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Abstract

Very little research has examined the longitudinal relations between cyber dating aggression and cyberbullying during ado-
lescence, which is important for informing prevention and intervention. This study fills a gap in the literature by examining
the longitudinal relations between cyberbullying and cyber dating aggression. Data were collected from 185 ninth-grade
students in the southeastern United States who endorsed being in a dating relationship within the past 30 days and participated
in two waves of surveys three months apart. The sample was 50.3% female, 91.1% Black, and the mean age was 14.32 years
old (SD =0.56). Cyberbullying uniquely predicted subsequent increases in cyber dating aggression. Similarly, cyber dating
aggression predicted subsequent increases in cyberbullying. In-person aggression (peer-targeted and dating) did not predict
their online counterparts (cyberbullying and cyber dating aggression). Overall, these results indicate that aggression perpe-
trated online may generalize from one relational context (i.e., peer relationship) to another relationship context (i.e., dating
relationship), such that efforts targeted at preventing online aggression in both relationship contexts may be most effective

in preventing future online aggression.
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Dating aggression and peer-targeted aggression are preva-
lent during adolescence and are both associated with adjust-
ment difficulties (Borrajo et al., 2015; Kowalski et al., 2014).
Aggression can occur across different relational contexts
(dating partners vs. peers) or media contexts (in-person vs.
cyber; Mehari et al., 2014). Despite adolescents’ increas-
ing use of technology to communicate and interact across
relationship contexts (Anderson & Jiang, 2018), prior
studies on the perpetration of cyber dating aggression and
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cyberbullying have been conducted in siloes, limiting our
understanding of the extent to which adolescents generalize
cyber aggression across relationships. The purpose of this
study was to investigate the longitudinal relations between
cyberbullying and cyber dating aggression perpetration in a
predominantly Black sample of adolescent daters.

Peer-Targeted Aggression

Cyberbullying is a form of peer-targeted aggression perpe-
trated using electronic communication technologies, and it
can include a range of behaviors, from electronically com-
municating physical threats to sharing photos or videos to
cause humiliation (Mehari et al., 2014). Cyberbullying is
distinguished from in-person bullying in several ways. For
example, individuals can anonymously perpetrate aggres-
sion online, and there is a lack of supervision or monitor-
ing of behaviors — both of which minimize the potential for
negative consequences for the individual perpetrating the
aggression (Dooley et al., 2009; Tokunaga, 2010). Most
importantly, online aggression is pervasive and can extend
beyond the boundaries of in-person aggression, such that
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adolescents continue to experience online aggression in
places that may typically serve as a safe space (e.g., home;
Englander et al., 2017; Patchin & Hinduja, 2006; Slonje &
Smith, 2008; Tokunaga, 2010). In a meta-analysis, mean
prevalence rates for in-person bullying and cyberbullying
among adolescents were 35% and 15%, respectively (Mod-
ecki et al., 2014).

Cyberbullying is correlated with in-person bullying
(Espino et al., 2022; Raskauskas & Stoltz, 2007; Waasdorp
& Bradshaw, 2015). In the meta-analysis previously refer-
enced, Modecki et al. (2014) found that correlations between
in-person aggression and cyberbullying were relatively
strong, particularly when comparing in-person relational
aggression to cyberbullying. This link remains robust when
examined longitudinally. In a systematic review including
studies that examined the longitudinal relations between in-
person bullying and cyberbullying, twelve studies found that
in-person bullying predicted cyberbullying (Camerini et al.,
2020). In fact, one study provided evidence for the temporal
relation of cyberbullying predicting in-person bullying at
a later time (Jose et al., 2012). At the within-person level,
Camacho et al. (2023) demonstrated the cross-lagged bidi-
rectional link between in-person bullying and cyberbullying
such that in-person and cyberbullying predicted each other
over time. Although evidence for the connection between
in-person aggression and cyberbullying is robust, little is
known about whether and how peer-targeted cyberbullying
is associated with cyber dating aggression over time.

Dating Aggression

Cyber dating aggression is the use of electronic communi-
cation technologies to harm, threaten to harm, or control a
current or former dating partner. It can include harassing,
monitoring (e.g., text messages, social media, geographical
location), and humiliating through social media (Cava et al.,
2020; Draucker & Martsolf, 2010; Melander, 2010). Cyber
dating aggression is distinct from in-person dating aggres-
sion such that electronic communication technologies can
be used to monitor and control a dating partner’s behaviors
(e.g., text messages, social media, geographic location). It
also provides a continuous platform for the escalation of
arguments beyond the boundaries of in-person interactions
(e.g., frequent phone calls and texts; Draucker & Martsolf,
2010; Stephenson et al., 2018) and an unlimited audience
for conflict if perpetrated through social media (Stonard,
2020). Based on a meta-analysis, observed prevalence rates
have ranged from 8 to 58% for cyber dating aggression per-
petration (Li et al., 2023). Although there is variability in
prevalence rates across studies, the overall prevalence of
cyber dating aggression was calculated to be 24%, indicat-
ing a notable problem of cyber aggression among adoles-
cent daters (Li et al., 2023). The prevalence of cyber dating

@ Springer

aggression perpetration among girls is similar to the preva-
lence among boys, although the perpetration of sexual cyber
dating aggression or more severe physical dating aggression
is higher among boys (Burke et al., 2011; Reed et al., 2017,
Zweig et al., 2013).

There is a strong link between in-person and cyber dating
aggression. A systematic review conducted by Rodriguez-
deArriba et al. (2024) found 24 studies establishing the
positive correlation between in-person and cyber dating
aggression. Four studies cross-sectionally demonstrated the
positive relation between in-person and cyber dating aggres-
sion across adolescents and adults using regression analy-
ses (Borrajo et al., 2015; Doucette et al., 2021; Duerksen
and Woodin, 2021; Kernsmith et al., 2018), but very little
research has examined longitudinal relations. Two studies
have found no longitudinal support for in-person dating
aggression as a predictor of cyber dating aggression (e.g.,
Luetal., 2021; Temple et al., 2016). However, and perhaps
more interesting, cyber dating aggression has been shown
to predict in-person physical dating aggression perpetration
(Lu et al., 2021). This study provided quantitative evidence
for qualitative work that emerged two years prior. Hellevik
(2019) interviewed 21 adolescents with cyber dating aggres-
sion experiences and found aggression to often be initiated
online and later extended to in-person aggression. Consid-
ering the overlap between forms of violence (in-person and
cyber), it is important to understand the extent to which vio-
lence extends across relationship contexts (peer and dating).

Overlap between Peer-Targeted and Dating
Aggression

Most research that examines cyber and in-person aggres-
sion is conducted within one relationship context, but less
research has examined the extent to which cyber aggressive
behaviors extend to other relationship contexts (e.g., peer
relationships to dating relationships). Adolescents’ perpe-
tration of peer-targeted aggression may increase their risk
of perpetrating dating aggression and vice versa. From a
social learning framework (Bandura, 1986), adolescents
observe and mimic behavior that is perceived to be effec-
tive in achieving goals from significant people in their lives.
For example, when parents model aggressive behavior (e.g.,
domestic violence), youth are more likely to be involved in
violent dating relationships (Stith et al., 2000). Although
most studies have identified in-person peer aggression as a
precursor to dating aggression, social learning theory posits
this relation could be reciprocal. For example, if aggressive
behaviors are observed or used and learned to be effective
in dating relationships, these behaviors might extend to peer
relationships. As such, adolescents might use similar behav-
iors they experience or display in their dating relationships
within their peer relationships, and vice versa.
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Despite the need to understand how online aggressive
behaviors are transferred from one relationship to another,
the connection between peer-targeted aggression and dating
aggression has primarily been focused on in-person forms.
Many early romantic attachments develop within the context
of peer groups (Connolly et al., 2000), which may place
adolescents who engage in peer-targeted bullying at risk
for developing unhealthy relationship patterns with dating
partners (Foshee et al., 2014). A meta-analysis examining
20 studies found that bullying was strongly related to dating
aggression perpetration and remained so after controlling
for gender, race or ethnicity, age, prior dating aggression
experiences, exposure to family violence, and other adjust-
ment-related outcomes (e.g., depression; Zych et al., 2021).
This is supported by several studies that have identified in-
person bullying as a longitudinal precursor to in-person dat-
ing aggression (Cutbush et al., 2021; Ellis et al., 2013; Hum-
phrey & Vaillancourt, 2020; Miller et al., 2013; Zych et al.,
2021). A limited number of studies investigated the extent to
which in-person bullying and cyber dating aggression were
related, and the findings are mixed. For example, one study
among youth living in Spain and four Latin American coun-
tries found no evidence for the relation between in-person
bullying and cyber dating aggression (Martinez Soto et al.,
2024). On the other hand, a study conducted among adoles-
cents living in the Southwestern United States found that
students who experienced or perpetrated in-person bullying
were more likely to report cyber dating aggression com-
pared to students with no bullying experiences (Van Ouytsel
et al., 2017). Little to no research, that we are aware of, has
examined whether dating aggression precedes and predicts
peer-targeted aggression. However, as previously mentioned,
social learning theory postulates that behaviors learned in
any relationship context are likely to extend to other rela-
tionship contexts (Bandura, 1986). To better understand the
overlap between cyberbullying and cyber dating aggression,
it is critical to test whether these behaviors in one relation-
ship context bidirectionally predict each other.

Building on theory and past research regarding the rela-
tion between in-person bullying and dating aggression, it
is likely this relation exists for forms of cyber aggression.
Despite compelling evidence that in-person bullying can be
a precursor to in-person dating aggression (e.g., Cutbush
et al., 2021; Zych et al., 2021), little research has examined
the relation between cyberbullying and cyber dating aggres-
sion. Preliminary research among predominantly White
cross-sectional samples of adolescents has found a positive
relation between cyberbullying and cyber dating aggression
perpetration (Yahner et al., 2015; Zweig et al., 2019). Addi-
tionally, Espino et al. (2022) examined the extent to which
adolescents in Spain engaged in aggression across multiple
forms and relationship contexts (i.e., poly-aggression) using
cross-sectional data. Of adolescents with dating experiences,

72.9% of them perpetrated at least two or three types of
aggression (e.g., cyberbullying, dating aggression, cyber
dating aggression, bullying, or sexual harassment; Espino
et al., 2022). Major limitations of the current literature are
the lack of longitudinal data and data collected from samples
of Black adolescents. Considering that adolescents of color
are at the highest risk for dating aggression (Foshee et al.,
2010), it is critical to understand these mechanisms in more
diverse samples and/or beyond samples of predominantly
White adolescents.

Current Study

The overarching aim of this study was to investigate the
extent to which cyberbullying and cyber dating aggression
longitudinally and reciprocally predict each other. Since the
literature has focused on predominantly White samples of
adolescents, this study expands the literature by focusing
on longitudinal data from a predominantly Black sample
of adolescent daters. There is overwhelming evidence for
the association between forms of violence (i.e., cyber vs.
in-person) within the same relationship context, but little to
no research has examined the longitudinal relation between
cyber aggression across relationship contexts (i.e., peers and
dating partners). Considering preliminary findings of the
cross-sectional association between cyberbullying and cyber
dating aggression (Yahner et al., 2015; Zweig et al., 2019),
we hypothesize that cyberbullying at Wave 1 will predict
increases in cyber dating aggression three months later, after
controlling for cyber dating aggression and in-person dating
aggression aggression at Wave 1. Drawing on social learn-
ing theory (1986), we predict this relation will be reciprocal,
and hypothesize that cyber dating aggression at Wave 1 will
predict increases in cyberbullying three months later, after
controlling for cyberbullying and in-person, peer-targeted
aggression at Wave 1. Because of the documented overlap
between victimization and perpetration in both peer-targeted
and dating aggression (Whiteside et al., 2013; Ybarra et al.,
2016), we will control for within-form victimization in each
of the models.

Method
Participants and Setting

We conducted secondary data analysis of data from par-
ticipants attending ninth grade in a Title I high school
(e.g., public schools in which a significant percentage of
students from low-income families receive supplemental
federal funds to support educational opportunities; Sny-
der et al., 2019) in the southeastern United States who
participated in a larger study of healthy relationships.
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Administrators from the participating high school noted
concerns about violence in their school and partnered with
the researchers to understand and prevent violence in their
student body. This partnership allowed for the recruitment
of Black youth living in a highly segregated and under-
resourced community, who often constitute hard-to-reach
populations for survey research. This high school served
a community with a high proportion of families living
below the Federal poverty line, evidenced by 86.2% of
youth qualifying for federally subsidized meal eligibility.
All ninth-grade students who were not in self-contained
classrooms were recruited to participate in the study. Of
the 306 eligible students, none of their parents or guard-
ians opted them out of the study, but approximately 7%
of eligible students did not provide assent. In the current
study, participants were excluded from analyses if they
had not dated anyone in the last 30 days (n=96) or if they
had limited English proficiency (n=1). The final analytic
sample included 185 daters. The attrition rate was less
than 5%, with all but two participants completing both
waves of data collection.

Most of the participants identified as African American
or Black (91.1%); 2.8% identified as another race or eth-
nicity; 2.2% identified as White; 2.2% identified as Alaska
Native or American Indian; and 1.7% identified as Latiné
or Hispanic. About half of the sample identified as female
(50.3%); 48.6% identified as male; and 1.1% identified as
nonbinary. Participants were an average of 14.32 years old
(8D =0.56).

Procedures

All procedures were approved by the institution’s Institu-
tional Review Board, by the administration in the school
district’s central office, and by the specific school’s admin-
istration. All procedures were per the ethical standards
outlined in the 1964 Declaration of Helsinki (World Med-
ical Association, 2013). Data were collected in August
2019 (Wave 1) and again in December 2019 (Wave 2). Let-
ters were sent home to parents or legal guardians, who had
the opportunity to opt their child out of the study. Active
written assent was provided by each participant prior to
data collection. Students were eligible to participate in
the study if they read or spoke English; attended regular
education classes; were present during the days of data
collection; their parents or legal guardians did not opt out;
and students gave active consent. Participants completed
online surveys using Qualtrics during a classroom period
in groups of approximately 25 students. Research staff
were present to answer questions regarding the survey.
Surveys lasted approximately 30 min, and students were
given $5 as an incentive for participation.
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Measures
Peer-targeted Aggression

The Problem Behavior Frequency Scales-Adolescent
Report (Farrell et al., 2018) was used to assess physical,
relational, and cyberbullying perpetration, and cyberbul-
lying victimization. Students reported the frequency of the
specific behaviors over the past 30 days using a 6-point
anchored scale, ranging from 1 (never) to 6 (20 or more
times). Physical aggression was assessed using five items
and demonstrated strong reliability (e.g., “Hit or slapped
someone,” and, “Shoved or pushed someone;” Cronbach’s
alpha=0.80). Relational aggression was assessed using six
items and demonstrated adequate reliability (e.g., “Told
someone you wouldn’t like them unless they did something
you wanted;” Cronbach’s alpha=0.72). Cyberbullying was
assessed using five items and also demonstrated accept-
able reliability (e.g., “Used a chat room or internet website
to make fun of someone;” Cronbach’s alpha=0.76). The
same items were used to assess cyberbullying victimiza-
tion, except they were altered to fit for victimization (e.g.,
“Used a chat room or internet website to make fun of you;”
Cronbach’s alpha=0.92).

Dating Aggression

The Dating Violence Scale (Foshee et al., 1998) was used
to assess in-person dating aggression and victimization.
First, students were asked to report whether they had a
boyfriend or girlfriend (someone that they dated or gone
out with) in the past three months using dichotomous yes
or no response options. If the student reported “yes,” then
the student answered how frequently they perpetrated spe-
cific behaviors against their boyfriend or girlfriend, and
how frequently they were victimized by their boyfriend or
girlfriend. Responses were rated on a 4-point scale ranging
from 1 (never) to 4 (10 or more times). In-person dating
aggression perpetration was assessed using nine items and
demonstrated strong reliability (e.g., “Damaged something
that belonged to him or her,” or, “Said things to hurt his
or her feelings on purpose;” Cronbach’s alpha=0.89). In-
person dating aggression was analyzed as a single factor
and was not separated into distinct factors for physical and
psychological aggression due to previous research test-
ing the psychometric properties of this measure among
a sample of middle school youth. Confirmatory factor
analyses revealed the best-fitting model to be two factors
(e.g., one for victimization and one for perpetration) that
combined the physical and psychological items (Goncy
et al., 2016).
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Cyber Dating Aggression

Participants who reported being in a dating relationship in
the past three months were asked to respond to three items
designed to assess cyber dating aggression perpetration,
which demonstrated adequate reliability (e.g., “Wrote nasty
things about him or her online;” Cronbach’s alpha=0.75).
The same items were used to assess cyber dating aggres-
sion victimization, except they were paralleled to reflect vic-
timization experiences (e.g., “Wrote nasty things about you
online;” Cronbach’s alpha=0.65). Two of the cyber dating
aggression items were developed by Zweig and colleagues
(e.g., “Used your social networking account without permis-
sion,” and, “Wrote nasty things about you online;” 2013),
and one item was adapted from Picard (2007) for the Zweig
et al. (2013) study (e.g., “Sent him or her messages to have
sex with me when I knew he or she did not want to”).

Analysis Plan

IBM SPSS Statistics Version 28.0 (IBM Corp., 2021) was
used to conduct all analyses. To account for missing data,
we employed an imputation method using the Expecta-
tion—-Maximization (EM) technique (Dong & Peng, 2013).
All variables of interest were log-transformed to account
for nonnormality. First, descriptive statistics and preva-
lence estimates were calculated for all of the study vari-
ables. Next, Pearson bivariate correlation analyses were
conducted to investigate the correlations among the study
variables. One-way analysis of variance models were con-
ducted to examine gender differences in in-person and online
bullying and dating aggression perpetration. Then, separate
hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to examine
relations between peer-targeted and dating aggression. In the
first model that predicted Wave 2 cyber dating aggression,
gender (dummy coded with male gender as the reference
group) and Wave 1 cyber dating aggression and cyber dat-
ing aggression victimization were entered in the first step.
Wave 1 in-person dating aggression and cyberbullying were

entered in the second step. In the second model that pre-
dicted Wave 2 cyberbullying, gender (dummy coded with
male gender as the reference group) and Wave 1 cyberbully-
ing and cyberbullying victimization were entered in the first
step. Wave 1 physical aggression, relational aggression, and
cyber dating aggression were entered in the second step. The
significance of all tests was evaluated at p <0.05. Results
are presented in standardized beta weights. The standard-
ized beta weights are effect sizes (ES), which are interpreted
such that between 0.10 and 1.29 is small, 0.30 and 0.49 is
medium, and 0.50 and greater is considered a large ES.

Results

Physical aggression was the most prevalent form of peer-
targeted aggression perpetrated at least one time in the past
month (83%), followed by relational aggression (69%),
and cyberbullying (48%). In-person aggression was the
most prevalent form of dating aggression (57%), followed
by cyber dating aggression (22%). Approximately 60% of
participants reported cyberbullying victimization and 26%
reported cyber dating aggression victimization in the past
month. Means, standard deviations, and correlations among
Wave 1 measures are reported in Table 1. Correlations
among distinct constructs were significant and in the antici-
pated direction. Correlations among the three peer-targeted
aggression measures (i.e., physical aggression, relational
aggression, and cyberbullying) were highly correlated and
ranged from 0.46 to 0.65. The correlation among the two
dating aggression measures (i.e., cyber dating aggression
and in-person dating aggression) was also highly correlated
(r=0.62). Correlations among the three peer aggression
measures and two dating aggression measures were small-
to-moderate, ranging from 0.23 to 0.39.

One-way analysis of variance models indicated no signifi-
cant mean differences based on gender in Wave 1 physical
peer-targeted aggression (F[1, 179]=0.32, p=0.57), rela-
tional peer-targeted aggression (F[1, 179]=0.13, p=0.72),

Table 1 Means, Standard

o X Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Deviations, and Correlations
for Wave': 1 Peer and Dating 1. Physical peer aggression -
Aggression 2. Relational peer aggression A6FF* -
3. Cyberbullying (65%F* .64%%* -
4. In-person dating aggression 43wk 34 39k -
5. Cyber dating aggression 23wk 2T 29 62 % -
6. Cyberbullying victimization 33wk 35%%* ) ool i) Sk 21%* -
7. Cyber dating victimization 257k 2T 37 O27FE ]k 36
Means 1.99 1.49 1.44 1.36 1.20 1.43 1.23
SD .87 .58 .65 .60 .56 .68 .60

N=185. %p<.05. *p<.01. ***p< 001
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cyberbullying (F[1, 179]=0.67, p=0.42), and total in-
person dating aggression perpetration (F[1, 179] <0.01,
p=0.99). However, there was a significant gender difference
for cyber dating aggression perpetration (F[1, 179]=3.88,
p=0.05), such that male adolescents (M =1.28, SD=0.66)
reported higher levels of cyber dating aggression compared
with female adolescents (M =1.12, SD =0.45).

Cyber Dating Aggression Perpetration Model

First, the extent to which changes in cyber dating aggres-
sion were predicted by cyberbullying, while controlling for
gender, in-person dating aggression, cyber dating aggression
perpetration, and cyber dating aggression victimization at
Wave 1 was examined (see Table 2). Cyber dating aggres-
sion remained moderately stable from Wave 1 to Wave 2,
B=0.61,1(179)=8.02, p<0.001. Cyber dating aggression
victimization at Wave 1 did not significantly predict cyber
dating aggression perpetration at Wave 2. Adding in-person
dating aggression and cyberbullying significantly improved
the prediction, AR?= 0.05, AF(2, 177)=8.27, p<0.001.
Cyberbullying predicted increases in Wave 2 cyber dating
aggression, f=0.19, ¢ (177)=3.21, p<0.01. In-person dat-
ing aggression did not significantly predict Wave 2 cyber
dating aggression.

Cyberbullying Perpetration Model

Next, the degree to which changes in cyberbullying perpe-
tration were predicted by cyber dating aggression, while
controlling for gender, in-person peer-targeted physical
and relational aggression, cyberbullying, and cyberbully-
ing victimization at Wave 1 was examined (see Table 3).
Cyberbullying remained moderately stable across Waves
1 and 2, p=0.52, t (179)=17.75, p<0.001. Cyberbullying

Table 2 Standardized Regression Coefficients (Standard Errors) for
Models Regressing Wave 2 Cyber Dating Aggression on Wave 1 In-
person Dating Aggression and Cyberbullying

Variable FA (df) R’A Vi

Step 1 45.95 (3, 179)*#*  44%**
Gender -.03
Cyber dating aggression 61
Cyber dating victimization .06

Step 2 8.27 (2, 177)***  Q5%**
Gender -.06
Cyber dating aggression S4EE*
Cyber dating victimization -.05
In-person dating aggression .14
Cyberbullying 19%*

N=185. %p<.05. *¥p < .01. #¥p < 001
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Table 3 Standardized Regression Coefficients for Models Regress-
ing Wave 2 Cyberbullying on Wave 1 In-person Peer Aggression and
Cyber Dating Aggression

Variable FA (df) RA B

Step 1 22.05 (3, 179)%#*  27kk%
Gender -.11
Cyberbullying S52#%*
Cyberbullying victimization -.02

Step 2 4.51 (3, 176)** .05
Gender -.06
Cyberbullying 35%%*
Cyberbullying victimization -.05
Physical peer aggression 11
Relational peer aggression .07
Cyber dating aggression 20%%

N=185. %p<.05. **p<.01. ***p < 001

victimization at Wave 1 did not significantly predict cyber-
bullying at Wave 2. Adding physical and relational peer-tar-
geted aggression, and cyber dating aggression significantly
improved the prediction of the model, AR*>=0.05, AF(3,
176)=4.51, p=0.01. Cyber dating aggression predicted
increases in Wave 2 cyberbullying, $=0.20, ¢ (176)=3.01,
p<0.01. Physical and relational peer-targeted aggression did
not significantly predict Wave 2 cyberbullying.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to examine the longitudinal
relations between cyber dating aggression and cyberbully-
ing in a sample of students predominantly identifying as
Black, and attending a school that was situated in a highly
segregated and disinvested community in the southeastern
United States. Black adolescents are at a higher risk for
experiencing or perpetrating dating aggression compared
to White adolescents, but are underrepresented in the cyber
dating and cyberbullying bodies of research; thus, this study
addresses a gap in the literature (Foshee et al., 2010). Cyber
dating aggression uniquely predicted increases in subsequent
cyberbullying three months later. Similarly, cyberbully-
ing uniquely predicted subsequent increases in cyber dat-
ing aggression. Of note, these patterns of prediction were
observed even when controlling for multiple other forms
of aggression and within-form victimization, providing a
rigorous test of the hypotheses. Despite evidence for the
consistent co-occurrence of within-form victimization and
perpetration (Whiteside et al., 2013; Ybarra et al., 2016),
cyber aggression in one relationship context best explained
the changes in cyber aggression in the other relationship
context. Regarding gender differences across in-person and
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cyber peer-targeted and dating aggression, the only signifi-
cant difference observed was for cyber dating aggression.
Boys reported higher instances of cyber dating aggression.
Most studies found girls to perpetrate higher or similar rates
to boys with the exception of more severe forms of cyber
dating aggression (e.g., sexual coercion; Burke et al., 2011;
Reed et al., 2017; Zweig et al., 2013). This study did not
differentiate between different forms of cyber dating aggres-
sion (i.e., sexual vs control or monitoring). Because of this,
it is possible that the gender differences typically observed
across forms of cyber dating aggression were obscured by
including them in a single score.

Relations between Cyberbullying and Cyber Dating
Aggression

As hypothesized, cyber dating aggression predicted subse-
quent increases in cyberbullying and vice versa. This lon-
gitudinal research extends the findings of previous research
that found cross-sectional relations between cyberbullying
and cyber dating aggression (Espino et al., 2022; Yahner
et al.,, 2015; Zweig et al., 2019). Cyber aggressive behaviors
perpetrated in one relationship context (i.e., peer relation-
ships) predict increases in similar behaviors in another rela-
tionship context (i.e., dating relationships) above and beyond
victimization and in-person forms of aggression in the same
relationship context. Our results extend previous findings by
documenting the longitudinal, reciprocal relation between
cyberbullying as a predictor of subsequent increases in cyber
dating aggression and cyber dating aggression as a predictor
of increases in cyberbullying.

These findings align with social learning theory, such that
behaviors learned to be effective are reinforced and repeated
across relationship contexts (Bandura, 1986). Developmen-
tally, peer relationships can begin in early childhood, long
before people enter dating or romantic relationships, which
is most commonly initiated in early adolescence (12 and a
half for girls and 13 and a half for boys) in the United States
(Greydanus & Bashe, 2005). In addition, dating relationships
are typically entered into when mixed-gender peer groups
split off into pairs, such that an adolescent’s dating partner
was very likely in the same peer group prior to the initiation
of the dating relationship (Connolly et al., 2000; Dunphy,
1963). Therefore, it makes logical sense that cyberbullying
toward peers would predict increases in cyber dating aggres-
sive behaviors during mid-adolescence. More interesting,
perhaps, is that cyber dating aggression predicted increases
in cyberbullying perpetration. Our results additionally pro-
vided evidence that online aggression in dating relationships
predicts online aggression in peer relationships. Although
most studies focusing on in-person aggression provided
evidence only for bullying predicting dating aggression,
social learning theory suggests that behaviors learned to be

effective in achieving goals could transfer from one relation-
ship context to another. It is possible that regardless of which
context online aggression was learned and reinforced in, it
might extend to other online relationship contexts.

Relations between In-Person and Online Behaviors

Interestingly, in-person peer and dating aggression did not
predict their online counterparts (i.e., cyberbullying and
cyber dating aggression, respectively). This aligns with pre-
vious studies that have examined the longitudinal relation
between in-person and cyber dating aggression. For exam-
ple, in an ethnically diverse group of high school students,
in-person dating aggression (physical and psychological) did
not predict cyber dating aggression one year later (Temple
et al., 2016). Similarly, Lu et al. (2021) found that in-person
dating aggression perpetration did not predict cyber dating
aggression across three time points in two years. However,
they did find that cyber dating aggression perpetration pre-
dicted subsequent in-person perpetration (Lu et al., 2021).
This has also been supported by qualitative data from 21
Norwegian teenagers who discussed the initiation of dating
aggression online through text messaging and social media,
which subsequently continued in person (Hellevik, 2019).
On the other hand, there is substantial evidence to suggest
that in-person bullying longitudinally predicts cyberbully-
ing (Camacho et al., 2023; Camerini et al., 2020; Jose et al.,
2012), which was not supported in our study. Each of these
studies was conducted with samples from other countries
(Australia, New Zealand, Spain, and New Zealand, respec-
tively), whereas our sample included participants from the
United States. This suggests there might be cultural differ-
ences accounting for the discrepancies in our findings and
previous research. The absence of a significant longitudi-
nal relation between in-person and online aggression in our
study might suggest that these online behaviors stabilize ear-
lier than high school age, such that the presence of in-person
aggression would not increase aggressive behaviors online
three months later, and future studies should examine this.

Limitations

This study has some limitations. For example, the survey
did not include questions about gender identity or sexual
orientation. Adolescents who identify as members of the
LGBTQIA community, particularly those with intersec-
tional identities such as also being Black, are at a higher
risk for dating aggression experiences compared to ado-
lescents who identify as cis-gender or heterosexual (Dank
et al., 2014). The lack of sexual orientation and gender
identity information limited our ability to detect variability
in our models based on those characteristics. In addition,
the measure of peer-targeted aggression does not explicitly
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state that respondents should only include behaviors that
have happened with someone they have not dated (the phras-
ing asked the extent to which this was perpetrated by or on
“another kid” or “another teen’). This could have inflated
the relation between peer and dating aggression. However,
the correlation between cyber dating aggression and cyber-
bullying was moderate (r=0.62), which is fairly typical for
relations among different forms of aggression. This implies
they are distinct constructs, and it is unlikely to be a major
concern. Another issue is that the dating violence measure
did not include sexual dating violence; this was to adhere
to the school system’s request to avoid questions about sex.
However, more research should be conducted to explore the
overlap between sexual dating violence and cyber dating
aggression.

Implications for Research and Practice

The findings in this study have important implications for
research and practice. In this sample, the perpetration of
cyber aggression in one relationship (i.e., dating) longi-
tudinally predicts cyber aggression perpetration in other
relationship contexts (i.e., peer). The reciprocity of these
behaviors in peer and dating relationships highlights the
importance of prevention efforts to target both relationship
contexts. Although effective, interventions designed to target
cyber aggression have been operating in siloes (i.e., either
peer-targeted or dating-targeted) and might be insufficient
in mitigating these behaviors in both relationship contexts
(Doty et al., 2022; Galende et al., 2020). We also found that
in-person aggression did not predict their online counter-
parts. This underscores the role of cyber interventions and
their effectiveness in reducing aggression online. Interven-
tions focused solely on in-person aggression might not be
effective for reducing behaviors online, particularly for par-
ticipants in our sample.

Future directions

Future research should expand its samples to include adoles-
cents from other racial/ethnic backgrounds, gender identi-
ties, sexual orientations, and other geographical regions to
further understand the relation between aggressive behaviors
across relationship contexts (i.e., peers vs. dating relation-
ships) and media contexts (i.e., in-person vs. online). Addi-
tionally, further research should focus on earlier periods
of development in children to identify the onset of cyber
aggressive behaviors due to the possibility that online behav-
iors might stabilize earlier in adolescence, thereby limiting
our ability to detect longitudinal changes. Lastly, future
research should examine the longitudinal relation between
cyberbullying and cyber dating aggression among larger

@ Springer

samples to allow for more advanced statistical modeling
techniques, such as cross-lagged panel analyses.
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