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Sexist Attitudes, Romantic Myths, and Offline Dating Violence as
Predictors of Cyber Dating Violence Per petration in Adolescents

Abstract
The objectives of this study were to analyze tlevalence of cyber dating violence
perpetration (cyber-control and cyber-aggressio@dolescent boys and girls, and to
explore the relations between adolescents’ invoksgnm cyber dating violence
perpetration (never, occasional, and frequent)thend sexist attitudes (hostile and
benevolent), romantic myths, and offline datinglemze perpetration (relational,
physical, and verbal-emotional). The predictivegi¢iof these variables in relation to
cyber dating violence perpetration (cyber-contrad ayber-aggression) was also
analyzed. Of an initial sample of 919 adolescemtg) had or had had a dating
relationship in the past 12 months, 492 adolescegets included in this study/(age =
15.10,SD= 1.59). The results revealed a higher prevalehcglger-control behaviors
and a different predictive weight of the analyzedables in relation to cyber-control
and cyber-aggression for boys and girls. Physicdlralational offline dating violence
were significant predictors of cyber-aggressiondoys, while sexist attitudes and
romantic myths were the main predictors for gifsstile sexism and relational offline
dating violence were positive predictors of cybenicol for boys, while romantic
myths and verbal-emotional offline dating violeneere the main predictors of cyber-
control for girls. These results highlight the néexdgender analyses in cyber dating

violence research.

Keywords:Cyber dating violence, adolescents, sexist aggudomantic myths, offline

dating violence, gender analysis



1. Introduction

In recent decades, communication among adoleshaatgastly changed, and
mobile phones and the Internet are essential elesno¢their interpersonal relationships
(Baker & Carrefio, 2016; Mosley & Lancaster, 2019it8 et al., 2018). Although the
communication technologies are frequently usedtipedy by adolescents, they can
also be used as a way to exercise dating violddde Borrajo & Gamez-Guadix,

2016; Fernet, Lapierre, Hébert, & Cousineau, 204&himbarrena et al., 2018;
Stonard, Bowen, Lawerence, & Price, 2014, Villofabero, & Navarro, 2019a,
2019b). Cyber DV, also called cyber dating abuskamine dating violence, is defined
as the control, harassment, threats, stalking bodeaof one’s current or former dating
partner via technology and social media (Brown &alty, 2018; Gamez-Guadix,
Borrajo, & Calvete, 2018; Peskin et al., 2017; $meital. 2018; Zweig, Dank, Yahner,
& Lachman, 2013; Zweig, Lachman, Yahner, & Dankl£20 Cyber DV includes both
behaviors that involve harming the victim througtedt attacks, e.g. threats, insults, or
disseminating private information, namely cyber+aggion, as well as forms of
abusive control of victims to monitor their sodialationships and what they are doing
at any time, namely cyber-control (Borrajo, Gamam@x, Pereda, & Calvete, 2015;

Cava & Buelga, 2018; Gamez-Guadix et al., 2018p¥élet al., 2019a, 2019b).

This type of violence presents major differencethwespect to offline DV. Cyber
DV is characterized by the absence of geographivaltemporal boundaries (it can
occur anywhere and at any time), the rapid dissatioin (many people can see, and
resend, the victim's denigrating photos or comn)eatsd the ease of access to the
victim (Borrajo et al., 2015; Cava & Buelga, 20B&skin et al., 2017; Stonard, 2020;
Zweig et al., 2013, 2014). These characteristicesimse the victim's sense of

vulnerability and have serious consequences on pisgchosocial well-being (Borrajo



et al., 2015; Hancock, Keast, & Ellis, 2017; LuMauytsel, Walrave, Ponnet, &
Temple, 2018; Stonard, Bowen, Walker, & Price, 200eémple et al., 2016). However,
research on cyber DV in adolescents is recent lhdcarce, and possible differences
between boys and girls in the variables relatetieo involvement in cyber DV

perpetration have still not been explored.
1.1. Prevalence of cyber dating violence perpetrati

Some previous studies have analyzed the prevatdroyder DV in adolescents,
showing high percentages of perpetration. Cutbishiams, Miller, Gibbs, and
Clinton-Sherrod (2012) found that 18.4% of adoless@ged 12-13 years had
perpetrated some cyber violence behavior toward plaetners, Peskin et al. (2017)
observed that almost 15% of adolescents aged Yedr® were involved in cyber DV
perpetration, and Zweig et al. (2013) found a petage of 11.8% (9.3% for boys,
13.9% for girls) for cyber DV perpetration in adedents aged 12-18 years. Smith et al.
(2018) reported how 33% of adolescents aged 14ea8syhad perpetrated at least one
act of cyber violence against their romantic partMufiz-Rivas, Vera, and Povedano-
Diaz (2019) separately analyzed the percentageygbef-control and cyber-aggression
behaviors perpetrated by adolescents aged 14-18. yideey found percentages of 2.5%
for perpetrated cyber-aggression (3.6% boys arfb Bifls) and 8% for perpetrated
cyber-control (10.1% boys, 9.4% girls). Althouglesk percentages show some
differences, which are possibly due to distinctrumments and measured behaviors, they

indicate a worring involvement of adolescents iharyDV perpetration.

However, one question not considered to date isutlaéysis of the prevalence of
occasional and frequent involvement in cyber D\ppéation in adolescents. First
romantic relationships involve new challenges fbial adolescents lack prior
experience and may not know how to handle conféais difficulties in this
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relationship which could lead to them engagingame occasional violent behaviors to
face these conflicts (Ortega & Sanchez, 2011; Vigpd4; Viejo, Monks, Sanchez, &
Ortega-Ruiz, 2016). In previous studies on offld¥é, different psychosocial profiles
appeared among those adolescents occasionallyemeently involved in offline DV
(Carrascosa, Cava, & Buelga, 2018). Therefors,iinportant to know the prevalence
of adolescents' involvement in occasional and feaegayber DV perpetration, and to

explore the possible differences between theseeadehts in offline DV perpetration.

Moreover, it is necessary to differentiate betwegmer-control and cyber-
aggression behaviors toward partners. The prevalehcyber-control behaviors is
higher than for cyber-aggression behaviors in as@ets and youths (Borrajo et al.,
2015; Borrajo, Gamez-Guadix, & Calvete, 2015a; MtRivas et al., 2019), and cyber-
control perpetration could be related more to ast@ats’ lack of previous experience in
romantic relationships and their little awarendsthese behaviors as a form of abusive
behavior. Some romantic myths of love, such asidenag jealousy and control to be
signs of love, could contribute to adolescentstpating some cyber-control behaviors
as being normal behaviors in a romantic relatigmstéind they could even perceive them
as an expression of love to a partner (Malonda;Plarcar, & Llorca, 2017; Rodriguez-
Castro, Lameiras-Fernandez, Carrera-Fernandez li@j¥-dedina, 2013). In addition,
information and communication technologies (ICTskmit very easy to exercise
control behaviors on partners as adolescents ecansly expose their lives publicly on
social networks, and given their constant onlinglability and them having to
instantly check WhatsApps, social networks andrmfttion about partners (Linne,
2014; Sabater, 2014; Stonard, 2020). Some of thdser-control behaviors are
currently standard practice in our societies, amaay be difficult for adolescents to

perceive them as abusive behavior. Furthermork; Bs increase opportunities to



monitor partners' activities, those adolescentsenmorolved in offline control behaviors
toward partners (more involved in relational oflibV perpetration) could also
exercise cyber-control behaviors more easily. Tdrenections between cyber-control
behaviors and relational offline DV perpetratiomulcbbe particularly close. Conversely,
the prevalence of cyber-aggression perpetratitowisr in adolescents, and may be
related to more negative romantic relationshipsattarized by adolescents using more
direct aggression both offline and online to copi wheir conflicts. Cyber-aggression
and cyber-control perpetration not only show aaildht prevalence in adolescent
couples, but can also be related to distinct veesatBetter knowledge of the variables
related to these two forms of cyber DV perpetratiway contribute to develop more

effective prevention programs.

Another important question to be analyzed is thesfide gender differences in
cyber-control and cyber-aggression perpetratioprévious studies conducted with
young adults, girls have been observed to be nmmahied in cyber-control
perpetration (Borrajo et al., 2015b; Burke, Wallgajl-Smith, & Knox, 2011). In
adolescents, Zweig et al. (2013) reported more rcipheperpetration in girls, but other
studies have indicated that boys were more invoiveyber-aggression and they do
not indicate any significant differences for cyloentrol perpetration between boys and
girls (Muniz-Rivas et al., 2019). The results omgger differences in cyber DV
perpetration prevalence are, therefore, inconctustiowever, not only it is important to
examine the prevalence (frequent and occasionalylmr-control and cyber-aggression
perpetration in boys and girls, but it is also esgléy relevant to analyze possible
gender differences in the variables related to @aeh Romantic relationships are
central to the social lives of many adolescentsamdribute to consolidate their

identity (Collins, 2003; Collins, Welsh, & Furmaz2)09; Connolly, Graig, Goldberg, &



Pepler, 2004). Nevertheless, gender differencéseiisocialization process could mean
that romantic relationships may play a more relévale for adolescent girls to form
their identity (Ferrer & Bosch, 2013; Rodriguez-tta®t al., 2013). According to the
theory of differential socialization, boys and gidcquire differentiated gender
identities that involve cognitive, attitudinal abhdhavioral styles and stereotypical
norms of the behavior assigned to each gendergiF&rBosch, 2013). This differential
socialization also implies that certain social Bfgpects are more or less relevant when
adolescent boys and girls form their identity (Ee& Bosch, 2013). More specifically,
this differential socialization process means firatate spaces and romantic
relationships more strongly influence the consaiataof girls’ identity, while public
spaces and the professional future are more rdlémaboys (Rodriguez-Castro et al.,

2013).

The gender differences in the socialization prooesayg also imply that some
variables, such as the beliefs in myths of romdotie or sexist attitudes, have a
different influence on cyber DV perpetration folosescent boys and girls. In line with
this, a stronger influence of romantic myths ofd@n first romantic relationships for
girls has been suggested (Rodriguez-Castro 2@l 3], and previous studies have
reported more sexist attitudes in boys (Malonda.e2017; Ramiro-Sanchez, Ramiro,
Bermudez, & Buela-Casal, 2018). Romantic mythssandst attitudes may be variables
that are used differently by adolescent boys ard i justify their cyber-control and
cyber-aggression behaviors with partners. Thessillesgender differences in the
variables used by adolescents to justify their mement in cyber DV perpetration have
not yet been analyzed. Moreover, distinct formefliine DV perpetration (relational,
physical, verbal-emotional) could differently inflace the involvement of adolescent

boys and girls in cyber DV perpetration. Previougles have found gender differences



when studying the prevalence of distinct formsffifree DV perpetration (Cava,
Buelga, & Carrascosa, 2015; Ferndndez-Fuertes &¢3)€2010; Niolon et al., 2015).
These gender differences, e.g. greater involvemiegitls in verbal-emotional offline
DV perpetration (Mufioz-Rivas et al., 2007), coutgply a different influence of
distinct forms of offline DV perpetration in cybeontrol and cyber-aggression
perpetration in boys and girls. The relations amihregdistinct forms of offline DV and
cyber DV perpetration (cyber-control and cyber-aéggion) could be different in

adolescent boys and girls.
1.2.Co-occurrence of cyber and offline dating uake perpetration

Cyber DV perpetration is associated with traditidnams of DV perpetration,
such as psychological or physical dating violer®erajo et al., 2015; Cutbush et al.,
2012; Marganski & Melander, 2018; Peskin et al120remple et al., 2016; Zweig et
al., 2013, 2014). Similarly to the associationsested between bullying and
cyberbullying (Ortega-Bardn, Buelga, Cava, & Tdel2017; Schneider, O’Donnell,
Stueve, & Coulter, 2012), real and virtual worlde eonnected. DV is defined as
physical, sexual, psychological or emotional viakemithin dating relationships,
including stalking (Center for Disease Control &rdvention, 2016), and it is
characterized by its high prevalence in adolescesfgecially psychological-emotional
violence (Exner-Cortens, Eckenrode, & Rohtman, 2GEBnandez-Fuertes & Fuertes,
2010; Foshee et al., 2013; Leen et al., 2013; Ré&akham, & Peskin, 2019; Viejo et al
2016). Currently, the growing use of ICTs means these technologies are
increasingly employed as a tool to exercise DV agremiolescents (Gadmez-Guadix et
al., 2018; Villora et al., 2019). ICTs provide askiients with new opportunities to
control, monitor and abuse dating partners, whiefams that offline DV moves more

easily to the virtual world (Cava & Buelga, 201&lldvik, 2019; Stonard, 2020). These



links between cyber and offline DV perpetration barexplained by one same pattern
of violent behaviors performed by some adolescendfferent offline and online
contexts. Some adolescents could have learnedchttiheonflicts in their romantic
relationships aggressively, and both online anliheff The adolescents who exercise
verbal-emotional and physical offline DV with th@artners could also exercise cyber-
aggression with them. Similarly, control behaviexercised with partners could be
easily connected in both the real and virtual warlthe adolescents who use relational
offline DV to control the social relationships bkir partners (e.g. demand their
partners to break certain friendships and attempthieve their social isolation in the
real world) may also use cyber-control behaviomhtmitor their partner's social
relationships, expect them to finish certain cotst@n their social networks, forbid
them to chat with some friends, or force them tietdephotos and comments on their

social networks.

However, online social interactions also have sdifierences. Many people who
use technological forms of communication feel iessbited in their online interactions
and can type or say things that they would notfaeg to face (Bocij, 2004; Li, 2006;
Marganski & Melander, 2018). The effect of onlinsighibition, as discussed by Suler
(2004), includes some online communication charesties that favor online
aggressions. For example, online aggressors cealdHat their abusive behaviors will
have no consequences for themselves (Suler, 204ddidition, control and aggressive
behaviors exercised via ICTs are easier to pertban face-to-face aggressions thanks
to the physical distance from victims, which reduttee feelings of responsibility for
such behaviors and avoids coping with the immediatsequences of such behaviors
with victims (Stonard, 2020; Suler, 2004). Neveles, aggressors less awareness

about the consequences of their online abusivevimhan the victim could be different



for cyber-aggression and cyber-control perpetrat@urrently, our societies are
permissive about some cyber-control behaviors aagympeople easily expose plenty

of information about their private life on sociatworks (Christofides, Muise, &
Desmarais, 2009; Linne, 2014; Sabater, 2014). Tiect social standardization of
these behaviors can make it more difficult for @oknts to perceive some cyber-
control behaviors toward partners as a form ofrenéibusive behavior. Their constant
use of ICTs to monitor what partners are doing,re&llkey are and with whom they are
all the time, might mean that many adolescentsad@asily recognize this as abusive
behaviors if we consider that most of them are gdaannected. Other cyber-control
behaviors, such as forcing a partner to deleteactmifrom chats or photos and personal
messages from social networks, could be more edsibcted by adolescents as abusive

behaviors.

Previous research on the connections between eliféorms of offline DV
perpetration (relational, physical, and verbal-eoral) and cyber-control and cyber-
aggression perpetration is very scarce. In a pusviesearch conducted with young
people, cyber-control significantly correlated wtslychological offline DV, and cyber-
aggression with physical offline DV (Borrajo et,&015), but these specific
relationships have not been explored in adolescBetser knowledge of the relations
between offline and online DV perpetration in agoknts could contribute to develop
early interventions to prevent DV. In additionisinecessary to analyze possible gender
differences in these relations in order to obtamaae complete understanding of DV in

adolescents.
1.3.Beliefs in myths of romantic love and sexistuates

Some cyber-control behaviors seem to be strond¢gyed to adolescents’ beliefs
in myths of romantic love, such as associating hith control and jealousy. These
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beliefs can make it difficult for adolescents tentify some aggressive behaviors in
their romantic relationship and they might considhem to be normal behavior in a
romantic relationship (Carrascosa, Cava, Buelgdedés, 2019; Malonda et al., 2017;
Pazos, Oliva, & Hernando, 2014; Rodriguez-DomingDezan-Segura, & Martinez-
Pecino, 2018). Myths of romantic love includes éfslin the power of love to cope all
kind of difficulties, the need of having a romantatationship to be happy, the
consideration of jealousy as a sign of love, theg@ation of love as suffering, and the
existence of our soul mate who is our only one kowe (Carrascosa, et al., 2019;
Rodriguez-Castro et al., 2013; Papp, Liss, Ercladklfrey, & Waaland-Kreutzer,
2017). These romantic myths are transmitted toestents through songs, movies,
media and TV series, and also by the relevant paapheir closer social context
(Bonomi, Altenburger, & Walton, 2013; Hefner & Wols, 2013; Rodriguez-Castro et
al., 2013). Adolescents’ beliefs in these romamntiths can provide them with
justification for some cyber-control and cyber-agggion behaviors toward partners
(e.g., they could justify some abusive behaviorsahee they are really in love). The
beliefs in myths of romantic love have been linkath greater probability of cyber-
control perpetration toward the partner in youthsdal8 to 30 (Borrajo, Gamez-
Guadix, & Calvete, 2015b). In adults, these beliefge been related to a higher degree
of justifying intimate partner violence and morgewiences relating to this violence
(Lelaurin, Fonte, Giger, Guignard, & Lo Monaco, 80Papp et al., 2017). However,
possible relations between romantic myths and cieperpetration in adolescents

have not been explored to date.

Beliefs in romantic myths of love are linked in &&Bxents to gender stereotypes
and could contribute to the emergence and maintenainteen DV (Rodriguez-Castro

et al., 2013). These beliefs have also been retatedxist attitudes in adolescents
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(Carrascosa et al., 2019; Rodriguez-Castro e2@l.3). Sexist attitudes include a
stereotyped view of women which, according to thbigalent sexism theory (Glick &
Fiske, 1996), would include two sexism types: Hesthd benevolent. Hostile sexism is
a more traditional sexism and maintains a negatifextive view of women based on
supposed inferiority of women as a group. Beneuderism is associated with the
need to protect women and takes a more positieetafe tone (Hammond, Milojev,
Huang, & Sibley, 2017; Ibabe, Arnoso, & Elgorriag8,16; Ramiro-Sanchez et al.,
2018). Benevolent sexism also includes the beli¢heé complementarity of women’s
qualities with those of men, the traditional roddsvomen, and heterosexual intimacy

as a fundamental pillar to achieve true happinesisa couple (Papp et al., 2017).

In adolescents, both forms of sexism have beetecklaith their justification for
peer violence, domestic violence and violence agjamnorities (Garaigordobil & Aliri,
2013; Pozo, Martos, & Alonso, 2010; Shen, Chiu, &¢G2012), and with more offline
DV perpetration (Pazos et al., 2014). Hostile sexiss been positively related to
cyber-aggression toward partners (Martinez-Peciaugan, 2019; Rodriguez-
Dominguez et al., 2018), and overt aggressiontioaka aggression, and cyber-
aggression toward peers (Carrascosa et al., 2Bb®Jever, the relations between
benevolent sexism and DV are inconclusive becanse studies have found no
significant relations between benevolent sexismR¥igerpetration (Fernandez-
Fuertes, Carcedo, Orgaz, & Fuertes, 2018; Lee, BdgePrince, & Chu, 2016;
Martinez-Pecino & Duran, 2019; Rodriguez-Domingeieal., 2018). Others have even
suggested this benevolent sexism to be a protagiinst the DV perpetrated against

women (Allen, Swan, & Raghavan, 2009).

1.4. The present study
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By taking into account the negative consequenceglwér DV, especially in
adolescence when specific models of how to estabhsl maintain romantic
relationships are developed, this study aimed terekknowledge about the prevalence
of cyber DV perpetration in adolescent boys ant$ gand to explore their relation with
offline DV perpetration, romantic myths and seatitudes. More specifically, the
objectives of this study were to: (1) analyze thevplence of occasional and frequent
cyber DV perpetration (cyber-control and cyber-aéggion) in adolescent boys and
girls; (2) explore the relations between adolesiathtferent involvement in cyber DV
perpetration (never, occasional, and frequent)thed sexist attitudes (hostile and
benevolent), beliefs in romantic myths and offllD¥e perpetration (relational, physical,
and verbal-emotional); (3) analyze the predictiveghit of these variables in relation to
cyber DV perpetration (cyber-control and cyber-aéggron) in adolescent boys and

girls.

The following hypotheses were proposed in relatmthese objectives. (1) In line
with the results of previous studies (Mufiz-Rivasle 2019), a higher prevalence of
cyber-control behaviors than cyber-aggression hehawas expected for both boys
and girls. We also expected a higher prevalencecdisional cyber-control
perpetration. (2) Higher scores for offline DV petation (relational, physical, verbal-
emotional), romantic myths and sexist attitudesifl®and benevolent) were expected
in the adolescent boys and girls more frequentrglved in cyber-control and cyber-
aggression perpetration. Nevertheless, takingantmunt previous studies (Ramiro-
Sanchez et al., 2018; Rodriguez-Castro et al., 20d8expected more significant
differences in romantic myths in the girls frequgmtvolved in cyber-control and
cyber-aggression, and more significant differenodsostile sexism in the boys

frequently involved in cyber-control and cyber-agggion. (3) Finally, a different
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predictive weight of relational, physical, and va@remotional offline DV perpetration,
romantic myths, and sexist attitudes was expeaedyber-control and cyber-
aggression, and for boys and girls. More speclficale expected a significant
predictive weight of relational offline DV perpetian for cyber-control in both boys
and girls, a significant predictor weight of hastdexism for cyber-control in boys, and
a significant predictor weight of romantic myths &yber-control in girls. Regarding
cyber-aggression perpetration, we expected: phyanchverbal-emotional offline DV
perpetration to be significant predictors in bottyband girls; a significant predictor
weight of hostile sexism for cyber-aggression igdh@nd a significant predictor weight

of romantic myths for cyber-aggression in girls.

2. Material and Methods

2.1. Participants

The participants were selected by stratified cluséenpling, where sampling
units were secondary schools. Participants wedystg Compulsory Secondary
Education in three public schools in the Valengrgion (this region is located in
eastern Spain). Our initial study sample compr&E8 adolescents (48.1% boys) aged
12-18 yearsNl = 14.90;SD= 1.60). Of this initial sample, only the adolastsawho
had a dating relationship at the time, or in thet @2 months, were considered. These
adolescents were asked to fill out the scale atbhairt partner by referring to the latest

relationship they had.

Before encoding data, 3% of the cases were elimihlbécause of errors or
omissions in their responses. The final sampleswagposed of 492 adolescents, 229
boys (46.5%) and 263 girls (563.5%), aged 12-18s/€H1e mean age of boyd &
15.28;SD = 1.64) and girlsNl = 14.94;SD = 1.54) was similar. The highest
percentages of adolescents were 14- (20.4%), 05292 and 16-year-olds (18.6%),

13



with lower percentages of 12- (3%), 13- (15.6%), (1A.6%) and 18-year-olds (7.5%).
The mean age of their partners was 15.79 year&Sdlda 2.45). Most adolescents
admitted having a heterosexual romantic relatigné®é.5%), and only 5.5% of them
indicated having a homosexual romantic relationdRggarding the duration of
relationships, the majority of adolescents (51%preed relationships lasting between 1
and 6 months, with lower percentages for romamdigtionships lasting less than 1
month (17.6%), between 6 and 12 months (14.2%)aed 1 year (17.2%). Romantic
relationships lasting less than 1 month were maguent in the adolescents aged 12-
15 years. Romantic relationships are usually shagtairly adolescence, but they are of

much emotional importance for adolescents (Conretdligl., 2004).
2.2. Measures
2.2.1. Cyber dating violence perpetration

Cyber DV perpetration was measured with @yboer-Violence Scale in
Adolescent Coupld€ib-VPA, Cava & Buelga, 2018). This scale inclutigs
subscales: Cyber-violence perpetrated and Cybémimation. In this study only the
Cyber-violence perpetrated subscale was used.slibscale includes 10 items related
to aggressive and control behaviors that can beepraited through social media in
adolescent couples. These 10 items are integnatedwo factors: Cyber-control
(excessive control behaviors; e.g., “l do not Igtpartner chat with some friends and if
he/she does | get angry and | make him/her feél)lzamtl Cyber-aggression (threats and
insults through social media; e.qg., “I have spresadicious rumors or lies about my
partner though social networks”). Adolescents amed/¢ghese items indicating the
frequency with which they had performed these behatoward their partner using

four response possibilities: agve), 2 (seldom, 3 (sometimes 4 (often). The internal
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consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) of these two fagtothkis study was .75 for cyber-

control and .83 for cyber-aggression.
2.2.2. Offline dating violence perpetration

Offline DV perpetration was assessed with@uanflict in Adolescent Dating
Relationships InventoryCADRI- (Wolfe, Scott, Reitzel-Jaffe, Wekerle, Gliey, &
Pittman, 2001; Spanish adaptation, Fernandez-Rydfteertes, & Pulido, 2006). This
scale evaluates different forms of violence pegigin and victimization in adolescent
couples. In this study, three forms of DV perpébra(relational, physical, and verbal-
emotional) were measured using three subscaleADRL The Relational subscale
includes three items describing situations in wladblescents have negatively affected
the social relationships of their partners (e.gsdid things about my partner to his/her
friends to put them against him/her”). The Physstdiscale comprises fours items
related to behaviors of physical abuse toward thaitners (“I slapped him/her or
pulled his/her hair”). The Verbal-emotional subsaalmade up of 10 items describing
situations in which adolescents have perpetrataatienal/psychological abuse toward
their partners (e.g., “l insulted her/him with mdwns”). Adolescents responded to
these items with four options: hdver),2 (seldom 1-2 time$, 3 (sometimes: 3-5 timgs
4 (often 6 times or morg The reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of these stdiss in this

study was .63, .88, and .86, respectively.
2.2.3. Sexist Attitudes

Sexist attitudes were measured by Amebivalent Sexism Inventory for
adolescent$lSA-A, Glick & Fiske, 1996; Spanish adaptation, Demus, Castillo,
Moya, Padilla, & Ryan, 2008). This scale consi$t2®items integrated into two
factors: Hostile Sexism, with 10 items reflectingditional sexist attitudes with a

negative emotional tone toward women (e.g., “Giften interpret innocent comments
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as sexist”); Benevolent Sexism, with 10 items vaithositive affective tone that shows
women are unable to perform some activities anest@nd in need of protection (e.g.,
“Girls should be cherished and protected by boystplescents respond to these items
on a scale ranging from &tfongly disagregto 6 Gtrongly agreg The reliability
(Cronbach’s alpha) of these two factors in this ganwvas .88 for Hostile Sexism and

.82 for Benevolent Sexism.

2.2.4. Myths of Romantic Love

Adolescents’ beliefs in myths of romantic love wereasured by th8cale of
Myths of Romantic Loy&odriguez-Castro et al., 2013; adapted by Carsasebal.,
2019). This scale includes seven items that evala@dblescents’ beliefs in some myths
of romantic love: soul mate (“We all have a sinigleal partner, our ‘soul mate”),
jealousy as a sign of love (“When my partner cdetnoe, he/she shows me his/her
love”), the omnipotence of love (“If | show him/hirat | love him/her, he/she will
change and make me happy”), the need to have mepdtSeparating from the couple
is a failure™) and the love-violence compatibil{tyfou can mistreat someone you
love”). Five options are used to answer these ifeargying from 1gtrongly disagree

to 5 (strongly agreg In this sample, this scale’s reliability (Crorb& alpha) was .76

2.3. Procedure

After initially contacting the principals of thelseted schools, an informative
meeting was held with the teachers to explain ¢isearch objectives and to request
their collaboration. Adolescents’ families werearthed about the research proposal by
letter, and also about data confidentiality andgbssibility of their children not
participating. Active consent was asked from paramid adolescents. Only 1% of

parents refused their children to participate. &doents anonymously and voluntarily

16



filled out the scales during a regular class pe(&Eiminutes). Trained researchers
handed out the instruments to adolescents on akdhg, and previously informed
them that their participation in this study wasurgbry and anonymoushis study was
approved by the Ethics Committee of the Universityalencia (Protocol No.

H1456762885511).
2.4. Data analyses

First, three groups of adolescents were formedrdoupto their different
involvement in cyber-control and cyber-aggressiehaviors toward their partners (non
involvement, occasional involvement and frequenbivement). These groups were
established separately for boys and girls. Theesdeints who answered "never" to all
the perpetrated cyber-control subscale items (sediewere assigned to the "non
involvement" group. The adolescents with scoresdheceded the mean score by one
standard deviation (score > 1.8 ;= 1.28,SD = .39) were assigned to the “frequent
involvement” group. The adolescents with scoresdrighan 1, but lower than 1.67,
were assigned to the “occasional involvement” gr@&imilarly, the adolescents who
answered "never" to all the perpetrated cyber-agipa subscale items (score = 1)
were assigned to the "non involvement" group. Thwaisle a score in this subscale that
exceeded the mean score by one standard deviatiore(> 1.28M = 1.05,SD = .23)
were assigned to the “frequent involvement” grolipe adolescents with scores higher
than 1, but lower than 1.28, were assigned to tieedsional involvement” group. The

frequency and percentage of both boys and girigraesd to each group were calculated.

Next Kruskall-Wallis tests were performed to exaenamy possible differences
between these groups in the variables hostile seXienevolent sexism, romantic
myths and offline dating violence perpetration (gbsl, verbal-emotional, and
relational). Finally, linear regression analysesen@arried out to determine the impact
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of sexist attitudes (hostile and benevolent), ramsanyths and offline dating violence
perpetration on the variables cyber-control ancecdggressiorOdds ratios with a
95% confidence interval were computed by a regoesanalysis to establish which
variables were associated more with cyber-contidl@/ber-aggressioAll the

analyses were performed using the SPSS-24 statipaickage.
3. Results

3.1. Prevalence of Cyber dating violence perpebratiCyber-control and Cyber-

aggression

Regarding the prevalence of cyber DV perpetratiable 1), almost half of the
adolescents (44.1%) indicated having occasionatiylayed some cyber-control
behavior toward their partners, and more than enthtof them (11.7%) had done so
more frequently. However, only 10.1% of the adodess stated having displayed
cyber-agression behavior toward their partnersyladm 5% had done so occasionally
and 5.1% more frequently. The distribution of baysl girls in the groups of differing
cyber-control involvement showed significant diffieces x? =10.142, p < .01) as the
percentage of girls occasionally involved in cybentrol was higher. The distribution
of boys and girls in these different groups foreyhggression against their partners

presented no significant differences € 3.757, p > .05).

Table 1

3.2. Differences in sexist attitudes, romantic ray#nd offline dating violence

according to adolescents’ involvement in cybermgtiiolence perpetration

Kruskall-Wallis tests were performed to examindedénces in hostile sexism,

benevolent sexism, romantic myths and offline DYpe&ration (physical, verbal-
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emotional, and relational) according to adolescemi®lvement in cyber-control
behaviors toward their partners (see Table 2). @laeslyses were carried out
separately for boys and girls. The results for lelhy®wed significant differences in the
groups of non involved, occasionally involved arehiently involved adolescents in
the variables hostile sexisnf € 7.43,p < .05), relational offline DV perpetratiop’c
24.56,p < .001), verbal-emotional offline DV perpetratifi= 34.64,p < .001) and
physical offline DV perpetratiorxiz 13.23,p =.001). Thepost hogairwise
comparisons revealed that the boys who indicaegL#nt involvement in cyber-control
behavior toward their partner obtained significahtigher scores than the boys in the
non involvement group for these variables. Thew alstained significantly higher
means than the occasional involvement group fowénables relational and physical
offline DV perpetration. The mean of the boys shaywccasional involvement in
cyber-control behaviors was significantly higheartnon involved boys for verbal-
emotional offline DV perpetration.

Regarding girls, significant differences amongttimee groups (non involved,
occasionally involved and frequently involved) weleserved for the variables
romantic myths)¢ = 25.47p < .001), hostile sexism{= 6.86,p < .05), benevolent
sexism ¢ = 8.06,p < .05), verbal-emotional offline DV perpetratioff € 43.12,p <
.001) and physical offline DV perpetratioxf € 9.15,p = .01). Thepost hogpairwise
comparisons indicated that the frequently involgets had significantly higher scores
than the non involved girls for the variables rotmamyths, hostile sexism and
benevolent sexism. All three groups showed siganfiaifferences in verbal-emotional
offline DV perpetration. Finally, the girls frequigninvolved in cyber-control
behaviors obtained a significantly higher mean tine@noccasionally involved girls for

physical offline DV perpetration.
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Table 2

The results of the possible differences in the est®nts who reported distinct
involvements in the cyber-aggression behaviorsiervariables hostile sexism,
benevolent sexism, romantic myths and offline dptilolence perpetration (physical,
verbal-emotional, and relational) are shown in €a&hlThese analyses were carried out
separately for boys and girls. Regarding boysrelsalts showed significant differences
in the three groups for romantic mythé% 718,p < .05), hostile sexismy{= 14.59,p
< .01), relational offline DV perpetratiop?= 17.92,p < .001), verbal-emotional offline
DV perpetration®’>= 24.87 p < .001) and physical offline DV perpetratioff £ 57.92,

p < .001). Thepost hogpairwise comparisons indicated that the frequantrglved

boys scored significantly higher than the non imedl boys for the variables hostile
sexism and offline DV perpetration (relational, b@remotional, and physical).
Furthermore, the frequently involved boys repotiggher levels of physical offline DV
perpetration than the occasionally involved boyastly, the occasionally involved boys
obtained higher scores for hostile sexism and Venmational offline DV perpetration
than the non involved boys.

The results for girls revealed statistically sigraht differences in the non
involved, occasionally involved and frequently ilwaxd groups for the variables
romantic myths)? = 7.95,p < .05), benevolent sexism’(= 10.31p < .01), verbal-
emotional offline DV perpetration{ = 24.50,p < .001) and physical offline DV
perpetrationy® = 20.15,p = .01). Thepost hogairwise comparisons revealed that the
girls frequently involvement in cyber-aggressiomaé&or toward their partner scored
higher for romantic myths and verbal emotionalin&IDV perpetration than the non

involved girls. Furthermore, the occasionally inxed girls scored higher for
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benevolent sexism and verbal-emotional offline D&rgetration than the non involved
girls. Finally, the girls frequently involved in logr-aggression behavior scored higher

in benevolent sexism than the occasionally involgield.

Table 3

3.3. Predictors of adolescents’ involvement in cydaing violence perpetration

A linear regression analysis, with the stepwisehoet was conducted
separately for boys and girls, considering romamiyths, hostile and benevolent
sexism, and relational, verbal-emotional and plajséfline DV perpetration as
predictor variables, and cyber-control perpetratierthe dependent variable.
Subsequently, a similar linear regression analyas conducted with the same
predictor variables, and cyber-aggression perpetrabward partner as the dependent
variable. The results of these analyses are prdvid&able 4. For the variable cyber-
control perpetration, this regression model ex@di81% of variance for boys, and
28% of variance for girls. For boys, the variabilestile sexismf=.18,p = .002) and
relational offline DV perpetrationd= .52,p < .001) predicted being more involved in
cyber-control perpetration. For girls, the varigblemantic mythsf = .32,p < .001),
and relational and verbal-emotional offline DV petration (relationalf = .13,p =
.015, verbal-emotionaf = .32,p < .001) predicted being more involved in cyber-

control perpetration.

Table 4
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In relation to adolescents’ involvement in cybegiagsion perpetration, the
proposed regression model explained 40% of variéordeoys and 13% of variance for
girls. For boys, relational and physical offline [P€érpetration were significant
predictors of cyber-aggression perpetration (reteti: 5= .24,p = .001, physicals =
44,p < .001). For girls, four variables significantlyegicted cyber-aggression
perpetration: romantic mythgE .25,p = .001), hostile sexisnB(= .24,p = .001) and
verbal-emotional offline DV perpetratiog € .17,p = .005) were associated with more
involvement in cyber-aggression, whereas benevalexism was significantly related

to a lower cyber-aggression perpetrati@n=(-.28,p < .001).
4. Discussion

A first objective of this study was to analyze firevalence of cyber DV
perpetration in adolescent boys and girls, anatyziyber-control and cyber-aggression
behaviors toward the partner separately. This stundyyzed not only the prevalence of
the adolescents more frequently involved in theseforms of cyber DV, but also the
prevalence of the adolescents who were occasiom&ibjved. The results indicated the
following percentages for the adolescents moreueatly involved in cyber DV
perpetration; 11.7% in cyber-control and 5.1% iheryaggression; which are similar to
other previous studies (Cutbush et al., 2012; Pestkal., 2017; Zweig et al., 2013).
These results confirmed a higher prevalence ofregbetrol perpetration compared to
cyber-aggression perpetration (Borrajo et al., 2@035a; Mufiz-Rivas et al., 2019).
The greater involvement of adolescents in cybetrobbehaviors was even more
marked when their occasional involvement was takenaccount. In the present study,
almost half of the adolescents (44.1%) reportedngaoccasionally performed cyber-
control behavior toward their partner at least ondale only 5% reported at least one

cyber-aggression. These results could be due tesmints’ lower perception of some
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cyber-control behaviors as forms of cyber DV. Theantic myths that associate love
and control could influence the lower perceptiosaie cyber-control behaviors as
cyber dating abuse, as suggested in previous st(idi¢londa et al., 2017; Rodriguez-
Castro et al., 2013). Moreover, some charactesisti@dolescents’ current use of ICTSs,
such as the vast amount of private information tfisglay on social networks and their
constant connection via ICTs, along with the ehaéniew technologies offer to
monitor partners (Christofides et al., 2009; Lind@14; Sabater, 2014), could make it
difficult for adolescents to perceive some cybemtoa behaviors as abusive behavior
toward partners. Some of these behaviors could bgaonsidered by adolescents to be
appropriate behaviors in romantic relationships moadf of their love (Malonda et al.,
2017). Regarding the possible differences betwegs Bnd girls in the prevalence of
cyber DV perpetration, the obtained data confirmeimilar prevalence for the boys
and girls frequently involved in cyber-control (MafRivas et al., 2019), but showed a
higher prevalence for the girls occasionally inmun cyber-control behaviors. In
relation to cyber-aggression, the obtained daferdifom previous studies, which have
indicated a higher prevalence of cyber-aggressavpatrated by boys (Mufiz-Rivas et

al., 2019) by showing a similar prevalence of thaesleaviors in both boys and girls.

The results of the present study show interestifigrdnces in the variables
related to cyber-control and cyber-aggression gepen in adolescent boys and girls,
and also between frequent and occasional perpetr&iegarding boys, those
frequently involved in cyber-aggression and cybamntml perpetration obtained higher
scores for hostile sexism and relational, verbabt®rnal and physical offline DV
perpetration, which was initially hypothesized. fidfere, a strong association between
online and offline DV perpetration in adolesceny®was confirmed (Borrajo et al.,

2015; Cutbush et al., 2012; Marganski & Meland@d,& Peskin et al., 2017; Temple et
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al., 2016; Zweig et al., 2013, 2014), and the clogsting connection for adolescents
between the real world and the virtual world stoatl(Baker & Carrefio, 2016; Ortega-
Baron et al., 2017; Schneider et al., 2012). Moeeow line with previous studies that
have linked hostile sexism with offline DV perpeima (Pazos et al., 2014), the
relations between hostile sexism and cyber DV gexpen in adolescent boys were
also confirmed. For most of these variables, nfeddhces were observed between the
adolescent boys not involved and occasionally we@] which highlights the
importance of contemplating the frequency of cyDerperpetration. Similarly to

offline DV perpetration (Cava et al., 2015; VieRf)14), adolescents’ occasional
involvement in cyber DV perpetration could be rethto dirty forms of courtship,

which would not be indicative of romantic relatibnss characterized by DV. However,
no significant differences were found between tth@lescent boys’ occasionally and
frequently involved in verbal-emotional offline Ddérpetration and hostile sexism. For
verbal-emotional offline DV perpetration, this részould be related to the high
prevalence of verbal-emotional offline DV obserweddolescent couples (Exner-
Cortens et al., 2013; Fernandez-Fuertes & Fue2&); Foshee et al., 2013; Leen et
al., 2013; Paat et al., 2019; Viejo et al 2016} dgiits high prevalence in adolescents,
this type of offline DV could contribute less testinguish between the adolescent boys
frequently and occasionally involved in cyber DM petration. As regards hostile
sexism, previous studies have reported higherlbastkism scores for adolescent boys
than for adolescent girls (Malonda et al., 2017nRa-Sanchez et al., 2018). These
sexist attitudes could be accepted by boys whd@iEs to attack a partner, even if
these behaviors are occasional. No differences feerel for this variable for the

adolescent boys who were occasionally and frequéntblved.
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Regarding girls, higher scores for romantic mybes)evolent sexism and
verbal-emotional and physical offline DV perpetoativere obtained by those
frequently involved in cyber-control and cyber-agggion. Hence the relation between
online and offline DV perpetration, and a closé Ioetween the real and virtual worlds
similar to boys, were also observed in adolescelst @@urke et al., 2011;
Machimbarrena et al., 2018; Marganski, & Melan@&18; Mosley & Lancaster, 2019;
Stonard et al., 2014). Nevertheless, the differetetween the girls who were
occasionally and frequently involved were not &achs they were for boys, so the
initial hypothesis was not fully confirmed. On thee hand, and as expected, romantic
myths were a relevant variable in relation to girsquent involvement in cyber DV
perpetration. A stronger influence of romantic nsytim the characteristics desired by
girls in their first romantic relationships andngithese myths more to justify some
cyber DV behaviors (Rodriguez-Castro et al., 2@D8id explain this result. However,
on the other hand, relational offline DV perpetrativas not a variable that allows
differentiating between adolescent girls with distiinvolvements in cyber DV
perpetration, as was hypothesized, and sexisidestwere more relevant than we
initially expected. Regarding relational offline Opérpetration, a greater use of
relational aggression by girls in their interper@arlationships, as indicated in
previous studies (Bjorkgvist, 2018), could makieatd to find differences in this
variable in girls who are differently involved iryer DV perpetration. In sexist
attitudes, adolescent girls not involved and tHosguently involved in cyber-
aggression perpetration obtained higher benevskensm scores compared to
occasionally involved girls. Benevolent sexism udgs holding the view that women
need the care and protection of men, and assura¢sattitional social roles assigned to

men and women to a greater extent (Arnoso, Ibab®dd, & Elgorriaga, 2017; Glick
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& Fiske, 1996; Hammond et al., 2017; Papp et 8l1,72 Ramiro-Sanchez et al., 2018).
For the frequently involved girls, their greatergegration of cyber-aggression
behaviors could be one way of rebelling againstrhditional submissive role of
women, while the non involved girls would interzaliand assume this traditional

feminine role.

Interesting findings were obtained for the differpredictive weight of romantic
myths, sexist attitudes and offline DV perpetratjoglational, physical, verbal-
emotional) for cyber-control and cyber-aggressioadolescent boys and girls. In boys,
relational offline DV was closely associated withtho cyber-control and cyber-
aggression behaviors as it proved to be a signifipeedictor of both these forms of
cyber DV perpetration. The adolescent boys whorobttie social relationships of their
partners outside social media and attempt to is¢hem from their friendships, would
also exercise cyber-aggression and cyber-contr@\iers toward their partners.
Moreover, relational offline DV perpetration wa® thnain predictor of cyber-control for
boys. However, physical offline DV was only a siggant predictor of cyber-
aggression. Although previous studies have linkdxeccontrol and cyber-aggression
with psychological and physical offline DV (Borragb al., 2015), the results of this
study provide novel data about these relationsth@rone hand, the obtained data
highlight a closer link between physical offline [Pérpetration and cyber-aggression
perpetration, which was hypothesized, and reveal $mme offline aggressive
behaviors can be easily carried out online by abalets (Burke et al., 2011; Ortega-
Barén et al., 2017; Temple et al., 2016). Someesbant boys with aggressive
interpersonal patterns would use aggressive betsawvidheir romantic relationships
both offline and online. On the other hand, theasdions found between physical

offline DV and cyber-aggression perpetration wearky @bserved in adolescent boys,
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and not in girls. Romantic myths and sexist ategidere the variables that related
more to cyber-aggression in girls, which could gade the existence of differences
between boys and girls in socialization patterrélagliefs in romantic relationships, in
line with the theory of differential socializatigierrer & Bosch, 2013). These romantic
beliefs could have an important influence on giidi€ntity development and a greater

impact on their behavior toward their partner (Rgdez-Castro et al., 2013).

Another variable related to cyber DV perpetratiomoys was hostile sexism.
This variable was a significant predictor of cyloentrol for adolescent boys.
According to the ambivalent sexism theory (Glick&ke, 1996, 2001), sexist attitudes
are ambivalent, consisting of both hostile and lielent feelings. Hostile sexism
attitudes include a negative perception of womeick@: Fiske, 1996; Hammond et
al., 2017; Ramiro-Sanchez et al., 2018), and ptevgtudies have linked hostile sexism
attitudes with cyber DV perpetration (Martinez-Pec& Duran, 2019; Rodriguez-
Dominguez et al., 2018). However, hostile sexisra m@ a significant predictor of
cyber-aggression for boys. In boys, the relatiomvben attitudes of hostile sexism and
cyber DV perpetration would take place through eydmntrol behaviors, and not
through cyber-aggression behaviors. The highergbeace of cyber-control behaviors
in adolescent couples (Mufiiz-Rivas et al., 2019) thie higher scores for hostile
sexism in boys (Malonda et al., 2017; Ramiro-Sandiel., 2018) could explain the
closer link between them. For cyber-aggressiongieapon, with a lower prevalence
among adolescents, physical offline DV perpetrati@s the main predictor for boys,
which confirmed a closer link between these twanf®of DV perpetration in
adolescent boys. Regarding benevolent sexism,raliei with some previous studies,

no significant relations with cyber-control and epaggression behaviors were found
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in boys (Fernandez-Fuertes et al., 2018; Lee €2@1.6; Martinez-Pecino & Duran,

2019; Rodriguez-Dominguez et al., 2018).

Unexpectedly, sexist attitudes were also relateryb@r-aggression perpetration
in girls, with interesting differences found in sigerelations compared to boys. Hostile
sexism was a significant positive predictor of ayaggression for girls, but not of
cyber-control. Perhaps some of the girls who hatermalized attitudes of hostile
sexism, including the view that boys are strongesh to rebel against this image of
women as being a weaker inferior group. Their greiaternalization of these hostile
sexism attitudes could lead them to want to breekyarom this image of weakness
and become more actively involved in cyber-aggoesperpetration. Moreover, these
cyber-aggression behaviors could be mutual in tle@irantic relationships. This aspect
was not herein analyzed, but should be consideréature studies. The cyber-
aggression perpetrated by girls could occur inagase to a prior online aggression of
their partner, or could even form part of interpe dynamics in their romantic
relationship in which both members use social néte/to insult and threaten one
another (Duran & Martinez-Pecino, 2015; Villorakt 2019, 2019a; Stonard, 2020).
Previous studies have shown high percentages afahaggression; that is,
bidirectionality in cyber DV perpetration (Baker@arrefio, 2016; Duran & Martinez-
Pecino, 2015; Villora et al., 2019, 2019a; Paatl.e2019), and this aspect should be
taken into account. By contrast, benevolent sexis® a significant negative predictor
of cyber-aggression for girls. Most girls were maolved in cyber-aggression
perpetration, and many could hold internalizeddsglin benevolent sexism, such as
women'’s greater sensitivity and their traditionatial role. Benevolent sexism could,

therefore, be a factor of protection against theiolvement in cyber-aggression
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behaviors toward their partners. However, thessiplesexplanations should be

analyzed more in-depth in future studies.

Verbal-emotional offline DV perpetration was alssignificant positive
predictor of cyber-control and cyber-aggressiompegation for girls. Verbal-emotional
violence involves acts like humiliating, insultiagd threatening victims. Adolescent
girls could use the ease of ICTs to control, marated abuse dating partners to extend
verbal-emotional offline DV to the online conteXte effect of online disinhibition
(Suler, 2004; Stonard, 2020) may make girls feelenoonfident to control and attack
their partners online when they also exercise Jeztytional offline DV. Likewise, the
characteristics of communication via ICTs, suckhaspossibility of anonymity,
physical distance with victims, perception thatiealife has different rules and lack of
immediate coping with the consequences of suchvibaisa(Suler, 2004), could help
girls to resort to these technologies to contrelrtpartners when they exercise
relational offline DV. The results revealed thdatenal offline DV was a significant
positive predictor of cyber-control for girls, whienight indicate that girls could easily
spread relational offline DV to the virtual worlldrough their cyber-control behaviors.
A closer link between cyber-control and relatiooffline DV perpetration could also be
associated with girls’ more frequent use of relaicaggression (Bjorkqgvist, 2018;
Estévez, Jiménez, & Cava, 2016). Both forms of @ggjve behavior (relational offline
DV and cyber-control) include manipulating the sdenvironment and controlling

partners’ social relationships.

One interesting difference found between adoledoeys and girls was the
relevance of girls’ belief in romantic myths of Ewhich was not found for boys.
Romantic myths of love were a significant positpredictor of cyber-control and

cyber-aggression perpetration for girls, but wassngnificant for boys. Relations
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between adherence to myths of romantic love anéethiemization of intimate partner
violence have been observed in adults (Lelaural.eP018; Papp et al., 2017), but have
not yet been explored in adolescents. The restitteeqresent study suggest that the
adolescent girls who believed more in myths of motiedove, including myths such as
the association between control and love, the excst of a single true love or the
omnipotence of love, could use these beliefs tofyuand legitimize their cyber-control
and cyber-aggression behaviors toward their patff@om socio-cognitive

frameworks, the importance of cognitive factorghsas adolescents’ perceptions and
justifications for DV perpetration, has been hightied (Nardi-Rodriguez et al., 2019;

Villora et al., 2019).

These romantic beliefs could prove more relevangids than boys due to
different socialization processes. According tottieory of differential socialization
(Ferrer & Bosch, 2013), girls receive more mess&ges relevant people in their social
context, and also through media, publicity, somgsyies, and TV series, which means
that they attach more importance to the privatespand the romantic relationships
while they shape their identity. These gender tiffiees in the socialization process
could be related to a stronger influence of rontamtyths in girls to form their ideal
image of a romantic relationship and use these snytlustify cyber DV perpetration.
Romantic beliefs could more strongly influence gandentity development in girls, as
well as a relevant impact on the type of behauioas they consider appropriate in a
romantic relationship. All these issues should tedyed more broadly in future

research.
Limitations and conclusions

This study has several limitations that must benakto account. First, this
study only contemplated the perpetration of cylmet @ffline teen DV, and did not
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include cyber and offline DV victimization. As tidirectionality in both offline and
cyber DV is high, future studies should also inell@V victimization as a variable to
be analyzed. Another limitation of this study iattthe possible differences in cyber DV
according to adolescents’ age were not analyzéuisrstudy as most participants were
in their middle adolescence. However, feature®ofantic relationships differ in early,
middle and late adolescence (Collins, 2003; Sme@ampione-Barr, & Metzger,
2006), and previous studies have observed diffeemcDV throughout adolescence,
with psychological aggression increasing from 12Q@oyears and physical aggressions
peaking at 16-17 years old (Fernandez-Gonzaleze®il, & Mufioz-Rivas, 2014).
Future studies should analyze the possible diffegemn cyber DV perpetration
according to adolescents’ age. Moreover, anothatdtion of this study is its use of
self-report measures, which may include some bibaassd on the perceptions of
adolescents or the possible social desirabilittheir responses. Although these
measure types are common in research into aggegsshaviors in adolescents, it
would be convenient to resort to other sourcesfoirmation; for example, being able
to resort to information from both members of tbele. In addition, the inclusion of a
gualitative methodology, such as interviews or asston groups with adolescent boys

and girls, could extend and supplement the obtaimedmation.

Despite these limitations, the present study pewvidovel interesting data on
cyber DV perpetration in adolescents. The virtuatld/forms a fundamental part of
interpersonal relationships for adolescents, wingblies advantages and also new
problems such as cyber DV. However, our knowledgéhe variables related to this
problem is still scarce. The results of this stadye not only how different forms of
offline DV relate to distinct forms of cyber DV, balso a closer relation between

offline and cyber DV in adolescent boys. Both relad&l and physical offline forms of
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DV are positive predictors of cyber-aggression pegtion for boys. In contrast, beliefs
in romantic myths seem a more relevant variabkxgmain girls’ involvement in cyber-
aggression and cyber-control behaviors toward teaitners. Regarding sexist attitudes,
it is necessary to differentiate between hostilé la@nevolent sexism. While hostile
sexism is positively related to cyber-control iryb@nd cyber-aggression in girls, it is
negatively related to cyber-aggression perpetratiagirls. The internalization of the
view of women formed from benevolent sexism ingjidy considering that women
were more sensitive and weaker, could explain teeger involvement in this cyber

violence.

In general, the results of the present study niyt confirm important relations
linking sexist attitudes, romantic myths, offlin&/&nd cyber DV in adolescents, but
also highlight some differences in these relatiogtsveen boys and girls. Thus one
relevant contribution of this study is the conveie of maintaining a gender
perspective in DV research conducted with adoldsdawth offline and online. Some
previous studies have pointed out the importangeabiiding an analysis of gender
differences in DV research (Cava, Buelga, & Ton284,8; Espelage et al., 2019; Nardi-
Rodriguez, Pastor-Mira, LOpez-Roig, & Ferrer-Péaf,9; Mufiz et al., 2019). The
gender perspective implies not only analyzing gaesiender differences in related
variables, but also incorporating the theory ofaténtial socialization (Rodriguez-
Castro et al., 2013) into research on DV, and uhiolg variables like gender identity or
adolescents’ internalization of gender stereotypémg with other more frequent
theoretical explanations for DV in the literatusach as the Social Learning Theory
(O’Keefe, 1997; Pipes, & LeBov-Keeler, 1997), irdihg more gender perspectives
could help to acquire more complete knowledge atimutisk factors for DV

involvement. A better understanding of gender déifiees in variables related to teen
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DV, such as romantic myths and sexist attitudesldcbe especially useful for
developing prevention programs. Some recent intéiwme programs to prevent DV in
adolescents have incorporated the reduction of nimmyths and sexist attitudes into
their objectives (Carrascosa et al., 2019; ViveseSaet al., 2019). However, as some
variables seem to more strongly impact girls, whileers more markedly influence
boys, these gender differences should also bedaenesl in evaluations about the
effectiveness of these intervention programs. 3miild be important to analyze
whether these programs are more effective for girlsoys, and in which variables
more gender differences in their effectivenesd@uad. These analyses could help to

enhance the effectiveness of prevention programadolescents.
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Tablel

Distribution of adolescent boys and girls in difat groups according to their

involvement in Cyber Dating Violence perpetrati@yber-control and Cyber-

aggression behaviors.

Cyber control

Total Non Occasional Frequent

Sample Involvement Involvement Involvement
Boys 229 (46) 117 (238) 84 (17.1) 28 (5.7)
Girls 263(535) 100(203) 133(27.0) 30 (6.1)
Total 492(100) 217(44.1) 217(44.1) 58 (118)

Cyber aggression

Total Non Occasional Frequent

Sample Involvement Involvement Involvement
Boys 229 (46) 200 (406) 13 (2.6) 16 (3.2)
Girls 263(535) 242(493) 12 (2.4) 9 (1.8)
Total 492 (100) 442(89.9) 25 (5.0) 25 (5.1)

Note: Frequency (%).
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Table?2

Means (SD) for romantic myths, sexist attitudes @ffiche dating violence perpetration in adolescbays and girls with

different involvement in Cyber-control behavior&séwd their partners.

Boys
1. Non 2. Occasional 3. Frequent Kyt wallis Sig. painwise
involvement Involvement Involvement X’ P differences
Romantic myths 2.13 (.76) 2.32(.69) 2.24 (.85) 3.87 144
Hostile sexism 2.90 (1.05) 3.16 (.89) 3.43 (1.37) 7.43 .024 lvs.3
Benevolent sexism 3.11 (1.06) 3.32 (.78) 3.29911.1 3.55 170
Relational offline DVP 1.05 (.29) 1.10 (.28) 1.4a6) 24.56 <.001 1vs.3,2vs. 3
Verbal-emotional offline DVP 1.17 (.39) 1.36 (.39) 1.52 (.62) 34.64 <.001 lvs.3,1vs.2
Physical offline DVP 1.05 (.32) 1.07 (.34) 1.257) 13.23 .001 1vs.3,2vs.3
Girls
1. Non 2. Occasional 3. Frequent Kruskall-Wallis Sig. pairwise
involvement Involvement Involvement X2 p differences
Romantic myths 1.63 (.52) 1.75 (.51) 2.27 (.62) 25.47 <.001 lvs.3
Hostile sexism 2.20 (.93) 2.16 (.80) 2.66 (1.06) 6.86 .032 lvs.3
Benevolent sexism 2.58 (1.04) 2.65 (.91) 3.11)(.90 8.06 .018 1vs.3
Relational offline DVP 1.02 (.10) 1.05 (.18) 1.432) 5.70 .058
Verbal-emotional offline DVP 1.24 (.35) 1.37 (.34) 1.75 (.48) 43.12 <.001 1vs.3,1vs.2,2vs3
Physical offline DVP 1.06 (.16) 1.06 (.29) 1.269) 9.15 .010 2vs. 3
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Note: DVP = Dating Violence Perpetration
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Table3

Means (SD) for romantic myths, sexist attitudes @ffiche dating violence perpetration in adolescbays and girls with

different involvement in Cyber-aggression behaviovgard their partners.

Boys
1. Non 2. Occasional 3. Frequent Kyt wallis Sig. painwise
involvement Involvement Involvement X’ P differences
Romantic myths 2.17 (.73) 2.51 (.75) 2.55 (.90) 7.18 .028 lvs.3
Hostile sexism 2.96 (1.03) 3.85 (.84) 3.62 (1.09) 14.59 .001 1vs.3,1vs. 2
Benevolent sexism 3.16 (.99) 3.77 (1.03) 3.35)(.87 3.81 .149
Relational offline DVP 1.07 (.26) 1.18 (.32) 1.685) 17.92 <.001 lvs. 3
Verbal-emotional offline DVP 1.22 (.36) 1.48 (.45) 1.82 (.78) 24.87 <.001 lvs.3,1vs.2
Physical offline DVP 1.04 (.25) 1.04 (.09) 1.688) 57.92 <.001 1vs.3,2vs. 3
Girls
1. Non 2. Occasional 3. Frequent Kruskall-Wallis Sig. pairwise
involvement Involvement Involvement X2 p differences
Romantic myths 1.74 (.56) 1.75 (.48) 2.35 (.62) 7.95 019 lvs.3
Hostile sexism 2.23 (.87) 1.75 (.53) 2.71 (1.62) 3.75 .153
Benevolent sexism 2.70 (.97) 1.83(.64) 2.99 (.82) 10.31 .006 1vs.2,2vs. 3
Relational offline DVP 1.05 (.18) 1.00 (.00) 1.134) 3.07 216
Verbal-emotional offline DVP 1.32 (.33) 1.69 (.28) 2.20 (.77) 24.50 <.001 1vs.3,1vs. 2
Physical offline DVP 1.05 (.15) 1.40 (.66) 1.670@) 20.15 <.001 1vs.2
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Note: DVP = Dating Violence Perpetration
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Table4

Linear regression analysis for predicting Cyber-ttohand Cyber-aggression

Cyber control

Cyber aggression

Boys' Girls Boys’ Girls'
B t p B t p B t p B t p
Romantic myths .02 .35 724 32%** 5.98 <.001 .02 .38 .707 25%** 3.45 .001
Hostile sexism .18** 3.18 .002 -.02 -2.48 .805 .06 1.21  .227 24%** 3.22 .001
Benevolent sexism -.07 -1.15 253 -.08 -1.19 232 -.01 -14 892  -.28%* -3.67 <.001
Relational offline DVP 52xrx 9.51 <.001 A3 2.44 .015 24+ 347 001 -.03 -.48 .628
Physical offline DVP .01 .01 .999 -.08 -.93 .352 A4+ 631 <.001 .09 1.38 .169
Verbal-emotional offline DVP .09 1.34 .182 32wk 5.87 <.001 -.04 -59 558 A7 2.86 .005

Note: DVP = Dating Violence Perpetratiopx .05; **p <.01; *** p < .001

1F (2, 226) =51.7p < .001, Adjusted R= .31
2F (3, 259) = 34.69 < .001, Adjusted R= .28
3F (2, 226) = 76.8p < .001, Adjusted R= .40
*F (4, 258) = 10.4p < .001, Adjusted R= .13
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Highlights

- Gender differences appear in the predictive variables of cyber dating violence

- Physical and relational offline DV are predictors of cyber-aggression for boys

- Hostile sexism and relational offline DV are predictors of cyber-control for boys

- Sexist attitudes and romantic myths are predictors of cyber-aggression for girls

- Romantic myths and verbal-emotional offline DV predict cyber-control for girls

Note: DV = dating violence



