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A B S T R A C T

In this study, a systematic review was carried out with the aim of analyzing the terms, definitions, dimensions, and 
prevalence rates of cyber dating abuse (CDA). After the analysis, the term cyber dating abuse is considered as the 
most appropriate and a complete definition of the construct is provided, along with the related dimensions. In order 
to synthesize the victimization prevalence rates of CDA, a meta-analysis of 16 studies was also carried out, including 
14,235 participants, based on most suitable and most commonly used instrument for CDA measurement. This meta-
analysis indicated an estimated global prevalence of CDA victimization of 47%, the prevalence for the control dimension 
being 63%, while for direct psychological aggression it was 24%. The results hardly showed differences between male and 
female victimization, which would support gender symmetry. Despite some limitations, this bibliographic and meta-
analytic review sheds light on the field of CDA.

El ciberabuso de pareja: conceptualización y metaanálisis de las tasas de 
prevalencia

R E S U M E N

En este estudio se realiza una revisión sistemática con el objetivo de analizar los términos, definiciones y dimensiones 
utilizados, así como las tasas de prevalencia del ciberabuso de pareja. Tras el análisis, el término ciberabuso de pareja 
(CP) se considera el más adecuado. Se proporciona además una definición completa del constructo junto con las 
dimensiones relacionadas. Con el fin de sintetizar las tasas de prevalencia de la victimización de CP, se realiza un 
metaanálisis de 16 estudios, que incluyen 14,235 participantes, basado en el instrumento más adecuado y utilizado. 
El metaanálisis indica una prevalencia global estimada de victimización por CP del 47%, 63% para la dimensión 
control y para la de agresión psicológica directa un 24%. Además, los resultados apenas mostraron diferencias entre 
la victimización de chicos y chicas, lo que avalaría la simetría de género. A pesar de algunas limitaciones, la revisión 
bibliográfica y metaanalítica arroja luz sobre el campo del CP.
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Gender-based violence is spreading to the online context. 
Although there is currently no uniformly accepted definition of 
gender based violence, Van Der Wilk (2018) describes it as any act 
of gender-based violence against women that is committed through 
the Internet or any other communication technology. In this case, 
perpetrators can be partners or ex-partners, colleagues, schoolmates 
or, as is often the case, anonymous individuals. However, cyber 
dating abuse (CDA) is focused on dating relationships and is an 
emerging form of dating violence that can be a negative experience 
for youth and adolescents, causing serious psychological harm to its 
victims (Caridade & Braga, 2020; Fernet et al., 2019).

According to recent studies, the range of terminology used 
in the scientific community referring to this phenomenon is 
currently very wide and varied, probably since it is a relatively 

recent subject of study and there is a lack of scientific consensus 
on how to conceptualize and define it (Brown & Hegarty, 2018; 
Cavalcanti & Coutinho, 2019; Fernet et al., 2019; Flach & Deslandes, 
2017). As a consequence, prevalence rates for both perpetration 
and victimization tend to fluctuate considerably between studies. 
To exemplify, previous systematic reviews found perpetration 
and victimization rates higher than 90% among youth (Brown 
& Hegarty, 2018; Caridade et al., 2020). However, these same 
reviews also documented prevalence rates as low as 5.8% for CDA 
victimization (Caridade et al., 2020) and 6% for CDA perpetration 
(Brown & Hegarty, 2018), concluding, in line with other studies 
(e.g., Flach & Deslandes, 2017; Stonard et al., 2015), that research 
on this type of abuse has produced extremely variable and difficult 
to interpret results.
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This variability can also be found when analyzing gender 
differences, as existing literature reports that CDA victimization 
might be gendered, but findings are mixed. For example, some 
studies report CDA victimization as gender symmetrical (Smith et 
al., 2018; Wolford-Clevenger et al., 2016), while other studies report 
victimization greater for young women (Dick et al., 2014; Zweig et 
al., 2013; Zweig et al., 2014), and yet others report victimization 
greater for young men (Brown et al., 2021; Jaen-Cortés et al., 2017). 
These discrepancies in prevalence rates when considering gender 
demonstrate the need to examine the differences between men and 
women in their use and experience of CDA.

The use of different terms, conceptual and operational definitions, 
and dimensions to study CDA can hide the real prevalence rates 
and hinder the detection of risk factors. Gaps between terms, 
definitions, dimensions, and prevalence rates prevent public health 
agencies from developing programs adapted to the victims and their 
characteristics. Without clarifying the construct of CDA it is difficult 
to improve scientific knowledge regarding the risk factors. There is 
thus a need to summarize the available knowledge in order to make 
recommendations to scholars and social health services.

Several reviews have been published in recent years, such 
as analyzing prevalence rates, instruments, and risk factors 
(Calvalcanti & Coutinho, 2019), summarizing what has been done 
and what is known about CDA (Caridade et al., 2019), describing the 
instruments created to measure intimate abuse through technology 
(Brown & Hegarty, 2018), and identifying how the literature defined 

the phenomenon, the terms used for it, the implications for health, 
and proposed social intervention technologies (Flach & Deslandes, 
2017; Rocha-Silva et al., 2021). The objectives of the latest studies 
were focused on revealing the constructs and definitions used in the 
scientific literature, but critical analysis, theoretical discussion, or 
concrete proposals for future studies have not been provided. In the 
same way, some meta-analyses regarding CDA have been published 
in recent years, studying prevalence rates of victimization and 
perpetration of CDA along with its association with face-to-face 
intimate partner violence among men and women (Gilbar et al., 
2022), and analyzing risk and protective factors (Caridade & Braga, 
2020). Gilbar et al. (2022) conducted a meta-analysis without 
considering the measurement tool used by the studies, which 
could affect the results of the meta-analysis. Authors included 
some studies without using validated measures, using single item 
measures or not reporting psychometric properties. Any meta-
analysis of the prevalence of CDA should be focused on the best 
validated measurement tools, and this has not been done.

Research Aims

 The first objective of this study was to provide a literature review 
of the conceptualization of CDA (terms, definitions, and dimensions), 
with recommendations regarding the most suitable term and 
definition, and the dimensions that should be included in the 
construct. To achieve the first goal, a systematic review was carried 
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Figure 1. Flowchart of the Literature Review Process according to Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-analyses.
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out, ensuring transparent and complete reporting of the systematic 
search. Based on the outcomes of the review, this study discusses 
the inconsistencies found in terminology, conceptualization, and 
dimensions used to assess this issue. It concludes with suggestions 
that can help understand this type of dating violence.

The second objective was to analyze victimization prevalence 
rates based on the findings of those studies using the most suitable 
and most commonly used instrument for CDA measurement 
(Martínez-Soto & Ibabe, 2022), and to synthesize, through a 
meta-analysis, the prevalence rates of CDA taking into account 
dimensions and gender.

Method

Literature Review

The present study is based on an integrative literature review 
using the PRISMA protocol (Page et al., 2021). This form of review 
includes studies with different methodologies in order to analyze 
the knowledge from previous research on CDA and generate new 
knowledge. This type of review shows the state of the art on a 
theme and contributes to the development of new theories. The 
identification, screening, and eligibility of the studies included are 
outlined in the flow diagram (see Figure 1).

Search Strategies

In order to identify all terms and definitions potentially relevant 
for the review purpose, and to avoid publication bias, the searches 
were conducted in two electronic databases: Web of Science (title, 
abstract, author keyword, and keyword plus) and Scopus (title, 
abstract, and author keyword). Journal articles published in English, 
Spanish, or Portuguese up to July 2022 were selected. Articles 
retrieved from these databases were exported to RefWorks in order 
to make the removal of duplicates much easier. The selection process 
was carried out by reading abstracts, but sometimes articles were 
removed after reading the full text.

The search was limited to 27 terms (“cyber intimate 
victimization” OR “cyber intimate aggression” OR “cyber intimate 
violence” OR “cyber intimate abuse” OR “electronic victimization” 
OR “cyber dating abuse” OR “cyber dating aggression” OR “cyber 
dating victimization” OR “cyber intimate partner violence” OR 
“cyber dating violence” OR “digital dating abuse” OR “digital 
dating violence” OR “digital dating victimization” OR “digital 
dating aggression” OR “intimate partner violence through 
electronic mediums” OR “computer mediated communication 
based teen dating violence” OR “cyber psychological abuse in 
romantic relationships” OR “intimate partner cyber aggression 
victimization” OR “virtual intimate partner violence” OR 
“electronic aggression in emerging adult romantic relationships” 
OR “electronic intrusion cyber dating aggression” OR “electronic 
dating aggression” OR “technology assisted adolescent violence” 
OR “technological intimate partner violence” OR “partner directed 
cyber aggression” OR “technology facilitated domestic violence” OR 
“virtual relationship violence”).

Eligibility Criteria

Inclusion criteria were used: i) academic journals, ii) studies 
focused on adolescents or youth, iii) theoretical and empirical stu-
dies, iv) terms in title, abstract, or keywords, v) studies published 
in English, Spanish, or Portuguese. Figure 1 shows the literature 
search flowchart and the selection of articles from the analyzed 
sources, with a total of 129 scientific articles addressing CDA ob-
tained.

Statistical Analysis

Those studies included in the review that used the best-valued 
and most commonly used instrument (Martínez-Soto & Ibabe, 2022) 
were considered for presentation of their victimization prevalence 
data, given that the majority of studies did not report perpetration 
rates. Thus, to carry out the meta-analysis, only the studies (n = 16) 
that used the Cyber Dating Abuse Questionnaire (Borrajo, Gámez-
Guadix, Pereda, et al., 2015) were considered.

Pooled prevalence of CDA victimization and two of its 
dimensions was estimated using event rates and the 95% 
confidence interval (95% CI). Variability was corroborated with the 
corresponding diagnoses of heterogeneity. Statistical heterogeneity 
of prevalence estimates was assessed using the Q test and the I2 

statistic. Important variations were found across studies, with I2 > 
99% (large heterogeneity). Given the substantial heterogeneity of 
the reviewed studies and their methodologies (the studies used 
different types of samples, or participants were from different 
populations), all pooled estimations were performed with the 
random effects model, utilizing the restricted maximum-likelihood 
estimation algorithm. Forest plots were generated for each pooled 
prevalence estimate. All analyses were performed with Jamovi 
software (Version 2.2.5) (R Core Team, 2021; The Jamovi Project, 
2021) using the MAJOR statistical package.

Results

Analysis of Terms Used for Cyber Dating Abuse and the Most 
Suitable Term

Cyber dating abuse literature uses a wide variety of terms to name 
the phenomenon and in this review 27 different terms were identified, 
as can be seen in Table 1. Analyzing the results, it is noticeable that 
the constructs “cyber dating abuse” (n = 60), “cyber dating violence” 
(n = 16), “digital dating abuse” (n = 15), and “cyber intimate partner 
violence” (n = 5) are the most prevalent in scientific publications. 
The remaining 23 terms have a lower prevalence, from one to three 
publications. This shows that, despite the high number of terms 
identified, the scientific literature has tended to adopt “cyber dating 
abuse”, “cyber dating violence”, and “digital dating abuse”. To talk 
about this phenomenon in its entirety, it is important for the term 
to include the three elements that form the concept (cyber/digital 
context, dating/romantic relationship, violence/abuse/aggression).

Regarding the first element, the term “cyber” is considered to be 
the most suitable because it denotes a relationship with information 
technology, encompassing all kinds of technologies related to the 
virtual world as opposed to face-to-face interaction. Constructs 
including the term “technology-facilitated” have been criticized as it 
might position the technology as the problem rather than the broader 
causes of cyber dating abuse.

As for the second element, the term “dating” is used, referring to 
current or former adolescent and young adult romantic relationships 
where the members of the couple do not live together, are not 
financially independent from their parents and do not have well-
established relationships (Ibabe et al., 2020). Terms such as electronic 
victimization, technology assisted adolescent violence or electronic 
intrusion have been found in research on CDA, but these terms can 
be confused with other types of violence involving digital media, 
such as “cyberbullying” or “stalking”, which exclude the “dating 
relationship” that is key when referring to the phenomenon. Lastly, in 
regard to the third element, Table 1 shows that the terms “aggression/
violence” and “abuse” are used indiscriminately, but it is important to 
emphasize they are not the same. In the context of intimate partner 
violence, violence is usually framed as a physical or sexual acts or 
behaviors (Geffner, 2016).
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While the terms above generally refer to isolated events, abuse 
encompasses an ongoing pattern of multiple forms of aggression, 
assumes there is a relationship between partners and considers the 
intent as well as the negative effects (such as helplessness, anxiety 
or fear) on the victim. Taking this differentiation into account, it 
becomes clear that “aggression”, “violence”, and “abuse” are not the 
same. Distinguishing between these constructs is key for research, 
as is keeping in mind the consequences, frequency, duration, and 
severity when discussing or attempting to measure these behaviors 
in order to provide a full picture that includes motivation, intent, and 
dynamics. After analyzing 27 terms related to cyber dating abuse, the 
recommended term to use in future studies is “cyber dating abuse”.

Table 1. Terms Found in Web of Science and Scopus Related to the Ttopic

Number  Descriptors Web of Science and 
Scopus Results

1.  Cyber dating abuse 60
2.  Cyber dating violence 16
3.  Digital dating abuse 15
4.  Cyber intimate partner violence 5
5.  Electronic intrusion 3
6.  Electronic dating violence 3
7.  Technology mediated intimate partner violence 3
8.  Electronic dating aggression 2
9.  Cyber dating aggression 2
10.  Technological intimate partner violence 2
11.  Technology facilitated abuse in relationships 2
12.  Cyber dating victimization 1
13.  Digital coercive control 1
14.  Digital dating violence 1
15.  Digital intimate partner violence 1
16.  Electronic dating abuse 1
17.  Electronic victimization 1
18.  Interpersonal electronic surveillance 1
19.  Intimate partner cyber aggression 1
20.  Intimate abuse through technology 1
21.  Partner cybervictimization 1
22.  Partner directed cyber aggression 1
23. Technology assisted adolescent violence 1
24.  Online partner abuse 1
25.  Online psychological intimate partner violence 1
26.  Technology facilitated domestic violence 1
27.  Virtual relationship violence 1

Analysis of Definitions and the most Suitable Definition of 
Cyber Dating Abuse

It is important to emphasize that most of the analyzed articles do 
not provide a clear definition of CDA or even a definition at all; this 
becomes a problem when developing measurement instruments, 
analyzing risk factors, or implementing prevention or intervention 
programs. The most significant definitions of cyber dating abuse 
found in this literature review and their main characteristics are 
shown in Table 2.

Almost all of the analyzed definitions (n = 7) referred to the current 
partner only (Bennett et al., 2011; Calvete et al., 2021; Marganski & 
Melander, 2015; Reed et al., 2015; Reed et al., 2017; Víllora, Yubero, 
et al., 2019b; Zweig et al., 2013), while (n = 1) also included the 
ex-partner (Fernet et al., 2019). According to recent research, the 
definition should include both the partner and the ex-partner, as it 
has been shown that it is common for the ex-partner to be involved 
in this type of behavior. The feeling of losing control over the partner 
in a breakup, as well as not being able to accept the separation, could 
increase the occurrence of CDA or its frequency (Fernet et al., 2019).

Related to the selection of the term, and as explained above, 
“aggression” and “abuse” constructs are used interchangeably, 
which might also be a definitional issue. Some behaviors can be 
considered abuse after just one manifestation (e.g., threatened 
to hurt), just as other behaviors might not be considered abuse if 
experienced just once or twice (e.g., insulting). Borrajo, Gámez-
Guadix, Pereda, et al. (2015), in their instrument development, 
established that greater frequency was required for a victim’s 
experience to constitute abuse and higher frequency was associated 
with higher levels of abuse. Therefore, to consider the presence 
of abuse, there should be a pattern of behavior, that is, these 
behaviors should occur repeatedly. The definition of Reed et al. 
(2017) includes a “pattern of behavior”, implying repeated actions. 
However, the other analyzed definitions did not address this issue.

Most of the definitions (n = 6) imply intentional behavior 
(Bennett et al., 2011; Calvete et al., 2021; Fernet et al., 2019; 
Marganski & Melander, 2015; Reed et al., 2017; Víllora, Yubero, et al., 
2019b). Intention is an important element of abuse, but behaviors 
occurring without the conscious or explicit intent to harm might 
also be considered abusive. An important percentage of victims 
reported a playful or joking context in which cyber dating abuse 
had occurred, which does not imply an explicit intend to harm 
(Borrajo, Gámez-Guadix, & Calvete, 2015). Therefore, the definition 
of CDA should include intentional or conscious behavior, but it 
should not specify that the intention is specifically to harm one’s 
partner or ex-partner since the explicit perpetrator’s intentions are 
hard to determine in this particular type of abuse.

Thus, the most suitable definition of CDA is the use of technology 
and digital media to perpetrate any abusive behavior deliberately 
and repeatedly towards the partner or ex-partner in the context of 
a dating or courtship relationship.

Analysis of CDA Dimensions and Proposal

In the definitions presented in Table 2, it can be seen that diverse 
terminology has been used when referring to the same dimension of 
CDA, which can blur the sets of behaviors that should be part of the 
phenomenon (Rocha-Silva et al., 2021). Different terminologies have 
been found to refer to behaviors of direct psychological aggression 
(e.g., hostility, threats, denigration, insults), control (e.g., controlling, 
monitoring, intrusion, coercion, surveillance), public harassment 
(e.g., humiliation, sharing private information, and spreading 
embarrassing photos), cyber sexual aggression (e.g., pressure for 
sexual behavior, sexual cyber abuse, disseminating information of a 
sexual nature), and social exclusion (e.g., exclusion, isolation). Despite 
these terminological differences in the dimensions, the analysis of 
such behaviors shows that they refer to the same core behaviors, 
which are displayed in Table 2 in the column named Dimensions. 

Rodríguez-Domínguez et al. (2020) pointed out methodological 
deficiencies in the construction of knowledge in the field of CDA, 
indicating, for example, a lack of attention to manifestations of cyber 
sexual aggression. In the analyzed definitions, direct psychological 
aggression (n = 7) and control (n = 7) were the dimensions that 
appeared the most frequently. Public harassment appeared in five 
definitions of CDA, with cyber sexual aggression (n = 4) and social 
exclusion (n = 3) the least considered dimensions.

It is not easy to establish a definitive classification of CDA di-
mensions due to emerging new behaviors related to technology 
use, and because there is no consensus in the scientific literature. 
However, to advance the conceptualization, five potential dimen-
sions for CDA based on the qualitative analysis of studies are pro-
posed in Table 3, with their terminology, definitions and examples. 
The first proposal for CDA dimensions (Martínez-Soto & Ibabe, 
2022) has been improved in the current study.
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Meta-analysis of the Victimization Prevalence Rate

For this section only those studies using the Cyber Dating Abuse 
Questionnaire (CDAQ) (Borrajo, Gámez-Guadix, Pereda, et al., 2015) 
were included to reach a valid conclusion about victimization 
prevalence rate (see Table 4). The studies 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16 
(Víllora, Navarro, et al. 2019a, 2019b; Víllora, Yubero, et al., 2019a, 
2019b; Víllora et al., 2021) performed their analyses using the exact 
same sample. Therefore, for the purpose of this meta-analysis, their 
prevalence rates had to be pooled in order to avoid sampling errors 
that could affect the results.

Overall Victimization

Heterogeneity of overall victimization was very large, Q(7) = 
5,947.478, p < .001; I2 = 99.84%. The forest plot in Figure 2 shows 

the summary of the prevalence of cyber dating violence victimi-

zation (with a combined sample of n = 9,266) with an estimated 

global prevalence of 47% (95% CI [27, 67]). Variability ranged from 

a minimum of 7% (95% CI [6, 7) to a maximum prevalence of 74% 

(95% CI [72, 77]).

Control

Heterogeneity of control was very large, Q(11) = 2,869.174, p 

<.001; I2 = 99.32%. Figure 3 shows the summary of the prevalence 

of control victimization (with a combined sample of n = 7,846) with 

an estimated global prevalence of 63% (95% CI [52, 75]). Variability 

ranged from a minimum of 16% (95% CI [15, 18]) to a maximum 

prevalence of 82% (95% CI [77, 87]).

Table 2. Predominant Definitions of CDA, their Characteristics and Included Dimensions

Study Term Definition Characteristics CDA Dimensions

Bennett et al., 
2011

Electronic aggression Using mobile and online 
platforms to perpetrate hostile 
(e.g., threats), intrusive (e.g., monitoring whereabouts), 
humiliating (e.g., posting an  embarrassing picture), and 
exclusion (e.g., blocking on an  
instant messaging program)  
behaviors against a romantic  
partner.

Intentional 
Partner 

Direct 
psychological 
aggression 
Control 
Public harassment 
Social exclusion

Fernet et al., 2019 Cyber intimate partner 
victimization

The intentional use of technological devices (e.g., 
cellphones, hidden cameras or 
remote web cameras), online resources (e.g., online 
social networks, blogs, video sharing websites), software 
(e.g., emails geolocation functions) to abuse an, intimate 
partner or an ex-intimate partner by implementing control 
and monitoring tactics, isolating, or by disseminating 
information, of a sexual nature or not, without consent.

Intentional  
Partner and ex-
partner

Control 
Public harassment 
Social exclusion 
Cyber sexual 
aggression

Reed et al., 2015 Digital dating abuse

Problematic digital dating behaviors that can include 
monitoring someone’s activities and whereabouts, 
controlling who they talk to and are friends with, threats 
and hostility, spreading embarrassing and sexual photos 
with others, and pressuring for sexual behavior.

Partner

Direct 
psychological 
aggression 
Control
Public harassment
Cyber sexual 
aggression

Reed et al., 2017 Digital dating abuse
Pattern of behaviors using mobile phones and social media 
to harass, sexually pressure, coerce and threaten a dating 
partner.

Intentional
Repeated
Partner

Direct 
psychological
aggression
Control
Cyber sexual 
aggression

Marganski and 
Melander, 2015

Cyber aggression in the 
context of intimate partner

The use of socially interactive technologies such as text 
messaging and social networking (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, 
etc.) by one individual to facilitate harassing behavior 
against an intimate partner.

Intentional
Partner

Direct 
psychological
aggression

Víllora, Yubero, et 
al., 2019b Cyber dating abuse

Direct aggression behaviors that intend to deliberately 
harm one’s partner (e.g., sharing private information 
and posting it on technological platforms, and insulting 
or threatening using these platforms), but also includes 
control behaviors that invade people’s privacy or are 
related to monitoring someone (e.g., controlling access to 
social networks or using one’s partner’s password without 
his/her permission).

Intentional (harm)
Partner

Direct 
psychological
aggression
Control
Public harassment

Calvete et al., 
2021 Cyber dating abuse

Using threats, insults, humiliation, and/or denigration 
within the online context with the intent of isolating, 
controlling and causing anguish to one’s partner.

Intentional
Partner

Direct 
psychological
aggression
Control
Public harassment
Social exclusion

Zweig et al., 2013 Cyber dating abuse

Abusive behaviors perpetrated by romantic partners via 
technology/new media, including threats via technology, 
harassing contacts, and using a partner’s social networking 
page without permission; it can be sexual (sexual cyber 
abuse) or non-sexual.

Partner

Direct 
psychological
aggression
Control
Cyber sexual 
aggression
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Table 3. Proposal of CDA Dimensions: Name, Definition, and Examples

Name of each dimension Definition Examples

1. Direct psychological aggression Behaviors that are intended to cause harm to the 
partner, directly insulting, saying unpleasant things 
or threatening to hurt in a private sphere using 
technology of information.

-  Sending insulting and/or demeaning messages
-  Using capital letters to shout
-  Threatening on a digital device to physically hurt themselves if the 

victim does not do what they want
-  Threatening on a digital device to hurt the victim

2. Control Use of electronic means to control the partner/ex-
partner, including behaviors related to surveillance 
or electronic intrusion.

-  Checking where and with whom the partner or ex- partner is via 
tracking software

-  Reading messages without permission
-  Pressuring to share private passwords of social networks
-  Pressuring to stop contacting with another person online
-  Excessive control behaviors on social networks

3. Public harassment Publishing threatening, insulting, or harmful 
messages through social networks, spreading rumors 
about the partner, showing private or embarrassing 
photos/videos to humiliate or embarrass victim.

-  Publishing inappropriate photos of the partner without permission
-  Disseminating compromising information
-  Editing a photo or video of the partner or ex-partner in an offensive 

manner and posting it

4. Cyber sexual aggression Pressuring and threatening partners to have sex 
with him/her or do sexual things in person or virtual 
knowing the partner did not want to.

-  Threaten to distribute sexual images to have sex
-  Sending unwelcome nude images or videos
-  Pressuring on a digital device to engage in sexual acts, such as phone 

sex

5. Social exclusion Act of leaving partner out deliberately, blocking 
electronic communication or removing, excluding, or 
blocking on social networks.

-  Blocking on a social network such as Instagram or Twitter
-  Terminating communication on an instant messaging app such as 

WhatsApp or Snapchat
-  Excluding form top friend list

3. Caridade and Braga, 2019

4. Caridade et al., 2020

5. Gracia-Leiva et al., 2020

9. Lara, 2020

10. Machimbarrena et al., 2018

11. Van Ouytsel, Ponnet, Walrave, and Temple, 2016

12. 14. 15. 16.

RE Model

 14.19% 59 [53, 65]

 14.10% 40 [33, 47]

 14.33% 69 [66, 71]

 14.34% 74 [72, 77]
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Figure 2. Forest Plot of Overall Victimization Prevalence Rate.
Note. See Table 4 to identify each study. The prevalence scale goes from 0 to .80, which is equivalent to 0 to 80%. The individual results of each study are represented with a 
square and their corresponding confidence interval with a line through the square. The larger the size of the square, the greater the importance of the study (random weight). The 
global prevalence that integrates the information from all the studies is represented by the diamond-shaped figure (effect size), whose length corresponds to the length of the 
confidence interval of the global prevalence. Thus, there is a global prevalence for each analysis group.

Direct Psychological Aggression

Heterogeneity of direct psychological victimization was proved, 
Q(11) = 2,260.839, p < .001), being very large (I2 = 99%). The forest 
plot in this figure shows the summary of the prevalence of direct 
psychological aggression victimization (with a combined sample of 
n = 7,846) with an estimated global prevalence of 24% (95% CI [17, 
32]). Variability ranged from a minimum of 1% (95% CI [0, 1]) to a 
maximum prevalence of 43% (95% CI [39, 47]).

In order to analyze one of the potential reasons for the hetero-
geneity observed in prevalence rates of CDA, the different criteria 
to determine the prevalence rate (present/absent or severity cut-
off criteria) was reported. As can be seen in Table 4, studies using 
a dichotomous criterion (present/absent) report higher prevalence 
rates (overall victimization from 74.3% to 40.2%) than those relying 

on severity cut-off scores (overall victimization from 6.5% to 14.1%). 
A possible explanation for all of the above variability observed in 
prevalence rates of CDA is that, as opposed to a severity cut-off cri-
terion, a dichotomous criterion does not necessarily capture the re-
petitive nature or severity of CDA victimization and therefore tends 
to provide higher prevalence rates.

Gender Differences in CDA Victimization

Gender differences across victimization of CDA were analyzed 
and presented in nine of the studies using the Cyber Dating Abuse 
Questionnaire (CDAQ; Borrajo, Gámez-Guadix, Pereda, et al., 2015), 
as shown in Table 5. Regarding overall victimization, six studies 
did not found any significant differences between men and women 
victimization (Branson & March, 2021; Lara, 2020; Machimbarrena 
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1. Borrajo and Gámez-Guadix, 2016

2. Borrajo, Gámez-Guadix, Pereda, et al., 2015

3. Caridade and Braga, 2019

4. Caridade et al., 2020

5.1 Cavalcanti et al., 2020

5.2 Cavalcanti et al., 2020

6. Gracia-Leiva et al., 2020

7. Hidalgo-Rasmussen et al., 2020

8. Javier-Juárez et al., 2021

9. Lara, 2020
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 9.16% 81 [78, 84]

 9.15% 75 [72, 78]
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 100.00% 63 [52, 75]
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Figure 3. Forest Plot of Control Victimization Prevalence Rate.
Note. See Table 4 to identify each study. In this forest plot, the prevalence scale corresponds to a proportion that goes from 0 to 100%.

et al., 2018; Van Ouytsel, Ponnet, Walrave, & Temple, 2016; Víllora, 
Yubero, et al., 2019a, 2019b).

When analyzing gender differences across the behavioral 
dimensions of cyber dating abuse separately, some variability 
was found. Seven studies provided information on the control 
dimension but just one (Linares et al., 2021) found significantly 
more control victimization among men than women. Regarding 
direct psychological aggression, seven studies analyzed the 
victimization level, and significant differences were shown in three 
of the studies (Borrajo & Gámez-Guadix, 2016; Javier-Juárez et al., 
2021; Romo-Tobón et al., 2020), with men reporting more direct 
psychological aggression victimization than women, although the 
differences were not very marked (first study 38.5%-29.6%; second 
study 42.27%-28.86%; the third study did not reported prevalence 

rates). In general, these results show an absence of significant 
gender differences to a large extent, which could be evidence of 
gender symmetry. However, there is a need for further exploration 
and scientific clarification to wholly comprehend the phenomenon 
and its dynamics.

Discussion

One of the main objectives of this study was to analyze the 
conceptualization of cyber dating abuse, with recommendations 
regarding the most appropriate term, a complete definition of the 
construct and the its dimensions. To achieve this goal, a systematic 
review was carried out, ensuring transparent and complete 
reporting of the systematic search. A further goal was to analyze 

1. Borrajo and Gámez-Guadix, 2016

2. Borrajo, Gámez-Guadix, Pereda, et ., 2015

3. Caridade and Braga, 2019

4. Caridade et al., 2020

5.1 Cavalcanti et al., 2020

5.2 Cavalcanti et al., 2020

6. Gracia-Leiva et al., 2020

7. Hidalgo-Rasmussen et al., 2020

8. Javier-Juárez et al., 2021

9. Lara, 2020

12. 13. 14. 15.

RE Model

 9.16% 32 [28, 35]

 9.22% 14 [12, 17]

 9.01% 18 [13, 23]

 9.07%   8 [4, 12]

 8.84% 25 [19, 30]

 8.90% 25 [19, 30]

 9.21% 33 [30, 35]

 9.06% 43 [39, 47]

 8.99% 35 [30, 40]

 9.23% 34 [32, 37]

 9.31%   1 [0, 1] 

 100.00% 24 [17, 32]
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Figure 4. Forest Plot of Psychological Direct Aggression Victimization Prevalence Rate.
Note.  See Table 4 to identify each study. In this forest plot, the prevalence scale goes from 0 to .50, which in terms of percentages is equivalent to 0 to 50%.
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Table 4. Victimization Prevalence Rates of the Studies Using the Cyber Dating Abuse Questionnaire (CDAQ) (Borrajo, Gámez-Guadix, Pereda et al., 2015)

Author/a and 
Publication Year Location Sample Characteristics Victimization Prevalence Dichotomization

Overall Control Direct psychological 
aggression

1. Borrajo and Gámez-
Guadix (2016) Spain

n = 782
77.7% female
Age: 18-30 years
Mean age = 22.7

— 81% 31.7% Not specified

2. Borrajo, Gámez-
Guadix, Pereda, et al. 
(2015)

Spain

n = 788
77% female
Age: 18-30 years
Mean age = 23

— 75% 14% Present/Absent
CDA

3. Caridade and Braga 
(2019) Portugal

n = 272
87.1% female
Mean age = 28.41

59.2% 58.8% 18% Present/Absent
CDA

4. Caridade et al. 
(2020) Portugal

n = 173
86.7% female
Age: 18-30 years
Mean age = 25.36

40.2% 38.2% 8.1% Present/Absent
CDA

5. Cavalcanti 
et al. (2020) Study 1 Brazil

n = 215
74.9% female
Age: 18-54 years
Mean age = 28.27

— 81.9% 24.7% Present/Absent
CDA

Study 2 Brazil

n = 248
84.3% female
Age: 18-56 years
Mean age = 27.8

— 80.2% 24.6% Present/Absent
CDA

6. Gracia-Leiva et al. 
(2020)

Spain, Latin
America, Europe

n = 1,227
100% female
Age: 13-28 years
Mean age = 18.76

68.8% 66.7% 33.3% Present/Absent
CDA

7. Hidalgo-Rasmussen 
et al. (2020) Mexico

n = 534
51.7% female
Age: 11-18 years
Mean age = 14.6

— 65.4% 42.7% Present/Absent
CDA

8. Javier-Juárez et al. 
(2021) Mexico

n = 394
62.4% female
Age: 15-18 years
Mean age = 16

— 62.2% 35% Present/Absent
CDA

9. Lara (2020) Chile

n = 1,538
59.8% female
Age: 14-24 years
Mean age = 18.27

74.3% 72.1% 34.4% Present/Absent
CDA

10. Machimbarrena et 
al. (2018) Spain

n = 3,212
53.7% female
Age: 11-21 years
Mean age = 13.92

6.5% — — Severity cut-off score
(Occasional Moderate, Severe)

11. Van Ouytsel, 
Ponnet, Walrave, and 
Temple (2016)

Belgium

n = 1,187
61.3% female
Age: 16-22 years
Mean age = 18

65% — —

12. Víllora, Navarro, et 
al., (2019a) Spain

n = 1,657
62.9% female
Age: 18-42 years
Mean age = 20.59

42% 39.6% 15.6% Present/Absent
CDA

13. Víllora, Navarro, et 
al. (2019b) Spain

n = 1,657
62.9% female
Age: 18-41 years
Mean age = 20.59

— 16.4% 0.8%
Severity cut-off score
(At least one behavior 10 times or 
more in the past year)

14. Víllora, Yubero, et 
al. (2019a) Spain

n = 1,041
100% female
Age: 18-42 years
Mean age = 20.51

8% 8.2% 8.8%
Severity cut-off score
(Once or more in at least three 
behaviors)

15. Víllora, Yubero, et 
al. (2019b) Spain

n = 614
100% male
Age: 18-42 years
Mean age = 20.73

12.5% 12.2% 9.3% Severity cut-off score (Once or 
more in at least three behaviors)

16. Víllora et al. (2021) Spain

n = 1,657
62.9% female
Age: 18-42 years
Mean age = 20.59

14.1% — —
Severity cut-off score (At least 
one behavior 10 times or more in 
the past year)
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the victimization prevalence rates of CDA, taking into account 
its dimensions and gender differences. In the present systematic 
review, 129 papers referring to cyber dating abuse on youth and 
adolescents were analyzed. With most of the studies published in 
the last five years, the growing interest of the scientific community 
in this phenomenon is clear and highlights not only a problem that 
affects boys and girls in their romantic relationships but also the 
need to define the construct more clearly and comprehensively.

This review confirmed that CDA literature uses a wide variety 
of terms to name the phenomenon, and these definitions present 
different characteristics. After analyzing all definitions, we 
recommend the use of the term “cyber dating abuse”, and have 
proposed a definition of CDA including all characteristics found. 
Specifically, CDA is understood as the use of technology and digital 
media to perpetrate any abusive behavior deliberately and repeatedly 
towards the partner or ex-partner in the context of a dating or 
courting relationship. In general, the definitions analyzed and the 
assessment instrument used in the studies and included in the meta-
analysis did not contain the five dimensions proposed in this review, 
namely, direct psychological aggression, control, public harassment, 
cyber sexual aggression, and social exclusion. The behavioral 
dimensions that were more frequently included in the definitions 
and in the assessment tool were direct psychological aggression 
and control. The least mentioned dimensions were cyber sexual 
aggression (which includes pressuring and threatening partners to 
have sex in person or virtually) and social exclusion (which involves 

blocking on social networks or friend lists). However, it is important 
to take into account these two dimensions in CDA research when 
exploring the prevalence and impact of this type of abuse in order to 
capture the full range of experienced CDA behaviors.

A meta-analysis of 16 studies, involving 14,235 participants, 
was also conducted in order to examine the frequency of cyber 
dating abuse victimization in adolescents and youth, based on the 
most used instrument, the CDAQ (Borrajo, Gámez-Guadix, Pereda, 
et al., 2015), also considered a promising tool (Martínez-Soto & 
Ibabe, 2022). To our knowledge, the current review was the first to 
explore the victimization prevalence of adolescents and youth CDA, 
including studies using the same measurement instrument, in an 
attempt to provide a comprehensive picture of the occurrence of 
this phenomenon. The meta-analysis indicated an estimated global 
prevalence of CDA victimization of 47%; for the control dimension 
the prevalence was 63% and direct psychological aggression showed 
a 24% of victimization.

Regarding gender differences, the majority of the studies analyzed 
provided evidence of the non-existence of significant gender 
differences, both in overall victimization and in the two dimensions 
of victimization analyzed (direct psychological aggression and 
control), which could be suggesting gender symmetry in cyber 
dating abuse. According to Straus (2011), gender symmetry means 
approximately equal rates of perpetration of non-sexual physical 
assaults by men and women partners, or slightly higher rates by 
women partners.

Table 5. Gender Differences in CDA Victimization of the Studies Using the Cyber Dating Abuse Questionnaire (CDAQ) (Borrajo, Gámez-Guadix, Pereda, et al., 2015)

Author/a and publication year Location Sample characteristics Victimization Prevalence

Overall Control Direct psychological aggression

1. Borrajo and Gámez-Guadix (2016) Spain

n = 782
77.7% female
Age: 18-30 years
Mean age = 22.7

— No significant Significant differences

2. Branson and March (2021) Australia

n = 817
78.2% female
Age: 18-73 years
Mean age = 28.16 years

No significant 
differences — —

3. Javier-Juárez et al. (2021) Mexico

n = 394
62.4% female
Age: 15-18 years
Mean age = 16 years

— No significant
differences

Significant differences
Men > Women (42.27% men and 
28.86% women)

4. Lara (2020) Chile

n = 1,538
59.8% female
Age: 14-24 years
Mean age = 18.27 years

No significant
differences

No significant
differences No significant differences

5. Linares et al. (2021) Spain

n = 697
78.6% female
Age: 18-35 years
Mean age = 22.08 years

—
Significant
differences1. 
Men suffering 
more control

No significant differences

6. Machimbarrena et al. (2018) Spain

n = 3,212
53.7% female
Age: 11-21 years
Mean age = 13.92 years

No significant
differences — —

7. Romo-Tobón et al. (2020) Mexico
n = 299
62.2% female
Age: 18-25 years

— No significant
differences

Significant differences1. 
Men suffering more direct 
psychological aggression

8. Van Ouytsel Ponnet, Walrave, and Temple (2016) Belgium

n = 1187
61.3% female
Age: 16-22 years
Mean age = 18 years

No significant 
differences — —

9. Víllora, Yubero, et al. (2019a, 2019b) Spain

n = 1,657
62.9% female
Age: 18-42 years
Mean age = 20.59 years

No significant 
differences

No significant 
differences No significant differences

Note. 1Prevalence rates in men and women were not reported.
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Knowing the state of the art on cyber dating abuse can provide 
a better understanding of this opaque phenomenon, as well 
leading to reflection on new forms of intimate partner violence 
and gender-based violence, now also assisted, or aggravated by 
the use of technologies. In fact, cyber gender-based violence is 
increasing (Hinson et al., 2018) due to the community connectivity 
and in response to the rise of the feminist movement (Chan, 2022). 
These new realities should be taken into account in theoretical 
and legal frameworks. In fact, in Spain, the Organic Law 1/2004 on 
Comprehensive Protection Measures against Gender Violence does 
not even mention any of these phenomena. Therefore, it would be 
necessary that future judicial reforms include and regulate these 
types of abuse. In any case, it is essential to identify the victims 
and make available all the necessary resources for their attention, 
as well as to implement policies to prevent cyber dating abuse and 
cyber gender-based violence.

Limitations and Strengths

Some limitations should be considered when interpreting the 
results and taken into account by further research. First, the review 
did not include unpublished studies (dissertations and research 
reports), and therefore significant versus non-significant results 
could have been over-represented in this meta-analysis (i.e., 
publication bias). Second, the generalizability of the findings may be 
questioned. It is unknown whether the prevalence estimates of CDA 
victimization differ: (a) in other cultures (the studies were conducted 
mostly in Western cultures); (b) according to the participants’ age; 
(c) according to sexual orientation; and (d) according to different 
romantic relationships. Another limitation of the study may be the 
presence of substantial heterogeneity of studies in the meta-analysis. 
Thus, it is inappropriate to derive an estimate of an overall prevalence 
rate from that particular set of studies. The heterogeneity observed 
in the prevalence rate could be due to the procedure followed for the 
dichotomization of CDA (present/absent or severity cut-off criteria), 
and it is possible that no real differences in prevalence between the 
different populations existed.

Despite the mentioned limitations of the current study, one of 
strengths is that an exhaustive literature review was made using 
the PRISMA method, showing the constructs and definitions used in 
the scientific literature, and critical analysis, theoretical discussion, 
and concrete proposals for future studies have been provided. A 
previous review (Rocha-Silva, 2021) had already described terms, 
definitions and dimensions, but no proposals were made. A further 
strength is that all studies included in the meta-analysis were 
carried out with the same questionnaire (Cyber Dating Abuse 
Questionnaire; Borrajo, Gámez-Guadix, Pereda, et al., 2015), an 
instrument that has shown positive and good-quality evidence in 
its psychometric properties (Martínez-Soto & Ibabe, 2022).

Conclusion

Cyber dating abuse is a highly prevalent problem among adolescents 
and young people which has been related to several negative 
experiences for victims of this type of abuse. This bibliographic and 
meta-analytic review sheds light on the field of CDA by addressing the 
terminology regarding cyber dating abuse. The construct would include 
five dimensions, and its overall prevalence of victimization (47%) should 
be understood with caution due to excessive heterogeneity. Consistent 
with the proposed definition of CDA, which includes a repeated pattern 
of abusive behavior towards the partner or ex-partner, studies that 
include a severity criterion in their measurement would be the most 
appropriate; thus, the overall victimization prevalence rate should be 
between 14.1% and 6.5%. Since prevalence rates vary according to the 
criterion used (dichotomous vs. severity cut-off score), researchers 

should provide a rationale or justification for using one criterion over 
the other depending on the research goals.

The risk of CDA begins in preadolescence and it is important to 
note that perpetration and victimization often co-occur (Thulin et 
al., 2022) at similar rates among boys and girls. Thus, in the future, 
it is important that research in the field of CDA emphasizes issues 
of gender and sexual minorities of young people. Indeed, despite 
research indicating that LGTB adolescents and youth experience 
higher prevalence of cyber dating abuse (Dank et al., 2014), there has 
been very limited study among these youth. Further investigation of 
the prevalence, predictors, and consequences of CDA adolescents is 
necessary to develop effective prevention and intervention programs 
(Dank, et al., 2014; Flach & Deslandes, 2017).

Currently available dating violence prevention programs have 
been mainly focused on “offline” dating violence rather than CDA. 
Prevention programs would help young people recognize the 
signs and expressions of this type of violence, and provide ways to 
protect against it (e.g., by raising awareness of the importance of 
not sharing private information on the Internet, explaining how to 
select safe passwords, or by aiming to modify potentially dangerous 
attitudes, such as those related to the myths of romantic love or 
sexist attitudes). In addition, prevention efforts could also focus on 
the potential legal consequences of certain aspects of cyber dating 
abuse, such as unauthorized access to another person’s email or the 
dissemination of private information or photos without the victim’s 
consent, being punishable by data protection legislation.

The results of this study could also suggest that gender symmetry 
and violence bidirectionality could be the most prevalent pattern 
in cyber dating abuse. According to different studies carried out on 
intimate partner violence (Geffner et al., 2016; Pereda & Tamarit, 2019; 
Straus, 2008), one of the aspects that generates the most controversy 
in the field of intimate partner violence (IPV) is the existence of a 
pattern of gender symmetry or asymmetry, that is, whether IPV 
is primarily perpetrated by men as compared to women (Brown, 
2012). Although studies conducted from a gender perspective have 
identified patriarchy as the main factor influencing men’s violence 
against women (Ferrer-Pérez & Bosch-Fiol, 2019), family violence 
researchers (e.g., Straus, 2008; Straus, 2011) present quite a different 
view, showing that both men and women report the same amount of 
violence between them and their partners.

Thus, denying the existence of gender symmetry and a pattern 
of bidirectionality in CDA could have serious consequences, such 
as a) developing ineffective prevention and treatment programs 
by not considering the whole reality of the phenomenon, b) not 
offering any help resources to male victims, who also present 
serious consequences (Pereda & Tamarit, 2019), c) having no impact 
on women who use abusive behaviors in their dating relationships, 
and d) potentially ignoring couples in the LGB community also 
suffering and perpetrating CDA. Beyond any debate about gender, 
violence and abuse of any kind by either partner, no matter what 
his/her gender or his/her partner’s gender is, is unacceptable and 
all efforts must be directed to eliminating it.

Conflict of Interest

The authors of this article declare no conflict of interest.

References

References with an asterisk refer to studies included in the meta-analysis.
Bennett, D. C.,  Ramos, M. C., Guran, E. L., & Margolin, G. (2011). College 

students’ electronic victimization in friendships and dating. 
Violence and Victims, 26(4), 410-429. https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-
6708.26.4.410

*Borrajo, E., & Gámez-Guadix, M. (2016). Cyber dating abuse: Its link to 
depression, anxiety and dyadic adjustment. Behavioral Psychology, 
24(2), 221-235. http://hdl.handle.net/10486/679217

https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.26.4.410
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.26.4.410
http://hdl.handle.net/10486/679217


143Conceptualization and Meta-analysis of Cyber Dating Abuse

Borrajo, E., Gámez-Guadix, M., & Calvete, E. (2015). Cyber dating abuse: 
Prevalence, context, and relationship with offline dating aggression. 
Psychological Reports, 116(2), 565-585. https://doi.org/10.2466/21.16.
PR0.116k22w4

*Borrajo, E., Gámez-Guadix, M., Pereda N., & Calvete, E. (2015). The 
development and validation of the cyber dating abuse questionnaire 
among young couples. Computers in Human Behavior, 48, 358-365. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.01.063

Branson, M., & March, E. (2021). Dangerous dating in the digital age: Jealousy, 
hostility, narcissism, and psychopathy as predictors of cyberdating 
abuse. Computers in Human Behavior, 119, Article 106711. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106711

Brown, J. (2012). Male Perpetrators, the gender symmetry debate, and the 
rejection-abuse cycle: Implications for treatment. American Journal of 
Men’s Health, 6(4), 331-343. https://doi.org/10.1177/1557988312439404

Brown, C., & Hegarty, K. (2018). Digital dating abuse measures: A critical 
review. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 40, 44-59. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.03.003

Brown, C., Sanci, L., & Hegarty, K. (2021). Technology-facilitated abuse in 
relationships: Victimisation patterns and impact in young people. 
Computers in Human Behavior, 124, Article 106897. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106897

Calvete, E., Fernández-González, L., Orue, I., Machimbarrena, M., & González-
Cabrera, J. (2021). Validación de un cuestionario para evaluar el abuso 
en relaciones de pareja en adolescentes (CARPA), sus razones y las 
reacciones [Validation of a questionnaire to assess abuse in dating 
relationships in Spanish adolescents (CARPA): Reasons and reactions]. 
Revista de Psicología Clínica con Niños y Adolescentes, 8(1), 60-69. 
https://doi.org/10.21134/rpcna.2021.08.1.8

*Caridade, S., & Braga, T. (2019). The Portuguese version of the Cyber Dating 
Abuse Questionnaire (CDAQ): Adapting and psychometric properties. 
Análise Psicológica, 37(1), 93-105. https://doi.org/10.14417/ap.1543

Caridade, S., & Braga, T. (2020). Youth cyber dating abuse: A meta-analysis 
of risk and protective factors. Cyberpsychology: Journal of Psychosocial 
Research on Cyberspace, 14(3), Article 2. https://doi.org/10.5817/
CP2020-3-2

Caridade, S., Braga, T., & Borrajo, E. (2019). Cyber dating abuse (CDA): 
Evidence from a systematic review. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 
48, 152-168. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2019.08.018

*Caridade, S., Sousa, H. F. P., & Dinis, M. A. P. (2020). Cyber and offline 
dating abuse in a Portuguese sample: Prevalence and context of abuse. 
Behavioral Sciences, 10(10), Article 152. https://doi.org/10.3390/
bs10100152 

Cavalcanti, J. G., & Coutinho, M. da P. de L. (2019). Abuso digital en las 
relaciones amorosas: Una revisión sobre prevalencia, instrumentos 
de evaluación y factores de riesgo [Cyber dating abuse: A review 
of prevalence, evaluation instruments and risk factors]. Avances en 
Psicología Latinoamericana, 37(2), 235-254. https://doi.org/10.12804/
revistas.urosario.edu.co/apl/a.6888

*Cavalcanti, J. G., Coutinho, M. da P. de L., Nascimento, A. M. do., & Pinto, 
A. V. de L. (2020). Psychometric properties of the Cyberdating Abuse 
Questionnaire. Psico-USF, 25(2), 285-296. https://doi.org/10.1590/1413-
82712020250207

Chan, E. (2022). Technology-facilitated gender-based violence, hate speech, 
and terrorism: A risk assessment on the rise of the Incel rebellion in 
Canada. Violence against Women. Advance online publication. https://
doi.org/10.1177/10778012221125495

Dank, M., Lachman, P., Zweig, J. M., & Yahner, J. (2014). Dating violence 
experiences of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender youth. Journal of 
Youth Adolescence 43(5), 846-857. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-013-
9975-8

Dick, R. N., McCauley, H. L., Jones, K. A., Tancredi, D. J., Goldstein, S., 
Blackburn, S., Monasterio, E., James, L., Silverman, J. G., & Miller, E. (2014). 
Cyberdating abuse among teens using school-based health centers. 
Pediatrics, 134(6), 1560-1567. https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2014-0537

Fernet, M., Lapierre, A., Hebert, M., & Cousineau, M. M. (2019). A systematic 
review of literature on cyber intimate partner victimization in 
adolescent girls and women. Computers in Human Behavior, 100, 11-25. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.06.005

Ferrer-Pérez, V. A., & Bosch-Fiol, E. (2019). El género en el análisis de la 
violencia contra las mujeres en la pareja: de la “ceguera” de género a la 
investigación específica del mismo. [Gender in the analysis of intimate 
partner violence against women: From gender “blindness” to gender-
specific research]. Anuario de Psicología Jurídica, 29(1), 69-76. https://
doi.org/10.5093/apj2019a3

Flach, R. M. D., & Deslandes, S. F. (2017). Cyber dating abuse in affective and 
sexual relationships: A literature review. Cadernos de Saúde Pública, 
33(7), Article e00138516. https://doi.org/10.1590/0102-311X00138516

Geffner, R. (2016). Partner aggression versus partner abuse terminology: 
moving the field forward and resolving controversies. Journal of Family 
Violence, 31(8), 923-925. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-016-9898-8

Gilbar, O., Charak, R., Trujillo, O., Cantu, J. I., Cavazos, V., & Lavi, I. (2022). 
Meta-analysis of cyber intimate partner violence perpetration and 
victimization: Different types and their associations with face-to-
face ipv among men and women. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse. Advance 
online publication. https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380221082087 

*Gracia-Leiva, M., Puente-Martínez, A., Ubillos-Landa, S., González-Castro, 
J. L., & Páez-Rovira, D. (2020). Off- and online heterosexual dating 
violence, perceived attachment to parents and peers and suicide risk 
in young women. International Journal of Environmental Research and 
Public Health, 17(9), 3174. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17093174

*Hidalgo Rasmussen, C., Javier-Juárez, S. P., Zurita-Aguilar, K. A., Yanez-
Peñuñuri, L., Franco-Paredes, K., & Chávez Flores, V. (2020). Cross-
cultural adaptation of the Cyber Dating Abuse Questionnaire (CDAQ) 
for Mexican adolescents. Behavioral Psychology, 28(3), 435-453. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/t79318-000

Hinson, L., Mueller, J., O’Brien-Milne, L., & Wandera N. (2018). Technology-
facilitated gender-based violence: What is it, and how do we measure 
it? International Center for Research on Women, Washington, DC.

Ibabe, I., Arnoso, A., & Elgorriaga, E. (2020). Child-to-parent violence as 
an intervening variable in the relationship between inter-parental 
violence exposure and dating violence. International Journal of 
Environmental Research and Public Health, 17(5), Article 1514. http://
dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17051514

Jaen-Cortés, C. I., Rivera-Aragón, S., Reidl-Martínez, L. M., & García-Méndez, 
M. (2017). Violencia de pareja a través de medios electrónicos en 
adolescentes mexicanos [Intimate partner violence through electronic 
media in Mexican adolescents]. Acta de Investigación Psicológica, 7(1), 
2593-2605. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aipprr.2017.01.001

*Javier-Juárez, S. P., Hidalgo-Rasmussen, C. A., Díaz-Reséndiz, F. J., & Vizcarra-
Larrañaga, M. B. (2021). Abuso cibernético en el noviazgo y relación 
intrafamiliar en adolescentes estudiantes mexicanos [Cyberabuse in 
dating and intrafamily relationships in Mexican teenage students] 
Behavioral Psychology, 29(1), 127-143. https://doi.org/10.51668/
bp.8321107s

*Lara, L., (2020). Cyber dating abuse: Assessment, prevalence, and 
relationship with offline violence in young Chileans. Journal of 
Social and Personal Relationships, 37(5), 1681-1699. https://doi.
org/10.1177%2F0265407520907159

*Linares, R., Aranda, M., García-Domingo, M., Amezcua, T., Fuentes, V., & 
Moreno-Padilla, M. (2021). Cyber-dating abuse in young adult couples: 
Relations with sexist attitudes and violence justification, smartphone 
usage and impulsivity. PLoS ONE 16(6), 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0253180

*Machimbarrena, J. M., Calvete, E., Fernández-González, L., Álvarez-Bardón, 
A.; Álvarez-Fernández, L., & González-Cabrera, J. (2018). Internet risks: 
An overview of victimization in cyberbullying, cyber dating abuse, 
sexting, online grooming and problematic internet use. International 
Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 15(11), Article 
2471. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph15112471

Marganski, A., & Melander, L. (2015). Intimate partner violence victimization 
in the cyber and real world: Examining the extent of cyberaggression 
experiences and its association with in-person dating violence. 
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 33(7), 1071-1095. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260515614283

Martínez-Soto, A., & Ibabe, I. (2022). Recommended instruments for 
analyzing cyber dating violence: A systematic review. The Spanish 
Journal of Psychology, 25(e4), 1-20. https://doi.org/10.1017/sjp.2021.50 

Page, M. J., McKenzie, J. E., Bossuyt, P. M., Boutron, I., Hoffmann,T. C., 
Mulrow, C. D., Shamseer, L., Tetzlaff, J. M., Akl, E. A., Brennan, S. E., 
Chou, R., Glanville, J., Grimshaw, J. M., Hróbjartsson, A., Lalu, M. M., Li, 
T., Loder, E. W., Mayo-Wilson, E., McDonald S., ... Moher, D. (2021). The 
PRISMA 2020 statement: An updated guideline for reporting systematic 
reviews. BMJ, 372, Article 71. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71

Pereda, N., & Tamarit, J. M. (2019). ¿Ciegos ante la perspectiva de género o 
ciegos ante la evidencia empírica sobre la violencia en las relaciones de 
pareja? Comentario a Ferrer-Pérez, V. A. y Bosch-Fiol, E. [Gender-blind 
or evidence-blind in front of intimate partner violence? Comment to 
Ferrer-Pérez & Bosch-Fiol, 2019] Anuario de Psicología Jurídica, 29(1), 
85-87. https://doi.org/10.5093/apj2019a6 

R Core Team (2021). R: A language and environment for statistical 
computing. (Version 4.0) [Computer software]. https://cran.r-project.
org

Reed, L. A., Tolman, R. M., & Sayfer, P. (2015). Too close for comfort: 
Attachment insecurity and electronic intrusion in college students’ 
dating relationships. Computers in Human Behavior, 50, 431-438. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.03.050

Reed, L. A., Tolman, R. M., & Ward, M. (2017). Gender matters: Experiences 
and consequences of digital dating abuse victimization in adolescent 
dating relationships. Journal of Adolescence, 59(1), 79-89. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.05.015

Rocha-Silva, T., Nogueira, C., & Rodrigues, L. (2021). Intimate abuse 
through technology: A systematic review of scientific Constructs and 
behavioral dimensions. Computers in Human Behavior, 122, Article 
106861. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106861

Rodríguez-Domínguez, C., Pérez-Moreno, P. J., & Durán, M. (2020). 
Cyber dating violence: A review of its research methodology. 
Anales de Psicología, 36(2), 200-209. https://doi.org/10.6018/
analesps.36.2.370451

*Romo-Tobón, R., Vázquez-Sánchez, V., Rojas-Solís, J. L., & Alvídrez, S. 
(2020). Cyberbullying y Ciberviolencia de pareja en alumnado de 
una universidad privada mexicana [Cyberbullying and cyber dating 

https://doi.org/10.2466/21.16.PR0.116k22w4
https://doi.org/10.2466/21.16.PR0.116k22w4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.01.063
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106711
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106711
https://doi.org/10.1177/1557988312439404
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106897
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106897
https://doi.org/10.21134/rpcna.2021.08.1.8
https://doi.org/10.14417/ap.1543
https://doi.org/10.5817/CP2020-3-2
https://doi.org/10.5817/CP2020-3-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2019.08.018
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs10100152
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs10100152
https://doi.org/10.12804/revistas.urosario.edu.co/apl/a.6888
https://doi.org/10.12804/revistas.urosario.edu.co/apl/a.6888
https://doi.org/10.1590/1413-82712020250207
https://doi.org/10.1590/1413-82712020250207
https://doi.org/10.1177/10778012221125495
https://doi.org/10.1177/10778012221125495
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-013-9975-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-013-9975-8
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2014-0537
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.06.005
https://doi.org/10.5093/apj2019a3
https://doi.org/10.5093/apj2019a3
https://doi.org/10.1590/0102-311X00138516
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-016-9898-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380221082087
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17093174
https://doi.org/10.1037/t79318-000
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17051514
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17051514
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aipprr.2017.01.001
https://doi.org/10.51668/bp.8321107s
https://doi.org/10.51668/bp.8321107s
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0265407520907159
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0265407520907159
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0253180
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0253180
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph15112471
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515614283
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515614283
https://doi.org/10.1017/sjp.2021.50
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71
https://doi.org/10.5093/apj2019a6
https://cran.r-project.org
https://cran.r-project.org
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.03.050
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.05.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.05.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106861
https://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.36.2.370451
https://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.36.2.370451


144 A. Martínez-Soto and I. Ibabe  / Anuario de Psicología Jurídica (2024) 34 133-144

violence in students of a private Mexican university]. Propósitos 
y Representaciones, 8(2), Article e303. https://doi.org/10.20511/
pyr2020.v8n2.303

Smith, K., Cénat, J. M., Lapierre, A., Dion, J., Hébert, M., & Côté, K. (2018). 
Cyberdating violence: Prevalence and correlates among high school 
students from small urban areas in Quebec. Journal of Affective 
Disorders, 234, 220-223. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2018.02.043

Stonard, K. E., Bowen, E., Walker, K., & Price, S. A. (2015). “They’ll 
always find a way to get to you”: Technology use in adolescent 
romantic relationships and its role in dating violence and abuse. 
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 32(14), 2083-2117. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260515590787

Straus, M. A. (2008). Dominance and symmetry in partner violence by 
male and female university students in 32 nations. Children and 
Youth Services Review, 30(3), 252-275. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
childyouth.2007.10.004 

Straus, M. A. (2011). Gender symmetry and mutuality in perpetration of 
clinical-level partner violence: Empirical evidence and implications 
for prevention and treatment. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 16(4), 
279-288. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2011.04.010

The Jamovi Project. (2021). Jamovi. (Version 2.2) [Computer software]. 
https://www.jamovi.org

Thulin, E. J., Zimmerman, M. A., Kusunoki, Y., Kernsmith, P., Smith-Darden, 
J., & Heinze J. E. (2022). Electronic teen dating violence curves by age. 
Journal of Youth Adolescence, 51(1), 45-61. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10964-021-01517-w

Van Der Wilk, A. (2018). Cyber violence and hate speech online against 
women. Study for the FEMM Committee, European Parliament. https://
data.europa.eu/doi/10.2861/738618

*Van Ouystel, J., Ponnet K., Walrave M., & Temple J. R. (2016). Adolescent 
cyber dating abuse victimization and its associations with substance 
use, and sexual behaviors. Public Health, 135, 147-51. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.puhe.2016.02.011

*Víllora, B., Navarro, R., & Yubero, S. (2019a). Abuso online en el noviazgo 
y su relación con el abuso del móvil, la aceptación de la violencia y 
los mitos sobre el amor. [Cyber dating abuse and its relationship 
with mobile phone abuse, acceptance of violence and myths about 
love]. Suma Psicológica, 26(1), 46-54. https://doi.org/10.14349/
sumapsi.2019.v26.n1.6

*Víllora, B., Navarro, R., & Yubero, S. (2019b). The role of social-interpersonal 
and cognitive-individual factors in cyber dating victimization and 
perpetration: Comparing the direct, control, and combined forms 
of abuse. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 36(17-18), 8559-8584. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519851172

*Víllora, B., Yubero, S., & Navarro, R. (2019a). Associations between feminine 
gender norms and cyber dating abuse in female adults. Behavioral 
Sciences, 9(4), Article 35. https://doi.org/10.3390/bs9040035

*Víllora, B., Yubero, S., & Navarro, R. (2019b). Cyber dating abuse and 
masculine gender norms in a sample of male adults. Future Internet, 
11(4), Article 84. https://doi.org/10.3390/fi11040084 

*Víllora, B., Yubero, S., & Navarro, R. (2021). Subjective well-being among 
victimized university students: Comparison between cyber dating 
abuse and bullying victimization. Information Technology & People, 
34(1), 360-374. https://doi.org/10.1108/ITP-11-2018-0535 

Wolford-Clevenger, C., Zapor, H., Brasfield, H., Febres, J., Elmquist, J., Brem, 
M., Shorey, R. C., & Stuart, G. L. (2016). An examination of the partner 
cyber abuse questionnaire in a college student sample. Psychology of 
Violence, 6(1), 156-162. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039442

Zweig, J. M., Dank, M., Yahner, J., & Lachman, P. (2013). The rate of cyber 
dating abuse among teens and how it relates to other forms of teen 
dating violence. Journal of Youth Adolescence 42, 1063-1077. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10964-013-9922-8

Zweig, J. M., Lachman, P., Yahner, J., & Dank, M. (2014). Correlates of cyber 
dating abuse among teens. Journal of Youth Adolescence, 43(8), 1306-
1321. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-013-0047-x

https://doi.org/10.20511/pyr2020.v8n2.303
https://doi.org/10.20511/pyr2020.v8n2.303
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2018.02.043
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2007.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2007.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2011.04.010
https://www.jamovi.org
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-021-01517-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-021-01517-w
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2861/738618
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2861/738618
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2016.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2016.02.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.14349/sumapsi.2019.v26.n1.6
http://dx.doi.org/10.14349/sumapsi.2019.v26.n1.6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519851172
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs9040035
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/fi11040084
https://doi.org/10.1108/ITP-11-2018-0535
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039442
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-013-9922-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-013-9922-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-013-0047-x

