal Bureau of
Investigation, 2013).

These results were also in agreement
with Bushman et al. (2016) who detected
that, youth violence disproportionately
affected males and youth from
ethnic/racial minority groups, although
rates varied for different kinds of
violence.

These findings were consistent with
Mahajan et al. (2011) who reported that,
male sex was the most important
predictive risk factor for witnessing and
perpetrating violence (p<0.001) while
victims were predominantly females.

Most of the participants never ever
stabbed someone (98.67%) or had
weapon involvement (81.33%).
Moreover, (64.67%) of the participants
were not threatened to hit anyone or were
threatened by any one (73%) but
(55.67%) was yelled at some one.
Furthermore, (39.67%) of the participants
had recent fight behavior and (30.25%) of
them was hurt.

These results were in contrast to those
of Mahajan et al. (2011) who reported

that, 96% of students had witnessed
violence in real life and 28% were of
serious nature. Bullying was prevalent.
Violence exposure is prevalent in the
lives of Indian adolescents and gender
differences exist.

Almost all the studied groups did not
face any legal punishment (99.00%)
although their academic level was
affected in (18%). A statistically
significant relation was present between
academic level affection, GPA decrease
and violence.

These results were in agreement with
Bushman et al. (2016) who stated that,
violence perpetrators often have average
or better than average intelligence and
academic achievement (41% mostly As
and Bs). Similarly, Mahajan et al. (2011)
reported that, those having exposure to
violence had poorer school performance
and adjustment scores (p<0.05).

There was a statistically significant
relation between smoking, drugs or
alcohol consumption and yelling at
someone or being threatened by anyone.

Moreover, there was a statistically
significant relation between age, sex,
living with family, smoking and drugs or
alcohol consumption and being involved
in physical fight.

These results were in agreement with
those of Lehrer et al. (2007) who showed
that, attendance to religious services and
living with the parents while attending
college have protective effects.

The results of the current study were
in accordance with those of Steinberg
(2000) who concluded that, children from
homes characterized by negative
parenting were at risk for problems
regardless of their ethnicity or income and
regardless of whether their parents were
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married, divorced, single, or remarried. In
other words, the quality of the parent-
child relationship influenced much more
than the social demographics of the
household.

Furthermore, the results of the present
study were on the same line with
Bushman et al. (2016) who stated that,
school shooters are commonly assumed to
be loners, but ethnographic and archival
research indicates otherwise (e.g., only
34% were classified as “loners” in the
Secret Service study).

The reports of the National Youth
Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS) in (2015)
showed that the prevalence of current
cigarette use decreased significantly from
28% percent in 1991 to 11% in 2015.
Since 1991, the percentage of high school
students who had been in a physical fight
at least once during the past 12 months
decreased from 42% to 23% (CDC's
YRBSS, 2016). The findings obtained in
the current study were matching with
those results.

Alcohol and violence could be
considered as a common risk factor that
contributed to the risk of both heavy
drinking and violent behavior (Moeller et

al., 2001).
In 2009, Tharp-Taylor and his
colleagues showed a relationship

between middle school bullying and
substance use. They reported in their
study that, youth who were victims of
mental (such as name calling and threats)
or physical (such as hitting, kicking, or
other bodily contact) bullying were
significantly more likely to use alcohol,
smoke cigarettes, smoke marijuana, or
use inhalants.

Females who reported being bullied
were more likely to use alcohol and

cigarettes than females who had not been
bullied, but among male participants,
bullying was associated with depressive
symptoms but not with substance use
(Luk et al., 2010).

In addition, 26.67% of participants
were exposed to sexual harassment with a
significant  relation  between  sex,
nationality, academic year, marital status
and exposure to sexual harassment.

These results were in agreement with
those of Lehrer et al. (2007) who stated
that, rape, attempted rape, and other types
of sexual victimization were detected by
9.4%, 6.2%, and 15.6% of respondents
respectively and, 17.2% reported some
form of sexual victimization in the past 12
months alone also low parental education,
childhood sexual abuse, and witnessing
inter-parental violence are associated
with  increased odds of sexual
victimization by the age of 14.

The percentage of high school
students who were currently sexually
active (had sexual intercourse during the
past three months) had decreased from
38% in 1991 to 30% in 2015 (CDC's
YRBSS, 2016).

Significant relation was present
between sex, academic year, marital
status, religious education, smoking,
drugs or alcohol consumption and
carrying weapon.

This was consistent with the Secret
Service study done by Vossekuil et al.
(2002). They reported that, 63% of the
shooters had a known history of weapons
use.

Youth risk behavior surveillance—
United States (2009), reported that
17.5% of students had carried a weapon
on at least 1 day in the last 30 days.
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CONCLUSION

Most of the participants never ever
stabbed someone or had weapon
involvement and most of them were not
threatened to hit anyone or were
threatened by any one respectively but
(55.67%) was vyelled at someone and
(39.67%) of the participants had recent
fight behavior, (30.25%) of them was hurt
and (26.67%) of participants were
exposed to sexual harassment.

A statistically significant relation was
present between academic level affection
and violence. There was also a
statistically significant relation between
smoking, drugs or alcohol consumption
and yelling at someone or being
threatened by anyone. Similarly, a
statistically significant relation was found
between age, sex, living with family,
smoking and drugs or alcohol
consumption and being involved in
physical fight and carrying weapon.
Furthermore, a statistically significant
relation  between sex, nationality,
academic year, marital status and
exposure to sexual harassment was also
present.
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