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Abstract

The growth of information and communication technologies (ICT) and social networking sites (SNS) has generated new
opportunities for violence, particularly aimed at women, girls, and sexual and gender minorities. The types of abuse that can
occur on and through ICT and SNS represent the phenomenon of cyberviolence, including, but not limited to, cyberbullying, online harassment, cyber dating abuse, revenge porn, and cyberstalking. The authors undertook a literature review
with the following aims: (1) evaluate how cyberviolence has been broadly conceived and studied in the scientific literature,
and (2) assess the state of primary research in the cyberviolence field, identify gaps, and provide directions for future
research. A search of peer-reviewed literature on cyberviolence published between 2006 and 2016 was conducted in May
and June of 2016 through Academic Search Complete, PubMed, Scopus, and Web of Science. These were read, prioritized,
and analyzed against inclusion criteria. Where applicable, gray literature was also incorporated to supplement any gaps in
the scientific literature. The results indicate a lack of consistent, standard definitions or methodologies used to conceptualize
and measure cyberviolence. Most of the literature focuses on cyberbullying among heterosexual adolescents in high-income
countries. Demographic data on perpetrators are limited, prevalence estimates are inconsistent, and almost no primary
research has been conducted in low- and middle-income countries (LMIC). Cyberviolence is not only associated with
negative psychological, social, and reproductive health outcomes but also it is linked with offline violence, disproportionately affecting women, girls, and sexual and gender minorities. There is an urgent need to develop a uniform set of tools
to examine cyberviolence internationally. Future research should explore the gendered dimensions of cyberviolence and the
continuum between online and offline violence, including in LMIC.
Keywords: cyberviolence, gender, ICT

Introduction

T

he growth of information and communication technologies (ICT) and social networking sites (SNS) has
been an enormous catalyst for development with regard
to economic mobility, education, health, and social norm
change (van der Gaag 2010). Despite the opportunities afforded by ICT, the global propagation of the Internet, social
media platforms, and smart phones has also generated new
mechanisms for committing violence and hate speech.
The types of abuse and aggression that can occur on and
through ICT and SNS represent the nascent phenomenon of
cyberviolence. The term cyberviolence emerged in the early
2000s, with the widespread diffusion of portable laptops and
Web 2.0. Yet its meaning remains highly contested and
steeped in controversy (Grant 2016; Jeong 2015; Lenhart

et al. 2016). Broadly speaking, the concept of cyberviolence
is meant to encapsulate the kinds of harm and abuse facilitated by and perpetrated through digital and technological
means. The UN’s adoption of the term in their 2015 Cyber
Violence Against Women and Girls (VAWG) report incited
vociferous debate about the definition of cyber VAWG, its
terminological overlaps with other forms of violence and
crime, and the extent to which the term’s attempt to capture
all forms of online violence was either accurate or fair
(Chisholm 2006).
Cyber abuse (Mishna et al. 2009, 2011; WolfordClevenger et al. 2016), cyber aggression (Bauman and
Baldasare 2015; Marganski and Melander 2018; Runions
and Bak 2015; Smith 2012; Wright 2015), digital abuse
(Franks 2016; MTV 2011), technology-related violence
(APC Women’s Rights Programme 2015; Athar 2015;
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Fascendini and Fialova 2016), and online victimization
(Gamez-Guadiz et al. 2015; Mitchell et al. 2011; Montiel
et al. 2016; van Wilsem 2013) are also frequently used to
describe the kinds of harm individuals may experience on
and through technology. Without a consensus on the best
terminology to capture this phenomenon, however, cyberviolence remains the most salient idiom.
Multilateral organizations like the United Nations (Kaye
2016; UN Broadband Commission 2015) have called attention to the global scale and threat posed by cyberviolence,
while health organizations like the centers for disease control
(CDC) have begun to highlight its public health consequences
(Hertz and David-Ferdon 2008). Cyberviolence is not only
associated with negative psychological, social, and reproductive health outcomes for victims (Ang 2015; Baldry et al.
2015; Bennett et al. 2011; Cassidy et al. 2013; Citron and
Franks 2014; Dick et al. 2014; Fenaughty and Harre 2013;
Finchman and Sanfilippo 2015; Hinduja and Patchin 2010;
Kiriakidis and Kavoura 2016; Kowalski et al. 2014; Sabella
et al. 2016; Van Ouytsel et al. 2016; Weinstein and Selman
2016) but also is linked with offline physical, sexual, and
psychological violence (Flach and Deslandes 2017; MTV
2011; Ojanen et al. 2015; Temple et al. 2016; WHOA 2011;
Yahner et al. 2015; Zweig et al. 2013a, 2013b).
Despite the interdisciplinary literature dedicated to cyberviolence, the research community lacks a clear conception of the
scope, magnitude, and comparability of incidents across populations, digital communities, and cultural settings. The terms
used to define forms of online harm are inconsistent and variable, leading to irregular estimates and an incomplete understanding of the media ecology within which cyberviolence
occurs. Nor has the academic and gray literature across different
disciplines, from cyberfeminism to psychology to criminology,
been adequately put in conversation with one another.
The literature review was therefore undertaken to: (1)
evaluate how cyberviolence has been broadly conceived,
studied, and addressed in the scientific literature, with an
eye toward the typological, definitional, and methodological
similarities and variations across the studies and (2) assess
the state of primary research in the cyberviolence field,
identify gaps, and provide direction for future research.
Methods

A search of peer-reviewed literature on cyberviolence
published between 2006 and 2016 was conducted in May
and June of 2016. The authors limited the time frame for
the search to the last 10 years to ensure that the technology discussed was current (Zych et al. 2015). To capture the
multidisciplinary nature of research on the subject, the search
was conducted in Academic Search Complete, PubMed, and
Web of Science using the search terms ‘‘cyberviolence OR
internet violence OR online harassment OR digital violence OR online violence OR cyberaggression OR cyber
VAWG OR cyber victimization OR revenge porn OR cyberstalking OR cyberbullying OR sexting OR potentially offensive internet and mobile phone practices (POP) OR electronic
dating violence OR electronic victimization OR tech abuse
OR cyber psychological abuse OR cyber dating violence
OR electronic aggression.’’
The initial search yielded 11,531 results. Duplicates were
removed. All remaining titles and abstracts were reviewed
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for relevance. Selection criteria included articles published in
English in peer-reviewed journals, primary and secondary
reports related to cyberviolence perpetration or victimization,
and literature attending to the health implications of the
phenomenon. Articles were discarded if they did not address
the topic of cyberviolence in their titles or abstracts and meet
the inclusion criteria. The citations in priority articles (i.e.,
reviews or frequently cited articles) were also assessed for
additional relevant sources. The final number of full articles
reviewed was 232. Through the process of reviewing the 232
select articles, additional terms used to describe cyberviolence were discovered. In the interest of including relevant
articles not initially captured by the first search, the researchers conducted a second search in Scopus and PubMed
in July 2016 using the search terms ‘‘online victimization OR
cyber abuse OR cyberaggression’’ and the same criteria for
inclusion, which yielded 19 additional relevant nonduplicate
articles, accounting for 251 total articles reviewed. Where
applicable, gray literature was incorporated throughout the
review to supplement any gaps in the scientific literature.
Results

Findings suggest that the various terminologies used to describe cyberviolence are similar but not necessarily interchangeable (IGF 2016), demonstrating a lack of consensus
within the research community on how to define and categorize
these digitally based behaviors and actions. In reviewing the
scientific and gray literature, online harassment, cyberbullying,
cyber dating abuse (CDA), revenge porn, and cyberstalking
emerge as representing specific, although not necessarily discrete, categories of cyberviolence. While cyberviolence can be
perpetrated using a variety of tactics—including defamation,
doxing, exclusion, hacking, impersonation, sexting, surveillance/tracking, and trolling (Table 1 for definitions, Table 2 for
other terms to describe cyberviolence)—these tactics can all be
used to enact different forms of cyberviolence.
Online harassment

Online harassment (Bossler et al. 2012; Dreßing et al.
2014; Lindsay and Krysik 2016; Ojanen et al. 2015; van
Wilsem 2013; Wolak et al. 2007; Ybarra et al. 2007)—
which has also been referred to as electronic harassment
(Fenaughty and Harre 2013), cyber harassment (Melander
2010; Redondo-Sama et al. 2014; Smith et al. 2014), and
Internet harassment (Ybarra et al. 2007)—is often used as an
umbrella term to refer to other forms of cyberviolence, including sexual harassment, cyberbullying, cyberstalking, and
revenge porn. The term online harassment itself lacks a uniform definition but tends to describe ‘‘threats or other offensive behavior targeted [.] through new technology channels
(e.g., Internet, text messaging)’’ ( Jones et al. 2013). Other
sources indicate that ‘‘Online harassment is defined less by the
specific behavior than its intended effect on and the way it is
experienced by its target’’ (Lenhart et al. 2016).
While anyone with an Internet modem may experience
online harassment, prevalence data indicate that women,
young girls, and LGBTQ (lesbian, gay, bisexual, trans, and
queer) individuals are more likely to be exposed to and be
negatively impacted by it (Lenhart et al. 2016). A 2014 Pew
study found that 70% of 18 to 24 year olds have experienced
online harassment. Young women within this age group are
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Table 1. Cyberviolence Tactics
Defamation: the false statement of fact often used to damage the reputation of someone; can include slander or libel
Doxing: (sometimes spelled doxxing) releasing identifiable, and often private, information about an individual online; can include name,
phone number, email address, home address, etc. and result in in-person stalking or harassment, sometimes physical violence or threats
Flaming: when a victim is belittled or demeaned on a live public forum (Pittaro 2011)
Hacking: gaining access to someone’s private computer or data stored via digital means, such as Cloud or other storage architecture
Happy slapping: recording or filming an attack on a mobile phone
Impersonation: creating an account using the name or the domain name of another person, often with the intent to harm, harass,
intimidate, or threaten others
Sexting: sending of sexually explicit messages or images by cell phone (Drouin et al. 2015), could be coercive in instances of intimate
partner aggression
Surveillance/tracking: using GPS to track the movements of someone via their phone or other wireless device; secretly monitoring texts,
phone calls, emails, messages, etc. conducted on someone’s personal accounts
Trolling: trolls often commit intentionally inflammatory and divisive speech online (Mantilla 2015; Phillips 2015)

particularly susceptible to online sexual harassment (25%)
and physical threats (23%) (Duggan et al. 2014). Younger
women are also more likely to experience invasions of privacy through the digital exposure of sensitive information
and undergo online harassment for a prolonged period of time
(Lenhart et al. 2016). The Youth Internet Safety Surveys
(2010) found that 69% of the respondents who experienced
online harassment were female and that an increasing percentage of aggressors online are female ( Jones et al. 2013). In
a survey among primary and secondary school students
across Singapore, female students were at increased risk for
mobile phone harassment (Holt et al. 2016), while a survey of
US college students found that women reported being harassed online more than men (Lindsay et al. 2015).
The kinds of threats specifically leveraged against women
and girls online also tend to take on a sexual component,
with perpetrators threatening to rape their targets or disparaging the looks and sexual desirability of their victims
(Citron 2009; Mantilla 2015). This gendered nature of online harassment has been referred to as cyber gender haTable 2. Cyberviolence Concepts and Related
Terminology
Cyberviolence term
Cyberviolence

Online
harassment
Cyberbullying
CDA

Revenge porn

Related terminology
Online violence, digital violence, digital
abuse, CVAWG, cyber abuse, cyber
aggression, technology-related
violence
Electronic harassment, Internet
harassment, cyber gender harassment,
cyber/online sexual harassment,
technology-related/CVAWG
electronic bullying, Internet bullying,
cyber aggression, online bullying
cyber dating violence, electronic teen
dating violence, online dating abuse,
Internet partner cyber aggression,
cyber teasing, DDA, electronic
leashing
cyber rape, nonconsensual
pornography, involuntary porn,
image-based sexual abuse

CVAWG, cyber violence against women and girls; DDA, digital dating
abuse.

rassment (Citron 2009), cyber/online sexual harassment
(Franks 2012; Henry and Powell 2016), and technologyrelated/cyber VAWG (APC 2015; Baker et al. 2013; West
2016)—terms indicating that gender and sexuality may influence an individual’s vulnerability to harassment (Bauman
and Baldasare 2015; Citron 2009, 2014).
Researchers who gathered and analyzed secondary data on
the use of sexist and misogynistic slurs directed at women and
girls online through SNS like Facebook or Twitter found that
engagement with anonymous sexist content promotes greater
hostile sexism among users (Fox et al. 2015; Megarry 2014).
Trolling, or cyber trolling (Wright 2017), is similarly characterized by its male-centered or androcentric nature. While little
is known about perpetrators, trolls predominantly identify as
male and often use gendered and sexuality-based harassment
to defame, terrorize, embarrass, and target women and girls
online (Mantilla 2015; Phillips 2015).
Cyberbullying

Most of the cyberviolence literature collected in the review
deals specifically with cyberbullying. Although cyberbullying
has the most robust evidence base of the various cyberviolence
domains, with numerous systematic reviews and meta-analyses
on the topic (Aboujaoude et al. 2015; Ang 2015; Brochado
et al. 2017; Cassidy et al. 2013; Hinduja and Patchin 2008;
Kiriakidis and Kavoura 2016; Kowalski et al. 2014; Patchin
and Hinduja 2012; Selkie et al. 2016; Tokunaga 2010; Wingate et al. 2013), definitions and estimates of prevalence still
remain inconsistent. Even the term cyberbullying is applied
irregularly throughout the literature: electronic bullying, Internet bullying, cyber aggression, and online bullying have also
been used to describe behaviors often captured under this term.
One frequently cited definition of cyberbullying is ‘‘an aggressive intentional act carried out by a group or individual,
using mobile phones or the Internet, repeatedly and over time
against a victim who cannot easily defend him or herself’’
(Cassidy et al. 2013). In addition, cyberbullying research is
largely defined by setting and age group, framed in the context
of adolescents in school (Wolak et al. 2007), and focused primarily on the experiences of heterosexuals in the United States,
Canada, Europe, and Australia (Baek and Bullock 2014).
Roughly 10% to 40% of adolescents report having experienced cyberbullying in their lifetime (Kowalski et al.
2014, 2016; Patchin and Hinduja 2012; Tokunaga 2010).
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In the United States, 1.7 million youth reported experiencing cyberbullying in 2013 (Childhood Trends 2017). While
researchers rarely consider or measure the sexual components of cyberbullying, except in the context of dating
relationships (Alvarez 2012), evidence suggests that boys
and girls have very different experiences of cyberbullying
perpetration and victimization. Studies of Canadian and
Swedish adolescents found that girls who experience cyberbullying are more likely than boys to be targeted for
their appearance, weight, or sexuality (Berne et al. 2014;
Mishna et al. 2009).
In a review of the cyberbullying literature, Cassidy et al.
(2013) note that girls are more likely to experience cyberbullying tactics like gender-based harassment and exclusion and suggest that the gendered nature of cyberbullying
may impact girls’ reputations more compared with their
male peers. Sun et al. (2016) indicate that gender differences
in cyberbullying are likely to vary across geographic regions and cultural groups, further signaling the necessity of
more systematic international research in regions underrepresented in the digital literature.
Cyberbullying has also been linked with a number of
negative social and psychosocial consequences, including
poor school performance, negative self-esteem, anxiety, depression, isolation, loneliness, stress, and suicidal ideation
(Ang 2015; Baek and Bullock 2014; Baldry et al. 2015;
Cassidy et al. 2013; Garett et al. 2016; Hinduja and Patchin
2010; Kiriakidis and Kavoura 2016; Kowalski et al. 2014;
Sabella et al. 2016; Smith et al. 2008).
Risk factors for cyberbullying. Although some research
suggests that boys and girls are equally likely to experience
or engage in cyberbullying, a recent longitudinal study of a
social norm program among middle and high school students in the United States found that girls reported higher
levels of both cyberbullying perpetration and victimization
compared to their male peers (Connell et al. 2014). Mixedmethods research among adolescents in Thailand found
strong associations between perpetration and victimization
of violence, both offline and online (Ojanen et al. 2015).
Boys and girls can also be targeted through different digital means—while boys may be victimized through video
games, girls are more likely to experience cyberbullying
through social media (Chisholm 2006; Faucher et al. 2014;
Hinduja and Patchin 2008).
Cyberbullying literature also suggests that LGBTQ youth
and adolescents with physical or developmental disabilities
may be at increased risk for cyberbullying victimization
(Alhaboby et al. 2017; Bauman and Baldasare 2015; Bauman and Pero 2011; Didden et al. 2009; Elipe et al. 2018;
Heiman and Olenik-Shemesh 2015a; Heiman et al. 2015b;
Kowalski et al. 2016; Llorent et al. 2016; Zerach 2016).
Time spent on the Internet, poor parental monitoring, prior
experiences with traditional bullying, and negative peer influence are also risk factors for cyberbullying (Ang 2015;
Arntfield 2015; Baldry et al. 2015; Kowalski et al. 2014).
Cyber dating abuse

CDA constitutes another prominent form of cyberviolence.
The terms CDA, cyber dating violence, electronic teen dating
violence, online dating abuse, Internet partner cyber aggres-
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sion, cyber teasing, and digital dating abuse are all used to
describe the control, harassment, stalking, and abuse of one’s
dating partner through technology and social media (Cutbush
and Williams 2016; Flach and Deslandes 2017; SmithDarden et al. 2017; Stonard et al. 2014; Zweig et al. 2014).
CDA is a form of intimate partner violence (IPV) carried out
through the use of technology (Baker and Carreno 2016;
Marganski and Melander 2018). CDA includes using technology to monitor and control the behaviors of a partner;
using a partner’s password without permission to access his
or her mail or social media accounts; installing tracking devices or apps to monitor a partner’s location; or perpetrating
emotional aggression and verbal threats through digital
means during or after a relationship has ended (Baker and
Carreno 2016; Borrajo et al. 2015; Cutbush and Williams
2016; Draucker and Martsolf 2010; Flach and Deslandes
2017; Peskin et al. 2017; Reed et al. 2017).
A U.S. based study found that 25% of teens had been called
names, harassed, or put down by their partner over the phone;
22% were coerced to engage in sexual activity over the phone
or via the Internet; 11% had private or embarrassing images or
videos shared without their permission by romantic partners;
and 10% had been physically threatened by intimate partners
either online or through digital means (Picard 2007).
In another study, 41% of American 14–24 year olds in
relationships had experienced some form of CDA (MTV
2011). Similarly, among a sample of middle and high school
students in the United States, 26% of respondents had experienced some form of CDA victimization over the last
year (Zweig et al. 2013a). The researchers further examined
the extent to which youth who experienced CDA in relationships were also victimized by physical dating violence,
psychological dating abuse, and sexual coercion. Findings
suggested that females experience higher victimization rates
than males and that there is a significant degree of overlap
between CDA and other forms of IPV.
Emergent literature has begun to examine the connection
between CDA and IPV in adult relationships (Burke et al.
2011; Kee 2005). In addition to experiencing threats, harassment, surveillance, and tracking through digital means
in intimate relationships—what some have termed ‘‘electronic leashing’’ (Marcum et al. 2017)—Dimond et al.
(2011) emphasize that women may be digitally pursued
after separation from an abusive partner via harassment on
SNS, receive coercive or threatening texts, or have their
phone tracked through GPS software. In a study of 72 domestic violence shelters conducted by National Public
Radio (NPR) in 2014, 85% of shelters reported working
with clients whose abusers track them using GPS, and 75%
reported working with clients whose abusers used hidden
mobile apps to secretly monitor their conversations (Shahani
2014). In an online survey conducted by Women’s Aid,
45% of female respondents reported experiencing some
form of online abuse during their relationship, and 48%
experienced online harassment or abuse after the relationship had ended (Shahani 2014).
The role of sexting—or the exchange of explicit sexual
materials in the form of text or visual imagery through digital
means—in CDA is particularly fractious. Research on sexting
has focused primarily on adolescents using a generalized
definition that frequently characterizes victims’ own behavior
as ‘‘risky’’ or ‘‘promiscuous’’ for having created the image in
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the first place (Henry and Powell 2015b; Krieger 2017). This
victim blaming fails to distinguish between willing participants in an increasingly common form of exchange between
intimate partners and victims of nonconsensual CDA and
revenge porn. This distinction should be drawn when coercion or pressure to sext and/or create and disseminate nonconsensual sexual images occurs, rendering the behavior a
form of CDA.
A study among Italian youth and adolescents found that
individuals who frequently engaged in sexting were more
likely to be perpetrators and victim of dating violence, including CDA (Morelli et al. 2016), while an online study of
sexting among American undergraduates also revealed associations between coercive sexting and IPV (Drouin et al.
2015). For the purposes of this review, sexting is not considered a form of cyberviolence as such, but rather a gendered dimension of intimate relationships that can be used to
perpetrate CDA and revenge porn.
Risk factors for CDA. While studies indicate that CDA
victimization affects more than 50% of high school and
college-aged youth in intimate relationships (Baker and Carreno 2016; Borrajo et al. 2015; Temple et al. 2016; Yahner
et al. 2015), women experience more sexual CDA than men.
Men are also more likely than women to report perpetrating
sexual CDA (Zweig et al. 2013b). Being younger and in a
homosexual relationship are associated with a higher frequency of CDA (Borrajo et al. 2015). Adolescents with experience in bullying victimization or perpetration are also
more likely to engage in CDA perpetration (Peskin et al.
2017; Van Ouytsel et al. 2017), illustrating the continuum
between online and offline violence, as well as the continuities
between CDA and cyberbullying.
Zweig et al. (2014) identify being female; committing a
greater variety of delinquent behaviors; having had sex;
having higher levels of depressive symptoms; and higher
levels of anger or hostility as life factors strongly correlated
with CDA. CDA also appears to be connected to offline
physical and sexual aggression in intimate relationships
(Borrajo et al. 2015; Marganski and Melander 2018; Morelli
et al. 2016; Reed et al. 2016; Temple et al. 2016; Zweig et al.
2013a), particularly if coercive or unwanted sexting is included as a tactic of CDA in the study’s definition (Choi et al.
2016; Drouin et al. 2015; Morelli et al. 2016). Finally, CDA
may be associated with risky sexual activity and an earlier age
of sexual debut among youth, signaling a possible relationship between CDA and sexual and reproductive health among
adolescent girls (Dick et al. 2014; Van Ouytsel et al. 2016).
Revenge porn

Revenge porn represents another form of cyberviolence,
one with increasing visibility in the criminal and legal
sector. Revenge porn—sometimes referred to as cyber rape,
nonconsensual pornography, involuntary porn, or imagebased sexual abuse—is the publication of sexually explicit
images or videos on an online forum without the consent of
the subject (Citron and Franks 2014; Henry and Powell
2016; McGlyn et al. 2017b; Walker and Sleath 2017). Although revenge porn can be perpetrated by ex-partners using
archived sexually explicit text messages, photographs or
videos (sexts) can also be accessed remotely through
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hacking and uploaded to a revenge porn website by a third
party unknown to the victim. Revenge porn becomes even
more threatening when images or videos are accompanied
by the subject’s personal information (e.g., name, address).
There are almost no statistics on the prevalence of revenge porn—the Cyber Civil Rights Initiative conducted
one of the only online surveys to document victimization. In
a survey from August 2012 to December 2013, 22% of the
respondents reported being revenge porn victims, 90% of
whom were women (End Revenge Porn 2013). Over a period of 6 months, 139 revenge porn allegations were filed
with police forces in England and Wales, with 10 of these
victims being under the age of consent (Davies 2015).
Another study found that 1 in 10 people have had an expartner threaten to share nude pictures online—60% of these
threats were carried out (Franklin 2014).
Just as little is known about the incidence of revenge
porn—in part because of the limited legal protections
available to victims and stigma associated with the private
material being released—even less is known about perpetrators, risk factors, and effective means of arbitration. Revenge
porn may damage the subject’s personal and professional
reputation, social relationships and mental health, precipitating anxiety, depression, and panic attacks (Franklin 2014;
Franks 2015; McCue 2016). The publication of personal information also provides further opportunities for abuse, both
online and in person (Citron and Franks 2014).
Cyberstalking

Cyberstalking definitions also vary, although the practice is
typically understood as ‘‘the repeated pursuit of an individual
using electronic or Internet-capable devices’’ (Dreßing et al.
2014; Reyns et al. 2012). While cyberstalking perpetrators
may have had an intimate relationship with their victim, indicating some overlap between cyberstalking and CDA, cyberstalking can also occur between strangers. The SmartSafe
Study in Australia found that current or former intimate
partners may use mobile technology to check their partner’s
location; look at their partner’s messages without permission;
send threats via text messages or phone calls; share private
photographs or videos without permission; post negative information about their partner on social media; or demand the
electronic passwords to monitor their partner’s communication channels (Woodlock 2016).
Cyberstalking prevalence rates are often captured as a
part of studies measuring traditional stalking by the U.S.
Department of Justice (2001) or the National Crime Victimization Survey (Baum et al. 2009), which found that one
in four stalking victims report experiencing cyberstalking.
Other prevalence estimates indicate that 20% to 40% of
Internet users have been victimized by cyberstalking (Tokunaga and Aune 2017). A 2016 survey conducted by the
Data and Society Research Institute found that women and
young people were more likely to be targets of cyberstalking
than men, with 14% of Internet users under the age of 30
identifying as victims of cyberstalking (Lenhart et al. 2016).
Risk factors for cyberstalking. Primary research and surveys conducted by Working to Halt Online Abuse (WHOA)
and Liz Claiborne Inc. indicate that cyberstalking perpetrators
tend to be male and that women, nonheterosexual individuals
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and people of color are more vulnerable to incidents of cyberstalking (Dreßing et al. 2014; King-Ries 2008; Laxton
2014; Reyns et al. 2012, 2016). Physical aggression among
men may be a predictor of cyberstalking perpetration (Strawhun et al. 2013). Victims are also likely to know or have had
a prior relationship with their perpetrator, indicating a possible
connection among cyberstalking behaviors, CDA, and other
forms of IPV (Dreßing et al. 2014; King-Ries 2008; Larkin
2015; Matsui 2015; Shimizu 2013; Stroud 2014). Finally, just
as cyberstalking often occurs contemporaneous with in-person
stalking, victims of cyberstalking are also at risk of being
physically attacked by their stalkers (Dreßing et al. 2014).
Discussion

The phenomenon of cyberviolence encompasses a range of
abuses perpetrated by and through digital means, including
online harassment, cyberbullying, CDA, revenge porn, and
cyberstalking, types of cyberviolence that often overlap and
occur contemporaneous with offline violence. Studies suggest
that women and girls and sexual minorities of all genders are
more vulnerable to online victimization (Aboujaoude et al.
2015; Bauman and Baldasare 2015; Berne et al. 2014; Connell et al. 2014; Duggan et al. 2014; Elipe et al. 2018; Hamm
et al. 2015; Lindsay and Krysik 2016; Llorent et al. 2016;
Reed et al. 2016; Zerach 2016). Research also indicates that
previous victimization can be a risk factor for both future
victimization and perpetration (Marganski and Melander
2018; Marret and Choo 2017; Peskin et al. 2017; Temple et al.
2016; Van Ouytsel et al. 2017; Wachs et al. 2018). While their
review identified over 200 academic articles related to cyberviolence, significant gaps in the literature remain.
Most of the research on cyberviolence comes from developed countries like the United States, Canada, and Australia.
Low- and middle-income countries in Africa, Asia, and Latin
America are notably absent from this literature. Insights from
this review may not be applicable to those contexts where access to and ownership of devices, social norms around dating,
and levels of offline violence vary widely. Since cyberviolence
is part of the continuum of offline violence, rates of cyberviolence will likely vary as rates of IPV and other forms of interpersonal violence do in various countries. Given differences in
income level, mobile phone ownership, and digital infrastructures regionally and internationally, the digital platforms for
perpetration and prevalence of cyberviolence victimization are
likely to be similarly variegated.
The primary research that has been conducted tends to
focus on convenience samples of youth, adolescents, and
college and high school students that may not be representative of the general population. In addition, more data
are needed on the characteristics of and tactics used by
perpetrators (Cassidy et al. 2013; Henry and Powell 2016;
Kowalski et al. 2012; Strawhun et al. 2013), as well as the
contexts and locations in which cyberviolence occurs.
There is an evident lack of definitional, theoretical, or
methodological consensus within the scientific community
on how to frame, study, and measure cyberviolence phenomena. The inconsistent, and sometimes incompatible,
definitions impact the kinds of violence individuals may
report experiencing. If definitions are provided in survey or
questionnaire tools, incidents that fall outside of the description will not be captured (Aboujaoude et al. 2015;
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Berne et al. 2013; Tokunaga 2010; Vivolo-Kanto et al.
2014; Ybarra et al. 2012). Other studies measure incidence
through behavioral items or use different measurement time
frames and indicators for frequency, which present additional measurement limitations (Henry and Powell 2016;
Smith et al. 2014).
Measurement is rendered all the more difficult due to
troubles associated with detecting and tracking the multiple
covert pathways and digital means through which cyberviolence can be perpetrated, particularly given the anonymity
afforded by ICT. Nor are existing studies being put into
discussion with one another. Cyberbullying literature remains siloed among psychologists and educators, while
revenge porn and cyberstalking tend to attract legal and
criminal scholars. Within the wider digital ecology precipitated by ICT networks and infrastructures, different forms
of cyberviolence are often treated as discrete phenomena.
Yet, these incidents cannot be separated from the social
norms and forms of violence that occur offline or the broad
network of cyberviolence victimization in which incidents
like online harassment, CDA, and revenge porn often intersect with one another.
Due to the limited number of longitudinal studies, very
little is known about the long-term impacts of cyberviolence. While incidents of online harassment, cyberstalking,
and revenge porn have been shown to negatively impact
short-term professional and educational opportunities, social relationships, living situations, feelings of safety, and
mental health, (Cassidy et al. 2013; Chisholm 2014; Citron
and Franks 2014; Franklin 2014; Franks 2015), almost no
data have been collected on the long-term health consequences of victimization. Studies have found that victims of
cyberviolence often suffer from feelings of isolation, stigma,
depression, anxiety, low self-esteem, and sadness (Bilic
2013; Drouin et al. 2015; Hamm et al. 2015)—incidents of
revenge porn or cyberstalking in particular can lead to interruptions in employment or education, sensitivities over
privacy, issues with trusting others, and increased susceptibility to suicidal ideation (Bloom 2016; Drebing et al.
2014; Franklin 2014).
Feminist cyberviolence scholars, however, emphasize
that the harms associated with victimization are gendered
(Henry and Powell 2016; McGlyn and Rackley 2017a; Reed
et al. 2017) (See Table 3 for an overview of the environmental, interpersonal and intrapersonal factors contributing
to cyberviolence perpetration and victimization). The potential frequency and duration of online victimization over
an individual’s lifetime suggest that some of the negative
health outcomes associated with cyberbullying, CDA, or
online harassment may result in chronic symptoms and
trauma. The long-term health effects of cyberviolence represent a prescient concern in the public health community.
Despite the fact that women and young girls are disproportionately affected by technology-based harms (Bloom
2016; Cassidy et al. 2013; Chisholm 2006; Citron 2014;
Halder and Jaishankar 2011, 2012; Hamm et al. 2015;
Hardaker and McGlashan 2016; Henry and Powell 2015a,
2015b; Holt et al. 2016; Lindsay et al. 2015; Marcum et al. 2014;
Mitchell et al. 2016; Montiel et al. 2016; Stoleru and Costescu
2014), the gendered nature of cyberviolence represents a nascent frontier in the research community. Gender influences
how cyberviolence is perpetrated and experienced differently
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Table 3. Influences on Cyberviolence Victimization and Perpetration at the Environmental,
Interpersonal, and Intrapersonal Levels

Environmental influences
Gender
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Normative beliefs about
aggression
Region
Interpersonal influences
History of risky sexual
behavior
IPV
In-person aggression
Poor parental monitoring
Intrapersonal influences
Age
Disability status

Types of cyber violence

Selected references

Cyberbullying; Online Harassment;
Trolling
Cyberbullying

Berne et al. (2014), Citron (2009), Mantilla (2015), Mishna et al.
(2009), Phillips (2015)
Kowalski et al. (2014)

Cyberbullying

Sun et al. (2016)

CDA

Dick et al., 2014; Van Ouytsel et al., 2015

CDA

Borrajo et al. (2015), Marganski and Melander (2018), Morelli
et al. (2016), Reed et al. (2016), Temple et al. (2016), Zweig
et al. (2013b)
Baldry et al. (2015), Dreßing et al. (2014), Kowalski et al. (2014),
Peskin et al. (2017), Van Ouytsel et al. (2017)
Ang (2015)

Cyberbullying; CDA; cyberstalking
Cyberbullying
Cyberbullying; online harassment
Cyberbullying

Borrajo et al. (2015), Cassidy et al. (2013), Lenhart et al. (2016)
Alhaboby et al. (2017), Bauman and Pero (2011), Didden et al.
(2009), Heiman et al. (2015b), Heiman and Olenik-Shemesh
(2015a)
Early age of sexual debut CDA
Van Ouytsel et al. (2015)
Race/ethnicity
Cyberstalking
Reyns et al. (2012, 2016)
Sexual and gender
Cyberbullying; CDA; online
Borrajo et al. (2015), Elipe et al. (2018), Lenhart et al. (2016),
orientation
harassment
Reyns et al. (2011), Zerach (2016)
Sex
Cyberbullying; CDA; cyberstalking; Cassidy et al. (2013), Connell et al. (2014), Dreßing et al. (2014),
online harassment
Holt et al. (2016), Jones et al. (2013), Lenhart et al. (2016),
Lindsay et al. (2015), Mantilla (2015), Phillips (2015),
Reyns et al. (2011), Zweig et al. (2014)
Time spent on Internet
Cyberbullying
Ang (2015)

CDA, cyber dating abuse; IPV, intimate partner violence.

by men and women, boys and girls, and by sexual and gender
minorities (Balakrishnan 2015; Bennett et al. 2011; Berne et al.
2014; Chang et al. 2016; Chisholm 2014; Faucher et al. 2014;
Finchman and Sanfilippo 2015; Megarry 2014; Mishna et al.
2009; Patchin and Hinduja 2012; Reed et al. 2016), but further
research is needed to theorize and understand how gender inequality and offline VAWG inform and impact victimization
(Henry and Powell 2015b). Still less scholarship has been devoted to studying the role social factors like race, class, or disability status might play in experiences of cyberviolence,
particularly among minority populations.
An intersectional lens must be applied to consider how
gender articulates with other aspects of an individual’s identity
in their experiences of and vulnerabilities to cyberviolence.
The cyberfeminism movement of the early 1990s emerged to
counteract ICT’s potential to recapitulate and further instantiate unequal power relationships between men and women,
while feminist theories of technology have also been used to
demonstrate the gendered ways in which digital infrastructures
are designed and employed (Luckman 1999; Paasonen 2011;
Wajcman 2010).
Whether or not technology is inherently gendered, it has
been used to both reinforce and subvert traditional gender
paradigms (Henry and Powell 2015a; Stoleru and Costescu
2014; UN Broadband Commission 2015). To capture the
gendered and sexual nature of cyberviolence, Henry and Powell (2016) have devised a provisional typology, ‘‘technology-

facilitated sexual violence’’ (TFSV), which provides a broader
criteria for online victimization and illustrates the complex
opportunities for violence a networked individual (Rainie and
Wellman 2012) is vulnerable to.
This intersectional approach should further consider the
cultural saliency of terms like cyberviolence; alternative
cultural configurations of gender, sexuality, and ethnicity;
and the digital divide in developing countries or the extent
to which differential access to ICT impacts the manifestation and distribution of cyberviolence in countries around
the world. A more comprehensive cyberviolence typology
should similarly scrutinize the fact that the types of violence
occurring on SNS and ICT exhibit many characteristics
similar to sexual harassment, traditional stalking, and IPV
and may be occurring contemporaneous with physical,
sexual, and/or psychological violence offline. In studying
the continuum between online and offline violence, researchers must similarly reckon with the extent to which
harms precipitated through ICT and social media are distinct
from those that occur offline (Henry and Powell 2015b,
2016; Sargent et al. 2016).
Limitations

This review has limitations that should be considered when
interpreting the findings. The search terms were intentionally
broad to capture any literature pertaining to violence that
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occurs online or through digital means. However, because
cyberviolence is an understudied and multidimensional phenomenon, it is possible that the authors were unable to capture and assess all relevant articles that have been published
over the last 10 years. In addition, only articles published in
English were included in the review, missing evidence that
may have been published in other languages. As noted above,
the findings above reflect the available literature from only a
small number of high-income countries, limiting the applicability to a wider set of contexts. This remains an important
gap to be addressed by future research.
Other forms of digital harm may fall within the purview of
cyberviolence, including the recording and online distribution
of sexual violence videos (Boux and Daum 2015; Henry and
Powell 2015a; Powell 2010), online hate speech (Awan and
Zempi 2016), online sexual solicitation (Mishna et al. 2011;
Mitchell et al. 2011; Normand and Sallafranque-St-Louis
2016; Priebe et al. 2013; Smith et al. 2014; Wells and
Mitchell 2014; Young et al. 2007), or cybercrime (Citron
2014; Halder and Jaishankar 2011; Wolak et al. 2010). These
phenomena represent a very small subset of the literature
collected for the review and were beyond the purview of their
analysis.
Conclusion

Every day, a growing number of men, women, and children
gain access to personal mobile devices and technologies that
allow them to communicate and connect through time and
space. And every day individuals are driven off the virtual grid
because of cyberviolence. Cyberviolence violates basic human
rights to safety and freedom of expression (Kaye 2017), while
representing a growing yet invisibilized mental, physical, and
sexual health threat to networked citizens around the world.
However, movements like Take Back the Tech and advocacy
organizations like Crash Override Network employ the very
same technology used to perpetrate cyberviolence to counteract and raise awareness about online abuse.
Developing standard definitions and methodologies on
cyberviolence is a first step to designing and implementing
primary prevention and response mechanisms. Comparable prevalence data are possible only once the conceptual
framework and terms related to cyberviolence are clarified.
Many researchers and practitioners speculate that incidents
of cyberviolence are underreported through formal channels
(Arntfield 2015; King-Ries 2008), perpetuating ignorance
on the part of local and national governments about the scale
and severity of the phenomenon, leaving many victims
without recourse for justice or recovery.
Standard measures will provide a more comprehensive
understanding of the phenomenon of cyberviolence, how it
varies across settings, and its impacts on vulnerable populations. Building consistency within the field will also inform the design, implementation, and evaluation of
interventions to address cyberviolence. A concerted effort
toward establishing coherence in the research community
will illuminate the digital shadows within which cyberviolence operates and elevates prevention as an issue of international concern.
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Fox J, Cruz C, Lee JY. (2015). Perpetuating online sexism offline:
Anonymity, interactivity, and the effects of sexist hashtags on social
media. Comput Hum Behav. 52, 436–442.
Franklin Z. (2014). Justice for revenge porn victims: Legal theories to
overcome claims of civil immunity by operators of revenge porn
websites. California Law Rev. 102, 1303–1335.
Franks MA. (2012). Sexual Harassment 2.0. Md Law Rev. 71, 655–704.
Franks MA. (2015). The fight against digital abuse: The view from
the US. Women’s Aid. Retrieved from https://www.womensaid.ie/
16daysblog/2015/12/15/the-fight-against-digital-abuse-the-viewfrom-the/
Franks MA. (2016). ‘‘Revenge Porn’’ Reform: A View from the Front
Lines. Florida Law Review. University of Miami Legal Studies
Research Paper No. 16–43.
Gamez-Guadiz M, Almendros C, Borrajo F, et al. (2015). Prevalence
and association of sexting and online victimization among spanish
adults. Sex Res Soc Policy. 12, 145–154.
Garett R, Lord LR, Young SD. (2016). Associations between social
media and cyberbullying: A review of the literature. Mhealth. 2, 46.
Grant MG. (2016). In an Unsafe Space: How the rhetoric surrounding
online harassment of women leaves us at risk. Pacific Standard.
Retrieved from https://psmag.com/news/in-an-unsafe-space
Halder D, Jaishankar K. (2011). Online Social Networking and
Women Victims. In Cyber Criminology: Exploring Internet Crimes
and Criminal Behavior. K Jaishankar, ed. (CRC Press, New York,
NY) pp. 758–779.
Halder D, Jaishankar K. (2012). Cyber Crime and the Victimization
of Women: Law, Rights and Regulations. (Information Science
Reference, Hershey, PA.)
Hamm MP, Newton A, Chisholm A, et al. (2015). Prevalence and
effect of cyberbullying on children and young people: A scoping
review of social media studies. JAMA Pediatr. 169, 770–777.

Downloaded by LSUHSC LIBRARY - NEW ORLEANS PACKAGE from www.liebertpub.com at 09/17/18. For personal use only.

144
Hardaker C, McGlashan M. (2016). ‘‘Real men don’t hate women’’:
Twitter rape threats and group identity. J Pragmatics. 91, 80–93.
Heiman T, Olenik-Shemesh D. (2015a). Cyberbullying experience and
gender differences among adolescents in different educational
settings. J Learn Disabil. 48, 146–155.
Heiman T, Olenik-Shemesh D, Eden S. (2015b). Cyberbullying
involvement among students with ADHD: Related to loneliness,
self-efficacy and social support. Eur J Spec Needs Educ. 30, 15–29.
Henry N, Powell A. (2015a). Embodied harms: Gender, shame and
technology-facilitated sexual violence. Violence Against Women.
21, 758–779.
Henry N, Powell A. (2015b). ‘‘Beyond the ‘‘sext’’: Technologyfacilitated sexual violence and harassment against adult women.’’ J
Criminol 48, 104–118.
Henry N, Powell A. (2016). Technology-Facilitating Sexual Violence.
A Literature Review of Empirical Research. Trauma Violence
Abuse. 19, 1–14.
Hertz MF, David-Ferdon C. (2008). Electronic media and youth
violence: A CDC issue brief for educators and caregivers. Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), US Department of
Health and Human Services. Retrieved from https://www.cdc.gov/
violenceprevention/pdf/ea-brief-a.pdf
Hinduja S, Patchin JW. (2008). Cyberbullying: An exploratory
analysis of factors related to offending and victimization. Deviant
Behav. 29, 129–156.
Hinduja S, Patchin JW. (2010). Bullying, cyberbullying, and suicide.
Arch Suicide Res. 14, 206–221.
Holt TJ, Fitzgerald S, Bossler AM, et al. (2016). Assessing the risk
factors of cyber and mobile phone bullying victimization in a
nationally representative sample of Singapore youth. Int J Offender
Ther Comp Criminol. 60, 598–615.
Internet Governance Forum (IGF) (2016). Best Practice Forum (BPF) on
Online Abuse and Gender-Based Violence Against Women. Retrieved
from http://intgovforum.org/cms/documents/best-practice-forums/623bpf-online-abuse-and-gbv-against-women/file
Jeong S. (2015). ‘‘I’m Disappointed’’: Zoe Quinn Speaks Out on
UN Cyberviolence Report. Motherboard. Retrieved from https://
motherboard.vice.com/en_us/article/nz7jb7/im-disappointed-zoequinn-speaks-out-on-un-cyberviolence-report
Jones LM, Mitchell KF, Finkelhor D. (2013). Online harassment in
context: Trends from three youth internet safety surveys (2000,
2005, 2010). Psychol Violence. 3, 53–69.
Kaye D. (2016). Promotion and protection of the right to freedom
of opinion and expression. United Nations General Assembly.
Retrieved from https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/805706?ln=en
Kaye D. (2017). UN experts urge States and companies to address
online gender-based abuse but warn against censorship. United
Nations Human Rights Office of the High Commissioner. Retrieved
from http://www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.
aspx?NewsID=21317&LangID=E
Kee JS. (2005). Cultivating violence through technology? exploring
the connections between internet communication technologies
(ICT) and violence against women (VAW). Association of Progressive Communications Women’s Networking Support Programme.
Retrieved from www.genderit.org/sites/default/upload/VAW_ICT_
EN.pdf
King-Ries A. (2008). Teens, Technology and Cyberstalking: The Domestic
Violence Wave of the Future? Tex J Women Law. 20, 131–164.
Kiriakidis SP, Kavoura A. (2016). Cyberbullying: A review of the
literature on harassment through the internet and other electronic
means. Fam Community Health. 33, 82–93.
Kowalski RM, Giumetti GW, Schroeder AN, et al. (2014). Bullying in
the digital age: A critical review and meta-analysis of cyberbullying
research among youth. Psychol Bull. 140, 1073–1137.

BACKE ET AL.
Kowalski RM, Limber SP, Agatson P. (2012). Cyberbullying in the
Digital Age. (Wiley-Blackwell, Oxford.)
Kowalski RM, Morgan CA, Drake-Lavelle K, et al. (2016).
Cyberbullying among college students with disabilities. Comput
Hum Behav. 57, 416–427.
Krieger MA. (2017). Unpacking ‘‘sexting’’: a systematic review
of nonconsensual sexting in legal, education, and psychological
literatures. Trauma Violence Abuse. 18, 593–601.
Larkin PJ. (2015). Revenge porn, state law, and free speech. Loyola
Los Angeles Law Rev. 48, 57–118.
Laxton C. (2014). Virtual World, Real Fear: Women’s Aid report into
online abuse, harassment and stalking. Women’s Aid. Retrieved
from https://www.womensaid.org.uk/virtual-world-real-fear/
Lenhart A, Ybarra M, Zickuhr K, et al. (2016). Online Harassment, Digital
Abuse, and Cyberstalking in America. Data & Society. Retrieved from
https://www.datasociety.net/pubs/oh/Online_Harassment_2016.pdf
Lindsay M, Booth JM, Messing JT, et al. (2015). Experiences of online
harassment among emerging adults: Emotional reactions and the
mediating role of fear. J Interpers Violence. 31, 1–22.
Lindsay M, Krysik J. (2016). Online Harassment Among College Students:
A replication incorporating new Internet trends. Inf Commun Soc. 1,
703–719.
Llorent VJ, Ortega-Ruiz R, Zych I. (2016). Bullying and cyberbullying
in minorities: Are they more vulnerable than the majority group?
Front Psychol. 7, 1507.
Luckman S. (1999). (En) gendering the digital body: Feminism and the
Internet. Hecate. 25, 36–47.
Mantilla K. (2015). Gendertrolling: How Misogyny Went Viral.
(Praeger, Denver, CO.)
Marcum CD, Higgins GE, Nicholson J. (2017). I’m watching you:
Cyberstalking behaviors of university students in romantic relationships. Am J Criminal Justice. 42, 373–388.
Marcum CD, Higgins GE, Ricketts ML. (2014). Juveniles and cyber
stalking in the United States: An analysis of theoretical predictors of
patterns of online perpetration. Int J Cyber Criminol. 8, 47–56.
Marganski A, Melander L. (2018). Intimate partner violence victimization in the cyber and real world: Examining the extent of
cyber aggression experiences and its association with in-person
dating violence. J Interpers Violence. 33, 1071–1095.
Marret MJ, Choo WY. (2017). Factors associated with online victimisation among Malaysian adolescents who use social networking
sites: A cross-sectional study. BMJ Open. 7, e014959.
Matsui S. (2015). The Criminalization of revenge porn in Japan.
Washington Int Law J. 24, 289–317.
McCue C. (2016). Ownership of Images: The Prevalence of Revenge
Porn Across a University Population. (Bridgewater, MA: Bridgewater
State University).
McGlynn C, Rackley E. (2017a). Image-based sexual abuse. Oxford J
Leg Stud. 37, 534–561.
McGlynn C, Rackley E, Houghton R. (2017b). ‘‘Beyond Revenge
Porn’’: The continuum of image-based sexual abuse. Feminist Leg
Stud. 25, 25–46.
Megarry J. (2014). Online incivility or sexual harassment?
Conceptualizing women’s experiences in the digital age. Womens
Stud Int Forum. 47, 46–55.
Melander LA. (2010). College students’ perceptions of intimate
partner cyber harassment. Cyberpsychol Behav Soc Netw. 13,
263–268.
Mishna F, Cook C, Siani M, et al. (2011). Interventions to prevent and
reduce cyber abuse of youth: A systematic review. Res Soc Work
Pract. 21, 5–14.
Mishna F, McLuckie A, Saini M. (2009). Real-world dangers in an
online reality: A qualitative study examining online relationships
and cyber abuse. Soc Work Res. 33, 108–118.

Downloaded by LSUHSC LIBRARY - NEW ORLEANS PACKAGE from www.liebertpub.com at 09/17/18. For personal use only.

NETWORKED INDIVIDUALS, GENDERED VIOLENCE
Mitchell KJ, Finkelhor D, Wolak J, et al. (2011). Youth internet
victimization in a broader victimization context. J Adolesc Health.
48, 128–134.
Mitchell KJ, Ybarra ML, Jones LM, et al. (2016). What features make
online harassment incidents upsetting to youth? J Sch Violence. 15,
279–301.
Montiel I, Carbonell E, Pereda N. (2016). Multiple online victimization
of Spanish adolescents: Results from a community sample. Child
Abuse Negl. 52, 123–134.
Morelli M, Bianchi D, Baiocco R, et al. (2016). Sexting, psychological
distress and dating violence among adolescents and young adults.
Psicothema. 28, 137–142.
MTV, Associated Press. (2011). Executive Summary: 2011 AP-MTV
Digital Abuse Study. A Thin Line. Retrieved from www.athinline.
org/pdfs/MTV-AP_2011_Research_Study-Exec_Summary.pdf
Normand CL, Sallafranque-St-Louis F. (2016). Cybervictimization of
young people with an intellectual or developmental disability: Risks
specific to sexual solicitation. J Appl Res Intellect Disabil. 29, 99–
110.
Ojanen TT, Boonmongkon P, Samakkeekarom R, et al. (2015).
Connections between online harassment and offline violence among
youth in Central Thailand. Child Abuse Negl. 44, 159–169.
Paasonen S. (2011). Revisiting cyberfeminism. Communications. 36,
335–352.
Patchin JW, Hinduja S. (2012). Cyberbullying Prevention and
Response: Expert Perspectives. (Routledge, New York, NY.)
Peskin MF, Markham CM, Shegog R, et al. (2017). Prevalence and
correlates of the perpetration of cyber dating abuse among early
adolescents. J Youth Adolesc. 46, 358–375.
Phillips W. (2015). This Is Why We Can’t Have Nice Things: Mapping
the Relationship Between Online Trolling and Mainstream Culture.
(MIT Pres, Cambridge, MA.)
Picard P. (2007). Tech Abuse in Teen Relationships Study. Liz
Claiborne, Inc. Retrieved from www.loveisrespect.org/wp-content/
uploads/2009/03/liz-claiborne-2007-tech-relationship-abuse.pdf
Pittaro ML. (2011). Cyberstalking: Typology, etiology and victims. In
Cyber Criminology: Exploring Internet Crimes and Criminal Behavior.
K Jaishankar, ed. (CRC Press, New York, NY) pp. 277–297.
Powell A. (2010). Configuring consent: Emerging technologies,
unauthorized sexual images and sexual assault. Aust N Z J Criminol.
43, 76–90.
Priebe G, Mitchell KJ, Finkelhor D. (2013). To tell or not to tell? Youth’s
responses to unwanted Internet experiences. Cyberpsychology. 7, 71–84.
Rainie L, Wellman B. (2012). Networked; The New Social Operating
System. (MIT Press, Cambridge, MA.)
Redondo-Sama G, Pulido-Rodriguez MA, Lerna R, et al. (2014). Not
without them: The inclusion of Minors’ voices on cyber harassment
prevention. Qual Inq. 20, 895–901.
Reed LA, Tolman RM, Ward LM. (2016). Snooping and sexting:
Digital media as a context for dating aggression and abuse among
college students. Violence Against Women. 22, 1556–1576.
Reed LA, Tolman RM, Ward LM. (2017). Gender matters: Experiences
and consequences of digital dating abuse victimization in adolescent
dating relationships. J Adolesc. 59, 79–89.
Reyns BW, Henson B, Fisher BS. (2011). Being pursued online:
applying cyberlifestyle-routine activities theory to cyberstalking
victimization. Crim Justice Behav. 38, 1149–1169.
Reyns BW, Henson B, Fisher BS. (2012). Stalking in the twilight zone:
Extent of cyberstalking victimization and offending among college
students. Deviant Behav. 33, 1–25.
Reyns BW, Henson B, Fisher BS. (2016). Guardians of the cyber
galaxy: An empirical and theoretical analysis of the guardianship
concept from routine activity theory as it applies to online forms of
victimization. J Contemp Criminal Justice. 32, 148–168.

145
Runions KC, Bak M. (2015). Online moral disengagement, cyberbullying, and cyber-aggression. Cyberpsychol Behav Soc Netw. 18,
400–405.
Sabella RA, Patchin JW, Hinduja S. (2016). Cyberbullying myths and
realities. Comput Hum Behav. 29, 2703–2711.
Sargent KS, Krauss A, Jouriles EN, et al. (2016). Cyber victimization,
psychological intimate partner violence, and problematic mental
health outcomes among first-year college students. Cyberpsychol
Behav Soc Netw. 19, 545–550.
Selkie EM, Fales JL, Moreno MA. (2016). Cyberbullying prevalence
among US middle and high-school aged adolescents: A systematic
review and quality assessment. J Adolesc Health. 58, 125–133.
Shahani A. (2014). Smartphones Are Used to Stalk, Control Domestic Abuse Victims. All Tech Considered: NPR. Retrieved from
www.npr.org/sections/alltechconsidered/2014/09/15/346149979/
smartphones-are-used-to-stalk-control-domestic-abuse-victims
Shimizu A. (2013). Domestic violence in the digital age: Towards the
creation of a comprehensive cyberstalking statute. Berkeley J
Gender Law Justice. 28, 116–137.
Smith PK. (2012). Cyberbullying and cyber aggression. In Handbook
of School Violence and School Safety. SJ Jimerson, AB
Nickerson, MJ Mayer, MJ Furlong, eds. (Routledge, New York)
pp. 93–103.
Smith PK, Mahdavi J, Carvalho M, et al. (2008). Cyberbullying: Its
nature and impact on secondary school pupils. J Child Psychol
Psychiatry. 49, 376–385.
Smith PK, Thompson F, Davidson J. (2014). Cyber safety for
adolescent girls: Bullying, harassment, sexting, pornography, and
solicitation. Obstet Gynecol. 26, 360–365.
Smith-Darden JP, Kernsmith PD, Victor BG, Lathrop RA. (2017).
Electronic displays of aggression in teen dating relationships: Does
the social ecology matter? Comput Hum Behav. 67, 33–40.
Stoleru M, Costescu E. (2014). (Re) Producing Violence Against
Women in Online Spaces. Philobiblon XIX. 95–114.
Stonard KE, Bowen E, Lawrence TR, et al. (2014). The relevance of
technology to the nature, prevalence and impact of Adolescent Dating
Violence and Abuse: A research synthesis. Aggress Violent Behav.
19, 390–417.
Strawhun J, Adams N, Huss MT. (2013). The assessment of cyberstalking:
An expanded examination including social networking, attachment,
jealousy, and anger in relation to violence and abuse. Violence Vict.
28, 715–730.
Stroud SR. (2014). The dark side of the online self: A pragmatist
critique of the growing plague of revenge porn. J Mass Media
Ethics. 29, 168–183.
Sun S, Fan X, Du J. (2016). Cyberbullying perpetration: A metaanalysis of gender differences. Int J Internet Sci. 11, 61–81.
Temple JR, Choi HF, Brem M, et al. (2016). The temporal association
between traditional and cyber dating abuse among adolescents. J
Youth Adolesc. 45, 340–349.
Tokunaga RS. (2010). Following you home from school: A critical
review and synthesis of research on cyberbullying victimization.
Comput Hum Behav. 26, 277–287.
Tokunaga RS, Aune KS. (2017). Cyber-defense: A taxonomy of
tactics for managing cyberstalking. J Interpers Violence. 32,
1451–1475.
UN Broadband Commission for Digital Development Working Group
on Broadband and Gender. (2015). Cyber violence against women
and girls: A world wide wake-up call. United Nations. Retrieved
from www.broadbandcommission.org/Documents/reports/bb-wggender-discussionpaper2015-executive-summary.pdf
United States Department of Justice. (2001). Stalking and domestic violence:
Report to congress. Office of Justice Programs, Violence Against Women
Office. Retrieved from https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/ojp/186157.pdf

Downloaded by LSUHSC LIBRARY - NEW ORLEANS PACKAGE from www.liebertpub.com at 09/17/18. For personal use only.

146
Van der Gaag N. (2010). Because I am a Girl: The State of the World’s
Girls 2010—Digital and Urban Frontiers: Girls in a Changing
Landscape. Plan. Retrieved from www.citiesalliance.org/sites/
citiesalliance.org/files/BIAAG_2010_EN2.pdf
Van Ouytsel J, Ponnet K, Walrave M, et al. (2016). Adolescent cyber
dating abusive victimization and its association with substance use
and sexual behaviors. Public Health. 135, 147–151.
Van Ouytsel J, Torres E, Choi HJ, et al. (2017). The associations
between substance use, sexual behaviors, bullying, deviant behaviors,
health, and cyber dating abuse perpetration. J Sch Nurs. 33, 116–122.
Van Wilsem J. (2013). Hacking and harassment—Do they have
something in common? comparing risk factors for online
victimization. J Contemp Criminal Justice. 29, 437–453.
Van Ouytsel J, Walrave M, Ponnet K. (2015). The association between
adolescent sexting, psychosocial difficulties, and risk behavior:
integrative review. J Sch Nurs. 31, 54–69.
Vivolo-Kanto AM, Martell BN, Holland KM, et al. (2014). A systematic
review and content analysis of bullying and cyber-bullying
measurement strategies. Aggress Violent Behav. 19, 423–434.
Wachs S, Whittle HC, Hamilton-Giachritsis C, et al. (2018). Correlates of
mono- and dual-victims of cybergrooming and cyberbullying: Evidence
from four countries. Cyberpsychol Behav Soc Netw. 21, 91–98.
Wajcman J. (2010). Feminist theories of technology. Cambridge J
Econ. 34, 1430152.
Walker K, Sleath E. (2017). A systematic review of the current knowledge
regarding revenge pornography and non-consensual sharing of
sexually explicit media. Aggress Violent Behav. 36, 9–24.
Weinstein EC, Selman RL. (2016). Digital stress: Adolescents’
personal accounts. New Media Soc. 18, 391–409.
Wells M, Mitchell KF. (2014). Patterns of internet use and risk of
online victimization for youth with and without disabilities. J Spec
Educ. 48, 204–213.
West J. (2016). Cyber-violence against women. Battered Women’s
Support Services. Retrieved from www.bwss.org/wp-content/
uploads/2014/05/CyberVAWReportJessicaWest.pdf
Wingate VS, Minney JA, Guadogno RE. (2013). Sticks and stones
may break your bones, but words will always hurt you: A review of
cyberbullying. Soc Influence. 8, 87–106.
Wolak J, Finkelhor D, Mitchell KJ, et al. (2010). Online ‘‘Predators’’
and their victims: Myths, realities, and implications for prevention
and treatment. Psychol Violence. 1, 13–35.
Wolak J, Mitchell KJ, Finkelhor D. (2007). Does online harassment
constitute bullying? An exploration of online harassment by known
peers and online-only contacts. J Adolesc Health. 41, S51–S58.
Wolford-Clevenger C, Zapor H, Brasfield H, et al. (2016). An
examination of the partner cyber abuse questionnaire in a college
student sample. Psychol Violence. 6, 156–162.

View publication stats

BACKE ET AL.
Woodlock D. (2016). The Abuse of Technology in Domestic Violence
and Stalking. Violence Against Women. 31, 3174–3195.
Working to Halt Online Abuse (WHOA) (2011). Online harassment/
cyberstalking statistics. Working to Halt Online Abuse (WHOA).
Retrieved from www.haltabuse.org/resources/stats/
Wright, MF. (2015). Cyber aggression within adolescents’ romantic
relationships: Linkages to parental and partner attachment. J Youth
Adolesc. 44, 37–47.
Wright MF. (2017). Parental mediation, cyberbullying and cybertrolling:
The role of gender. Comput Hum Behav. 71, 189–195.
Yahner J, Dank M, Zweig JM. (2015). The co-occurrence of physical
and cyber dating violence and bullying among teens. J Interpers
Violence. 30, 1079–1089.
Ybarra ML, boyd D, Korchmaros JD, et al. (2012). Defining and
measuring cyberbullying within the larger context of bullying
victimization. J Adolesc Health. 51, 53–58.
Ybarra ML, Espelage D, Mitchell KF. (2007). The co-occurrence of
internet harassment and unwanted sexual solicitation victimization
and perpetration: Associations with psychosocial indicators. J
Adolesc Health. 41, S31–S41.
Young A, Young A, Fullwood H. (2007). Adolescent online victimization.
Prev Res. 14, 8–9.
Zerach G. (2016). Pathological narcissism, cyberbullying victimization
and offending among homosexual and heterosexual participants in
online dating websites. Comput Hum Behav. 57, 292–299.
Zweig JM, Dank M, Lachman P, et al. (2013a). Teen Dating Violence
and Abuse, and Bullying. (Washington, DC: Urban Institute, Justice
Policy Center).
Zweig JM, Dank M, Yahner J, et al. (2013b). The rate of cyber dating
abuse among teens and how it relates to other forms of teen dating
violence. J Youth Adolesc. 42, 1063–1077.
Zweig JM, Lachman P, Yahner J. (2014). correlates of cyber dating
abuse among teens. J Youth Adolesc. 43, 1306–1321.
Zych I, Ortega-Ruiz R, Rey RD. (2015). Scientific research on bullying
and cyberbullying: Where have we been and where are we going.
Aggress Violent Behav. 24, 188–298.

Address correspondence to:
Emma Louise Backe, MA
Department of Anthropology
George Washington University
2110 G Street NW
Washington, DC 20052
E-mail: embacke@gwu.edu

