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Abstract
Objective: To compile the available literature regarding the usefulness, methodology used, and

limitations of ACEs screening in a pediatric clinical sample, to prevent adverse health outcomes.

Introduction: Several studies have found an association between the presence of adverse childhood

experiences (ACEs) and the development of negative health outcomes, however the usefulness of

screening for this condition and how to do so appropriately has not been established.

Methods:

We included observational, descriptive, analytical, and experimental studies, qualitative studies,

systematic reviews, clinical guidelines, and health policies that include the pediatric population from

3 to 17 years of age in a clinical setting. Studies in languages ​​other than Spanish and English,

protocols, and validation studies were excluded.

The search strategy was designed using the PRISMA-S protocol to locate published and unpublished

studies using PubMed, EMBASE, Cochrane, LiLACS, PsycArticles and CINAHL databases and grey

literature in ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global. Studies in Spanish and English published since

2012 were included. The Rayyan platform was implemented to remove duplicates and for

independent article selection by each author, with conflicts resolved through discussion. Data was

extracted into an Excel database, highlighting information related to the objectives of the scoping

review. After analyzing the data, we present them in different tables that summarize the findings of

the review, with a narrative description.

Results:
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Our search yielded 8143 studies, from which 31 studies met the inclusion criteria. These studies

varied in design, with most conducted in the United States, they were published between 2012 and

2024. The review identified several ACE screening tools (15), with an average response time of 15

minutes. Although some tools showed promise in identifying children at risk for adverse outcomes,

significant gaps remain in the consistency and effectiveness of screening methods. Barriers such as

lack of training for healthcare personnel, a lack of approach to patients with positive results, limited

resources for follow-up care, and cultural differences in interpreting ACEs were often highlighted.

There was no evidence of adequate standardization of screening methods, how to use them, and

how to properly identify and categorize the presence of an ACE in childhood.

Conclusions: This scoping review highlights the potential of screening for ACEs in pediatric settings to

prevent long-term health issues. However, the lack of standardized tools, protocols, and evidence of

long-term benefits hinders its implementation. Although the association between ACEs and negative

health outcomes is well-established, there is insufficient evidence demonstrating the effectiveness of

screening. Cultural factors, especially in countries like Colombia, further complicate the adaptation of

screening tools. The review suggests that a multidisciplinary, family-centered approach and training

in trauma-informed care are essential. More research is needed to standardize ACE screening and

evaluate its effectiveness in reducing health issues related to ACEs.
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Introduction

An adverse childhood experience (ACE) is a potentially traumatic event or psychosocial factor

experienced by a child before turning 18 (1). Since being coined in 1998, they have been classified

under 3 main domains: abuse, neglect, and household dysfunction, defined together as infliction of

physical, sexual, or emotional harm through the acts of an individual's caregiver (2). Each of these

domains has subcategories, gathering a total of 10 categories of ACEs (1). ACEs are highly prevalent,

affecting 52% of children, with parental substance abuse being the most frequently reported

experience. Females tend to report more ACEs than males, and non-white race/ethnicity, low

education and low socioeconomic status have been significantly associated with reporting ACEs (3,4).

ACEs have been previously linked to a wide array of adverse health outcomes, including risky health

behaviors, chronic health conditions, low quality of life, mental illnesses, and early death (3). Its

negative impact on health is not only evident during childhood, but in adulthood as well. In children

and adolescents, they have been associated with health outcomes such as asthma, sleep

disturbances, recurrent infections, and cognitive delays, whereas on the social sphere they have

been linked to delinquent behavior, bullying, dating violence and weapon carrying (3,5). On the other

hand, there has been strong dose-response relationship between the number of ACEs and type 2

diabetes, cardiovascular disease, chronic lung disease, autoimmune disorders and sleep

disturbances, and other outcomes regarding mental health such as depression, anxiety, substance

abuse, post-traumatic stress disorder and violence in adults (1,3).

According to the above, adequately screening for ACEs in theory would allow for identification of at

risk individuals for early interventions, which could mean a decrease in health-related outcomes (6);

however, there are studies in the literature that analyze the possibility that screening for ACEs
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doesn’t have a significant effect on health outcomes (7). Therefore, we consider that it is important

to assess which are the current screening strategies available.

Objective and review question
This scoping review was conducted to summarize the available literature regarding the tools,

usefulness, recommendations, perceptions and gap of knowledge of screening for ACEs in a pediatric

clinical setting to prevent adverse health outcomes. The question we formulated was: is screening for

adverse childhood experiences (ACEs) in the pediatric population in a clinical setting considered

useful to prevent undesired health outcomes, how can it be done effectively, what are the limitations

surrounding it and what are the tools available for doing so?

Inclusion criteria
Participants

Children between 3-17 years of age.

Concept
Adverse childhood experiences screening, how to do it, tools for doing so, its importance, gaps in

knowledge, and barriers.

Context
Clinical setting

Types of sources:
This scoping review includes experimental studies, analytical observational studies such as
prospective and retrospective cohort studies, and analytical cross-sectional studies, as well as
descriptive observational and descriptive cross-sectional studies. Qualitative studies focusing on
methodologies such as phenomenology, grounded theory, and qualitative description were also
considered. Additionally, systematic reviews, literature reviews, clinical guidelines, user guides, and
political contexts related to healthcare policies in different countries that meet the inclusion criteria
were included. However, clinical protocols and scoping reviews were excluded.

Exclusion criteria
● Studies not available in English or Spanish
● Full text not available

● Tools validation studies

● Scoping reviews or clinical protocols

● Community-based screening related articles

Methods
Protocol and registration: This review was conducted in accordance with an a priori protocol with JBI

Evidence Synthesis template (8). The final protocol was registered prospectively with the Open

Science Framework in 2024.

Search strategy
The search strategy is presented based on the PRISMA-S extension to the PRISMA Statement for

Reporting Literature Searches in Systematic Reviews (9) It aims to locate both published and

unpublished studies. An initial limited search of PubMed was undertaken to identify relevant articles

on the topic. A search strategy with an objective approach was constructed by a health professional
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with experience on information retrieval (OG). MeSH, EMTREE and free terms for the major topics

important to the review were selected from the controlled language thesaurus of the PubMed,

EMBASE and PsycNet databases. Additional terms were identified using the online tools PubMed

PubReMiner [MC1] (10) and MeSH on Demand (11), and from the abstracts of relevant papers

previously known to the authors. See Appendix I for the MEDLINE (PubMed) and EMBASE (Elsevier)

search strategy.

The following databases were be searched: MEDLINE (PubMed), EMBASE (EMBASE), Cochrane

Central Register of Controlled Trials (Ovid), LiLACS (BVS), PsycArticles (PsycNet), CINAHL (EBSCO). The

reference list of all included sources of evidence was screened for additional studies. Studies

published in Spanish and English were included as the investigators are fluent in both languages.

Studies published since 2012 were included as the topic is new and new information on ACEs

screening is recent. The gray literature search was conducted in ProQuest Dissertations and Theses

Global (ProQuest).

Study/Source of evidence selection
Following the search, all identified citations were uploaded into Rayyan (12), and duplicates removed

using the duplicate detection tool from the system and manual verification. Following a pilot test,

titles and abstracts were screened by two or more independent reviewers for assessment against the

inclusion criteria for the review. The full text of selected citations was assessed in detail against the

inclusion criteria by two or more independent reviewers. Reasons for exclusion of sources of

evidence at full text that do not meet the inclusion criteria were recorded and reported in the

scoping review. Any disagreements that arose between the reviewers at each stage of the selection

process was resolved through discussion, or with an additional reviewer/s. The results of the search

and the study inclusion process was reported in full in the final scoping review and presented in a

Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Metaanalyses extension for scoping review

(PRISMA-ScR) flow diagram (13).

Data extraction
Data was extracted from papers included in the scoping review by all independent reviewers using a

data extraction sheet developed by the reviewers in Microsoft Excel. The data extracted included

name of the article, authors, location, year in which it was published, dates in which the study was

made, population specifics, type of study, objective of study, used tools, strategies to screen

correctly, outcomes that could be prevented, perceptions surrounding screening , barriers and gaps

of knowledge. The draft data extraction tool was modified and revised as necessary during the

process of extracting data from each included evidence source. Any disagreements that arose

between the reviewers were resolved through discussion, or with an additional reviewer/s.

Data analysis and presentation
The results are presented in several formats. First, a PRISMA flow diagram (Figure 1) illustrates the

selection process, accompanied by a paragraph summarizing the included articles. Table 1 describes

the key characteristics of the included studies, including the author(s), title, location, year of

publication, and study design. Table 2 provides a summary of the screening tools identified, including

details such as the country of origin, the country where the tool was validated, administration

method, target population, number of items, content of the items, time required to complete,

response options, scoring system, and information on reliability and validity. A narrative summary
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follows, outlining the undesired health outcomes that may be prevented by using the screening tools

and the overall advantages of screening. Another narrative summary details the recommended

strategies for effective implementation of the screening tools in clinical practice, as identified

through the review. Lastly, a concluding section summarizes the perceptions of parents and medical

staff regarding screening, the existing knowledge gaps, and the perceived barriers to implementing

screening practices.

Results

The search was carried out from February to September 2024 across seven databases, which yielded

8143 studies. Moreover, 26 additional records were identified with snowball search from systematic,

exploratory, and literature reviews. We removed 637 duplicates and reviewed the 7532 titles and

abstracts remaining, from which we excluded 7433. We retained 99 studies for full-text review, and

68 additional studies were excluded as they did not satisfy the inclusion criteria. Finally, 31 studies

were included regardless of study quality to assure an exhaustive review (Figure 1).

These papers were published between 2012 and 2024, 14 being published in the past 5 years. Most

studies were conducted in the United States of America (n=26), one of which was carried out in

joint-work with the Netherlands. Only 2 were conducted in Canada, and 1 in Chile, Germany, and

Australia respectively. 18 studies applied a quantitative design, 3 used qualitative methods, and 2

mixed methods. 8 were other kinds of manuscripts, which included 4 narrative reviews, 2 critical

reviews, 1 user guide and 1 policy statement (Table 1).
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Figure 1: PRISMA flow diagram of study selection.
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Table 1: Description of included studies.

**Supplemental file

Table 2: Summary of the screening tools identified

This table summarizes 15 screening tools, most of them were developed and validated in the United

States, but seven of these tools have been validated in other countries, including the United

Kingdom, Spain, Portugal, Brazil, Germany, South Africa, and China among others. The administration

methods for the screening tools vary with some involving interviews with parents, caregivers, and

children, while others are in the form of questionnaires, reports and self-reports. The age range

spans from 0 to 19 years, depending on the type of the tool. Two of the tools include different

versions depending on the age group and some other tools incorporate both the parents and the

child’s perspective. The topics assessing these tools include exposure to violence, discrimination,

physical abuse, emotional abuse, domestic violence, access to healthcare, among others. On average

each tool covers 15 topics with the number of topics ranging from a minimum of 7 to a maximum of

35 items. The average time required to complete the screening is on average 15 minutes, ranging

from 5 minutes to 60 minutes of completion time. The majority of these tools use yes/no questions,

some include frequency based responses and others allow for concise and/or more extended open

responses.
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Table 3. Summary of findings by key questions

Undesired health outcomes that might be prevented using screening tools and the overall

advantages of screening

As it was previously mentioned, exposure to ACEs has been associated with multiple detrimental

health repercussions, impacting on physical and emotional health, thus including post-traumatic

stress disorder, anxiety, depression and a wide array of behavioral issues. It was also found a strong

dose-response association with cardiovascular disease, chronic lung disease, cancer, autoimmune

disease, diabetes, obesity and sleep disturbances (14), while also being involved in the development

of toxic stress, culminating in an overall cluster of health, behavioral and social challenges (15), and a

shortened life expectancy.

In light of the previous information, these detrimental outcomes might be prevented by

implementing ACEs screening on primary care facilities, as it can help identify families at risk for the

negative health and developmental outcomes associated with toxic stress, allowing for early

intervention and access to resources that can mitigate these risks (16). In this way, the progression of

ACEs outcomes can be interrupted, while also potentially resolving behavioral alterations from

exposure to ACEs by breaking the intergenerational cycle that is caused by ACEs perpetuation (17),

resulting in general improvement of health.
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Recommended strategies for the adequate employment of the tools in the clinical setting found

during the search.

Knowing the great impact of ACEs screening for constructing better health outcomes, it is crucial to

establish multiple strategies for primary care providers to adequately employ the screening tools in a

clinical setting. The first thing to consider is to know the wide range of screening tools available,

where the choice of which tool to implement will depend mostly on the specific condition being

screened for, the age of the patient and the setting in which the screening takes place (18). It is also

crucial to acknowledge the primary obstacle of screening for ACEs, which is the lack of training for

primary care providers and professionals, posing obstacles in the understanding of trauma-informed

care practices and, by that, causing low confidence among professionals in conducting ACEs

screening (19). Therefore, the main strategy could be training professionals to implement validated

tools, which will be crucial to make a meaningful impact on the outcomes prevented by the ACEs

screening (20).

It is also important to mention the great importance of a multidisciplinary, multicultural, multilingual

team and a family-centered approach when screening for ACEs (21). Context and explanation of the

questionnaire should be given to both parents and children who can understand, as this is reflected

in better and more exact responses, resulting in an accurate collection of the information available

(22). It is worth noting that familiarizing the whole team with the screening system is of utter

importance, as this will help make the process increasingly agile. Once ACEs screening is instaurated,

it is important to not overemphasize the ACEs score, and rather to consider the patient's symptoms

before carrying out any intervention (17). It is also worth noting the fundamental role of

pediatricians in mitigating the impact of ACEs is done by advising families on nutrition, exercise, sleep

habits, key components of toxic stress, and therefore, ACEs (23). While taking this into consideration,

it is key not only for the health care providers but also for the patients to understand the focus of

ACEs screening by addressing stigmatization (17). This works as a crucial way to cope with a positive

screen, making it the first step in the course of action to go towards an improvement regarding ACEs

health outcomes.

Perceptions of parents and medical staff regarding screening, the existing knowledge gaps, and the
perceived barriers to implementing screening practices.

Medical staff and parents expressed diverse perceptions and encountered several barriers regarding

the screening of ACEs. A consistent theme across multiple studies was the lack of awareness and

insufficient knowledge among healthcare providers and guardians about the process and benefits of

screening. Healthcare providers indicated the complexity and variability in screening protocols as

barriers for implementation, particularly in clinical settings where standardized guidelines were

unclear (24,25). Many healthcare providers report a lack of formal training on ACEs, and familiarity

with ACEs screening practices remains low. Screening decisions are often influenced by beliefs about

the relevance of addressing parenting behaviors and social-emotional development in pediatric care

(26). Additionally, limited time and existing workload were frequently identified as significant

difficulties by medical staff to screen for ACEs (27). Lack of proper training left many providers feeling

unprepared or hesitant to engage in discussions about potentially traumatic experiences with their

patients, fearing that they might cause further harm or distress (28). Healthcare providers also raised

concerns about the ethical implications of screening without adequate follow-up interventions. In
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many cases, screening for ACEs revealed significant risk factors, yet the available resources to address

these issues were either insufficient or non-existent (29). Other barriers identified include the need

to incorporate literacy, language, and cultural considerations when developing and applying tools for

ACEs screening. Variations in these factors can significantly affect the comprehension of screening

items, potentially compromising response accuracy (22). ACEs include various traumatic events, each

influencing health outcomes differently and requiring tailored interventions. While ACEs are linked to

negative health outcomes, evidence is lacking that screening prevents these effects or improves

outcomes (30)

Discussion

Our results are largely consistent with those of previous studies, which indicate significant gaps in the

standardization of screening for ACEs. One major theme that emerged is the lack of a clear,

universally accepted definition of what constitutes an ACE. Many of the tools included in our review

used terms like "adversity" or "trauma” interchangeably, leading to variations in how these

experiences are measured. This lack of clarity not only affects the screening process but also

contributes to inconsistencies in identifying and addressing ACEs. Moreover, the screening tools we

reviewed often lacked rigorous testing and validation. Many had only been used in a single study, and

several scales were designed to assess broader traumas rather than ACEs specifically. This highlights

a significant gap in the availability of reliable and validated tools for ACE screening. Furthermore, it is

unclear how to tailor screening based on the child’s age or whether certain tools are designed for use

with parents or the patient directly. There is also no clear guidance on the appropriate age to apply

screening tools directly to children.

Just like our hypothesis before beginning the project, we identified certain gaps in the use of ACE

screening in clinical settings. A critical finding is the lack of information on the value and process of

ACE screening. Health professionals often lack sufficient guidance on whether it is truly beneficial to

screen for ACEs, and if so, the best methods for doing so. While there are many proposed screening

strategies, none have been universally adopted, and institutional protocols are lacking. This absence

of clear guidelines leaves healthcare workers uncertain about how to proceed when a child screens

positive for ACEs. There is also the risk of overwhelming the healthcare system if every child who

screens positive for ACEs is referred for trauma-informed care. Given the current limitations in both

mental health resources and trauma care, such saturation could hinder the delivery of timely and

effective interventions. After the realization of the project, we remain uncertain of the actual utility

of ACE screening at this moment and lean towards skepticism about its current practical use.

One of the most concerning findings is the lack of robust evidence that ACE screening improves

long-term health outcomes. While a dose-response relationship between the number of ACEs and

negative health effects is well established, prospective studies that demonstrate the efficacy of ACE

screening in preventing these outcomes are sorely lacking. The current approach appears more

preventative than promotive, often failing to influence immediate medical management. This raises

questions about the cost-benefit balance of routine ACE screening. Cultural considerations must also

be factored into the screening process. Populations from different cultural backgrounds may

interpret key life events such as marriage, divorce, and child-rearing differently. This is further

complicated by language barriers, as the way screening questions interpretation can vary significantly

based on the language and cultural context of the family. Stigma is another significant concern. A
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positive ACE screen may create an atmosphere of constant concern from healthcare providers and

can inadvertently label children with a "heavy mark" that affects their future interactions with the

healthcare system and even their own behavior. This could undermine the benefits of early

intervention. It is crucial to recognize that the rights and well-being of children are influenced not

only by the healthcare system but also by various social entities, the government, their families, and

other key actors so a multidisciplinary approach is of essence.

Additionally, most of the scales and studies included in our review were developed in the United

States and are therefore heavily influenced by American cultural norms. Applying these tools to

different populations, such as those in Colombia, could lead to inaccurate assessments. The need for

culturally sensitive tools is clear. In Colombia, there are no existing studies focused on ACEs

screening, highlighting a significant research gap. Implementing ACEs screening should ideally occur

in countries with sufficient economic resources dedicated to prevention, which poses a challenge for

our country. While we have systems in place, such as those managed by the Instituto Colombiano de

Bienestar Familiar (ICBF), these focus primarily on the most vulnerable populations, often leaving out

large portions of the population who might also benefit from such interventions. Most ACE-related

studies are conducted in large urban centers within first-world countries, and there is a notable

absence of research in rural areas and lower-income nations like Colombia. Specifically, in rural,

peripheral areas of Colombia, where socioeconomic conditions are poor, implementing ACEs

screening would be particularly difficult due to the concentration of health infrastructure—hospitals,

doctors, and other resources—mainly in urban centers.

The majority of the studies we included were literature reviews, systematic reviews, and

cross-sectional studies. It is important to note that this subject requires a more subjective approach,

as there are no established protocols or a robust body of evidence to guide ACEs screening in clinical

practice. Many studies we initially reviewed did not align with our inclusion criteria, which made the

selection process challenging and limited the number of articles we could include. However, our

study addressed an uncommon but crucial topic: the correct strategies for ACEs screening. We

identified significant gaps in knowledge, particularly regarding how to effectively conduct the

screening process and manage a positive screen. It would be highly valuable to conduct future

studies focusing on the specific steps to follow after a positive screen and the best management

practices for these patients. Numerous gaps remain, such as how to standardize ACEs screening

across different contexts, determining the most effective tool, assessing whether widespread

screening is beneficial, and understanding the legal implications of implementing such a system.

Additionally, any potential screening system would require adjustments in the political and social

frameworks of the country. More high-quality, evidence-based studies are needed to answer these

questions and guide future practice. Moving forward, we would benefit from more diverse research

methodologies, including clinical trials, retrospective studies, probability and clinical correlation

studies, and prospective studies, to provide stronger, evidence-based guidance for ACEs screening.

Strengths and Limitations

One of the key strengths of our study lies in the comprehensive search across multiple databases,

ensuring that we gathered as much relevant information as possible. In addition, we included a wide

variety of study types to thoroughly assess the available literature. By not excluding studies based on

their quality, we aimed to provide a realistic overview of the current research landscape. Our
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rigorous review process involved screening 8,143 articles and narrowing them down to 31, which

demonstrates the care and precision taken throughout. However, certain limitations were evident.

Many studies lacked sufficient methodological details, such as exact dates, locations, or population

characteristics. Additionally, some studies had small sample sizes or did not include control groups,

limiting their overall robustness. Only a small subset of articles fully met our inclusion criteria,

making the selection process challenging. In retrospect, more specific exclusion criteria could have

streamlined the selection and review process.

Biases

Observer bias was present as the selection of articles was influenced by the subjective understanding

of what constitutes an ACE, although this was mitigated by the involvement of a large evaluation

team that helped control for bias. Incomplete information bias may have arisen due to the inclusion

of studies that did not provide comprehensive details on certain aspects, such as methodology or

results, limiting the reviewers’ ability to assess the quality or relevance of the studies accurately.

Additionally, publication bias may have influenced our review, as studies with positive or statistically

significant results tend to be published more frequently, while those with negative or null results are

less likely to be included.

Conclusions

We consider that this scoping review highlights the significant potential of screening for ACEs in

pediatric clinical settings to potentially prevent long-term health outcomes. However, current

limitations in standardized tools, clear protocols, and evidence supporting long-term benefits hinder

the widespread implementation of ACE screening. Although the association between ACEs and

negative health outcomes is well-established, there is insufficient evidence demonstrating the

effectiveness of screening in preventing these outcomes. Additionally, cultural and contextual

factors, particularly in countries like Colombia, present further challenges in adapting screening tools

developed in high-resource settings.

The findings from this review suggest that effective ACE screening requires a multidisciplinary,

family-centered approach, with a focus on training healthcare professionals in trauma-informed care

practices. Addressing these gaps will require further research, including large-scale, longitudinal

studies to evaluate the real-world impact of ACE screening, as well as the development of culturally

sensitive tools tailored to diverse populations. Ultimately, while ACE screening holds promise as a

preventive measure, further efforts are needed to standardize its use, ensure adequate follow-up

interventions, and assess its true efficacy in reducing the burden of ACE-related health conditions.
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Appendices
Appendix I: Search Strategies in MEDLINE and EMBASE
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