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Abstract | Introduction: Dating violence is a significant social concern, requiring reliable measurement tools for accurate
assessment. This study conducts a systematic review and meta-analysis to evaluate and synthesise existing instruments
used to measure face-to-face dating violence employed in Ibero-America. Method: The study followed PRISMA guidelines,
conducting a comprehensive search from December 2022 to April 2023 across SCOPUS, PubMed, PsychINFO, and Web of Sci-
encedatabases.Inclusion criteriacovered adolescents and young adults,singles,and instrumentsvalidating dating violence
measurements in Ibero-America, excluding precursors and related factors. Results: The search yielded 247 articles, after
depuration, 21 studies were included, revealing 16 dating violence assessment instruments. Spain was the primary source;
predominantly non-clinical samples were used (81% students). Many scales demonstrated adequate reliability (¢ > 0.7)
and exhibited strong construct validity supported by confirmatory factor analyses. The significant variability across stud-
ies hinders comparability. Although no scale meets all the evaluated parameters, the DVQ-VP and CARPA stand out in
terms of validity and reliability. Conclusions: While many scales are valid and suitable in terms of validity, the need for
future research employing current criteria to assess these aspects is emphasised. Additionally, there is a call for further
exploration of predictive and concurrent validity, as well as gender invariance.
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Evaluandolaviolenciapresencial en el noviazgo en Iberoamérica: revision sistematicay metaanalisis
de instrumentos de medida

Resumen Introduccidn: La violencia en el noviazgo es un tema de gran interés social y por tanto su evaluacién requiere
herramientas de medicién confiables para una mayor precisién. Este estudio realiza una revision sistematica y un me-
taanalisis de los instrumentos existentes utilizados para medir la violencia presencial en el noviazgo en Iberoamérica.
Método: Se siguieron las directrices PRISMA, llevando a cabo una busqueda exhaustiva entre diciembre de 2022 y abril de
2023 en las bases de datos SCOPUS, PubMed, PsycINFO y Web of Science. Los criterios de inclusién abarcaron estudios con
adolescentes y adultos jovenes, personas solteras y articulos que validaran instrumentos de medida para la violencia en
el noviazgo en Iberoameérica, excluyendo factores precursores y relacionados. Resultados: La busqueda inicial identifico
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247 articulos; tras el proceso de depuracidn, se incluyeron 21 estudios, que revelaron la existencia de 16 instrumentos de
evaluacion de la violencia en el noviazgo. Espafia fue el pais con mayor numero de estudios, y en su mayoria se emplearon
muestras no clinicas (81 % estudiantes). Muchas escalas demostraron una fiabilidad adecuada (¢ > 0.7) y presentaron una
soOlida validez de constructo respaldada por analisis factorial confirmatorio. Sin embargo, la variabilidad significativa en-
tre los estudios dificulta la comparacién. Aunque ninguna escala cumple con todos los pardmetros evaluados, el DVQ-VPy
el CARPA se destacan en términos de validez y fiabilidad. Conclusiones: Si bien muchas escalas son validas y adecuadas en
términos de validez, se enfatiza la necesidad de futuras investigaciones que utilicen criterios actuales para evaluar estos
aspectos. Ademas, se destaca la importancia de explorar con mayor profundidad la validez predictiva y concurrente, asi

como la invarianza de género.

Palabras clave: Metaanadlisis, violencia en el noviazgo, fiabilidad, adolescentes, psicometria
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Terms such as intimate partner violence, dating vio-
lence or couple violence can be read more and more in
newspapers and articles, either to report its prevalence,
analyse risk or protective factors or intervene with vic-
tims and aggressors (Juarros-Basterretxea et al., 2022;
Lopez-Barranco et al., 2022b; Torres et al., 2022). The rea-
son: there is a greater number of people who experience
or have experienced some type of violence within their
relationship, especially women (Tarrifio-Concejero
at al., 2023). Systematic reviews of its prevalence have
found very different figures, many of them depending
on the context in which it was evaluated (culture, age,
sex, role, sample, etc.), the definition used (violence in
courtship, intimate partner violence, teen dating vio-
lence, gender-based violence, cyberviolence, cybervio-
lence in courtship, etc.) and also the scale used (Ex-
ner-Cortens et al., 2016; Jennings et al., 2017).

This study focuses on dating violence, understood as
the set of attitudes, behaviours and forms of relation-
ship in which violence, threats or provocations occur
with the purpose of generating control or emotional,
verbal, psychological, physical and/or sexual damage
in the context of a dating relationship in the absence
of cohabitation, children or economic dependence (Gra-
cia-Leiva et al., 2019; Marcos et al., 2023). The members
of the couple may be adolescents or young adults (Jen-
nings et al., 2017). As time has passed and technology
and access to it have advanced, more recent definitions
mention that it can occur in person, online or through
technology (Centres for Disease Control and Prevention,
2016, 2023; Fernet et al., 2019).

Aproperevaluation of the phenomenon hingeson the
scale’s quality and its psychometric properties. Yanez-
Pefiunuri et al. (2019) underscored this in their review
on dating violence questionnaires in Ibero-America.
They identified 22 articles in other systematic reviews
utilising the Consensus-based Standards for the selec-
tion of health Measurement Instruments (COSMIN) and
Terwee et al. (2007) criteria for cross-cultural valida-
tion. Although these instruments demonstrated inter-
nal consistency, content, and construct validity, they
lacked criterion validity, reproducibility, and sensitivi-
ty information. In the systematic review on the psycho-
metric properties of instruments that qualitatively as-
sess dating violence, prepared by Tarrifio-Concejero et
al. (2023), 29 scales were found, of which only three met
the criteria proposed by the COSMIN guidelines.

Although the aforementioned reviews and recent
studies (Alexander et al., 2022; Martinez-Soto & Ibabe,
2022; Tarrifio-Concejero et al., 2023) employed COS-
MIN standards from the COSMIN Risk of Bias checklist
(Mokkink et al., 2018), these guidelines were primar-
ily designed for Patient-Reported Outcome Measures
(PROMs) which have particular characteristics not
seen in other settings (Prinsen et al., 2018; Terwee et
al., 2012) and which, as is the case with violence, may
differ depending on whether the sample is communi-
ty, clinical, or prison-based (Love et al., 2020). Howev-
er, many of the studies included in these studies were
conducted with student populations, which could have
introduced biases when evaluating these publications
which could affect the generalisability of the results.
Advances in science and technology in data analysis
have facilitated greater precision in the treatment of
multivariate phenomena and non-normal distribu-
tions. Violence, in particular, is a phenomenon that has
these characteristics, since it is inherently complex and
does not follow normal distribution patterns. As a re-
sult, many of the validity and reliability criteria pre-
viously considered appropriate for evaluating instru-
ments have become obsolete or are not recommended
for current measurement (Ferrando et al., 2022; Raykov,
1997). Additionally, although the previous works men-
tioned make an exhaustive review of the existing liter-
ature, they lack a meta-analysis that allows the quan-
titative comparison of the studies (Sdnchez-Meca et al.,
2013).

Based on the above, the objective of the systematic
review is to evaluate the methodological quality of the
studies on the measurement properties including the
validity, reliability and internal consistency of face-to-
face dating violence instruments for the evaluation of
Ibero-American adolescents and emerging adults using
current criteria and meta-analysis.

Method
Design

A systematic review was conducted to assess the psy-
chometric properties of dating violence measurement
instruments following the recommendations in Prefe-
rred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Me-
ta-Analyses (PRISMA, Page et al., 2021).
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Search strategy

The literature search was conducted between Decem-
ber 2022 and April 2023 by two independent resear-
chers, consulting SCOPUS, PubMed, PsychINFO and Web
of Science databases. All original studies, regardless of
the date of publication, were considered in the search
using the eligibility criteria.

The inclusion criteria were: (a) Participants: adoles-
cents and young adults between 15 and 29 years of age. If
the participants are younger or older but the age range
is within the afore mentioned criteria, the studies will
also beincluded in the review. Due to the particularities
of dating violence, participants must be single and not
live with their partner. (b) Studies: studies that describe
the design or validation of instruments to measure any
dimension of direct (face-to-face) dating violence but
may or may not include items of cyber violence. (c) In-
strument: self-reported quantitative instrument. Were
excluded all the studies than had instruments that
measure precursors of dating violence such as beliefs,
perceptions or related factors, whether they were pro-
tective or risk factors.

Using that criteria connected with Boolean oper-
ators (AND, OR, AND NOT) and Article as a document
type, the following common search strategy was used
for all databases for Title, abstract and keywords: “dat-
ing violence” OR “gender-based violence” OR “intimate
partner violence” OR “violence against women” OR “re-
lationship violence” OR “dating abuse” OR “dating part-
ner aggression” (Topic) and adolescent** OR teenag-
er OR “young adult*” OR youth (Topic) and “validation
study” OR “validation scale” OR “instrument validation”
OR validation OR “psychometric properties” OR “valid-
ity assessment” OR “inventory validation” (Topic) and
Latin* OR Latin-American®** OR Caribbean OR Portugal
OR Portuguese OR Hispanic OR Brazilian OR Spain OR
Argentina OR Bolivia OR Chile OR Colombia OR “Costa
Rica” OR Cuba OR equator OR “El Salvador” OR Guatema-

lan OR Honduras OR Mexico OR Nicaragua OR Panama’

OR Paraguay OR Peru OR “Puerto Rico” OR “Republica
Dominicana” OR Uruguay OR Venezuela (Topic).

Since the search returned many results (1,230) that
included violence within marriage or violence towards
children, the search was limited by making the follow-
ing exclusion NOT children OR child OR toddler OR in-
fant OR “married couple” OR baby OR marriage OR wife
OR husband or married (figure 1). All articles whose
scale exclusively evaluated cyber violence were dis-
carded manually.

During the article review stage, the inclusion of a
new article was suggested, which, although it did not
meet the inclusion criteria based on its keywords, did
meet them in terms of its methodology.

Meta-analysis strategy

A meta-analysis was conducted to examine the relia-
bility of the dating violence scale, synthesising results
to infer test reliability across samples. Effect sizes
and alpha variances were calculated using the Haks-
tian-Whalen transformation to normalise reliability
coefficients (Hakstian & Whalen, 1976). Heterogeneity

was assessed using Cochran’s Q, I, H?, and 72 (Hedges &
Olkin, 1985; Higgins & Thompson, 2002). For experien-
ced violence, the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) ser-
ved as a moderator.

Results

The search strategy resulted in 247 articles, from this,
114 were duplicated, as shown in Figure 1. After the
analysis of the inclusion and exclusion criteria, 20 arti-
cles were included in the present study; 15 instruments
were identified. After the article review process, a new
article and scale were added (Figure 1).

Description of the instruments and studies

Of the studies, 57.14% were conducted in Spain, 19.05%
in Mexico, and 4.76% each in Colombia, Chile, Portu-
gal, the U.S,, and Italy. All used non-clinical samples,
with 81% focusing on students. Only three employed
probabilistic sampling. Most studies (57%) had more
women, 10% included only women, 33% had balanced
genders, and 10% had more men. Two studies reported
non-binary gender or other sexual orientations (Presa-
ghi, et al,, 2015; Soriano-Ayala et al., 2021). Sample size
ranged from 398 (Javier-Juarez et al., 2022) to 6,138 (Ro-
driguez-Diaz et al.,, 2017). The studies were published
between 2007 and 2022; the year with the highest pro-
duction was 2021 (n = 4) and the lowest were 2007, 2015
and 2016 (n = 1).

An important part of the content validity of a scale is
related to the fact that its items are not only correct but
also understandable. In this sense, double translations
were made (English-Spanish-English; English-Portu-
guese-English) in the validation of the TDV-VP, PM-
WI-SF and DVQ-R (2016 version), simple translations in
the validation of the DVQ (2021 and 2015) and more in-
depth linguistic reviews for the validation of the M-CTS
(2019). In the CMN(2014) and M-CTS (2007) evaluations,
although the process followed is not specified, it is men-
tioned that an adaptation to the language was made
(Table 1 and Table 2).

The content of the items was adapted to the cultural
context by 11 of the 21 studies. Either with one or more
of the processes detailed below: a) using the Guidelines
for the translation and adaptation of Tests proposed
by the International Test Commission (ITC, 2017); b) se-
mantic adaptations (TDV-VP); c) working with groups of
experts both on the subject and in the language or in
research methods (MSDV 2.0, CARPA; 2021's DVQ, TDV-
VP, EMVN, PMWI-SF and M-CTS); d) discussion or focus
groups (DVQ, 2021); e) redrafting of items after a pilot
test (CMN), based on other scales (ESVIGA) or f) specifi-
cally created for the context from other scales (TDV-VP
and VADRI-MX).

The differential analysis of the variables indicates
that the age of the participants is within a range from
11 (Calvete et al., 2021) to 55 (Comec¢anha & Maia, 2018).
Regarding to the nationality of the participants, 57% of
the studies (n = 12) included Spaniards and 43% Latin
American population, while 2 studies took into account
Portuguese and another 2 studies related to Italians.The
original tests were created between 1979 (CTS precursor
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Figure 1. Flowchart of the Review Process according to The PRISMA 2020 statement: an updated guideline for reporting
systematic review

Table 1. Authors, journal, year, country and scales used in the systematic review

Ne° Author Journal Year Country Scale used
1 Garcia-Carpintero-Mufioz et al Journal of Advanced 2022  Spain Multidimensional Scale of Da-
p ’ Nursing p ting Violence -MSDV

(Continued)
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Ne° Author Journal Year Country Scale used
International rnal of s .
- lonal Jou ° . Conflict in Adolescent Dating
2 Lopez-Barranco et al. Environmental Research 2022b Spain Relationships Inventory -CADRI
and Public Health P y
International Journal Dating Violence Questionnaire
3 Rodriguez-Franco etal. of Clinical and Health 2022 Spain for Victimisation and Perpetra-
Psychology tion - DVQ-VP
Revista de Psicologia Clini- . C.u estionario d‘e Abuso en Rela-
4 Calveteetal. ca con Nifios v Adolescentes 292! Spain ciones de Pareja de Adolescen-
y tes - CARPA
5 Laraand Lopez-Cepero Jqurnal of Interpersonal 2021 Chile Datlng Vlolc?nce
Violence Questionnaire - DVQ
Revista Iberoamericana de . Conflict in Adolescent Dating
6 Pachecoetal. . Lo s s 2021 Colombia . .
Diagnostico y Evaluacion Relationships Inventory -CADRI
International Journal of Scale TDV-VP Teen Dating
7 Soriano-Ayala et al. Environmental Research 2021 Spain Violence. Victimisation and
and Public Health Perpetration
. Violence in Adolescents’ Dating
- . . International Journal of . . .
8 Aizpitarte and Rojas-Solis Psvchological Research 2019 Mexico Relationships Inventory for
ycholog Mexican Youth (VADRI-MX)
9 Ronzoédn-Tirado et al. Frontiers in Psychology 2019 Mexico Ii/ll(\)/[d_ lcﬁ; Sd Contflict Tactics Scale
. . - . Multidimensional Scale Dating
10 Garcia-Carpintero etal. Gaceta Sanitaria 2018 Spain Violence -MSDV
Psychological Maltreatment
11 Comecanha and Maia Violence and Victims 2018 Portugal of Women Inventory—Short
Version
170 - ;A i Psicologi . Adol -B Vio-
12 Penado-Abilleira and Rodicio-Garcia @ or 0 de Psicologia 2018 Spain dolescent Gender-Based Vio
Juridica lence Scale
13 Murfioz-Rivas et al. Be.h aV1ogral Psychology/ 2017 Spain Sexual Coercion Scale -ECS
Psicologia Conductual
International Journal Dating Violence Questionnai-
14 Rodriguez-Diaz et al. of Clinical and Health 2017 Spain g
re-R - DVQ-R
Psychology
. . . United Dating Violence Questionnaire
15 Lopez-Cepero et al. Violence Vict 2016 States ~pvg
. Dating Violence Questionnai-
16 P h 1. Pl 2015 Ital A . .
6 Presaghieta osOne o15 Italy re-Italian version - DVQ (it)
Conflict in Adolescent Da-
17 Benitez Mufioz and Mufioz Bandera Universitas Psychologica 2014 Spain ting Relationships Inventory
— CADRI
Questionnaire Dating Abu-
18 Osorio-Guzman Salud Publica de México 2014 Mexico seItaly-Mexico binational
version- CMN
19 Viejoetal. Anales de Psicologia 2014 Spain Conflict Tactics Scale -CTS
~ . . . Modified version of the Conflict
20 Mufioz-Rivas et al. Psicothema 2007 Spain Tactics Scale -M-CTS
. . . P1a1s . Violence in Adolescents’ Datin
21 Javier-Juarezetal. Cadernos de Saude Publica 2022 Mexico g

Relationships Inventory - VADRI
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Table 2. Characteristics of the samples and results of the articles used in the systematic review

N° Year N Men Woman Sample Age Ethnicity Sz:;;l:le Victimization Perpetration
96% Spain,
Non proba- 18-24 4% Italy, General Sexual = 6.2% Sexual = 0.2%
1 2022 1091 15% 85% bilistic by M =20.1 Marroquies, ! -Cyberbullying -Cyberbullying
. . students
convenience SD =1.67 Brazil and 24.7% 10.6%
Portugal
W: Physical = W: Physi-
11.2% Ver- cal-12%-Ver-
Non pro- 19-25 bal-emotional  bal-emotional
2 2022 976 82% 16.80% babilistic, M =217 Spain General, ab‘use 8"?"7%; ab.use 8?'9%
intentional SD = 18 students  M: Physi- M: Physical
cal =15.2% 4.9% verbal-
Verbal emotional emotional
abuse = 82.9% abuse 83.5%
PH: M = 0.86 PH: M = 0.72
SD =1.19; S: SD = 1.05;
M = 0.52 S: M =0.35
1232 18-26 iID M 1=117 ,35 ;PM2'13;4
3 2022 (616 50% 50% - (M = 21.07, Spain General : o : N
couples) SD =2.29) SD = 0.97; SD = 1.02;
De: M =1.45 De: M =1.21
SD =1.77; SD =1.41;
Coe =1.24 Coe = 1.05
SD =1.64 SD =1.40
t = 10.5 (on- t = 6.7 (on-
Non pro- 11218 line)-34.5% line)-41.5%
4 2021 886 51.70% babilistic M = 14.49 Spain General, (verbal) To- (verbal)
incidenta,l SD = 1.45 students tal = 42.6% Total = 52.5%
M =35% M = 39.5%
W = 46.9% W = 64.6
Total:D M = 0.38
SD =0.48H
M = 0.7
SD =0.38
SM = 0.16
SD = 0.40
14-24 CM=o0.41
5 2021 846 36.10% 63.90% - M =17.87 Chile St?lrclieerr?tlé iﬁ ]\;12’?09
SD =272 SD =0.27G
M = o0.21
SD =0.39
EP M = 0.25
SD =0.45
IM = 0.09
SD =0.29
Fis: M = 0.62
SD =1.51; sex
X)1.2 DS = 1.67;
Rel. M = 0.79
12-19 SD =1.46;
6 2021 2058 4713% 52.86 - M =16.15 Colombia General verbal emo-
SD =1.61 tional M = 6.77

SD = 5.46; threats
M =0.72S8D =1.28
Total: M = 10.09
SD = 8.90

(Continued)
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. Sample s e e . .
N° Year N Men Woman Sample Age Ethnicity type Victimization Perpetration
97,4% Spain;
2.6% were
13-21 Female: born in other
M =18.068 .
Non DT = 1791 countries:
7 2021 422 26.06% 73.70% e s : Romania, General
probabilistic Male: Encland. Ger-
M = 17.769 g i
many, Poland,
DT =1.660 .
France, Mexi-
co and Cuba
Non 14-22 M =17.66_ _, . General,
0, 0, - -
8 2019 1055 5190% 48.10% probabilistic SD =1.95 Mexico students
9 2019 1861 42.5% 57.50% Non iy s 1218 M =15.5 México Students VM =0.03-4.99 P M = 0.02-5.12;
probabilistic SD 1.39 ’
Probabilis-
tic- random
) _ sampling . ) )
10 2018 477 stratified Spain General
by areas of
knowledge
18-55
1 2018 506 o 100% M =23.47 Portugal General - -
SD =5.37
13-18
12 2018 701  46.10% 53.60% M =16.14; Spain Students - -
SD =2.25
16-24
. General
o, o, - - 4 - -
13 2017 3665 45.30% 54.70% M =19.92 Spain students
SD =2.47
o ) 15-26 M = 18.5; . General, ) )
14 2017 6138 39.6 60.40% SD =2.09 Spain students
55% White,
22% as Afri-
can American,
15 2016 8 66.60% - 1?3::58(.1\21])__19 12% as Aslan, g, qents - -
5 59 333 oEe i’ e;u‘s) " whereas 11%
SV : other iden-
tities. 9%
Hispanic
M = o.1 (instru-
418 mental female.
¢ 16-26 M = 22 late adolescent)
final % % - Ital -
16 2015 11;3 22%  74% SD 188 taly Students M = 3.56 (coer-
cion male. late
adolescents)
Probabilis-
tic, simple 17-21 M = 18.76 .
O, o, - -
17 2014 571 29.90% 70.10% random SD = 1.204 Spain Students
sampling
Non pro- 14-33;
18 2014 2157 o 100% babilistic, M =18.81 Meéxico Genera - -
L students
incidental SD =257
15-21 F = 1-237% F = 0.9%-15.8%
.80% 54.20% ifi M =16. i g S :
19 2014 2687 45.80% 54.20% Stratified 16.85 Spain Students M = 1.012.5% M = 2.7%-20.5%
SD =124
16-26 Students
20 2007 5355 63% 36.70% - M =19.67 Spain and
SD =2.83 workers

(Continued)
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N° Year N Men Woman Sample Age Ethnicity S?:;:)r;le Victimization Perpetration
M:F = 3.72;
Non 15-18 i M = 6.02
21 2022 2% 2.8% c1s s M
°© 398 37.2% 62.8% probabilistic M =16.1SD =1 exico Students SD: F = 6.6;
M =756

From Men to Age Columns: M = mean; in victimization and perpetration columns: M = male; F = female

of M-CTS) and 2022 (MSDV 2.0 and DVQ-VP); three of the
scales were used in more than one study: the CADRI and
DVQ three times, and the M-CTS twice. As shown on Ta-
ble 3, the scales ranged from 10 to 57 items distributed
in two (PMWI-SF, ECS, CTS) to twelve factors (CADRI).
Mostly evaluating the violence committed and the vi-
olence experienced as a victim (CADRI, DVQ-VP, MSDV
2.0, CARPA, TDV-VP, VADRI-MX, ECS, M-CTS, ESVIGA
and CTS). Of all the instruments found, the MSDV 2.0,
CARPA, EMVN and ESVIGA include at least one specif-
ic dimension linked to cyberviolence; the TDV-VP and
VADRI-MX have items that assess the presence of some
type of violence exercised through electronic devices
and the DVQ-VP and PMWISV have one item related to it.

Results of measurement properties

For a better understanding of the results, the following
abbreviated scale names include the validation year
when multiple studies exist. All the scales except the
CTS reported at least one reliability indicator, most
(n = 13) reported Cronbach’s alpha as an indicator, four
used ordinal alpha, four McDonald’s omega and one
used Raykov’s omega. At the level of the global scale or
the scale divided according to the violence experienced
or perpetrated, all the scales except the CADRI (only
one of the three studies report a global score), ECS (both
subscales) and the M-CTS (violence perpetrated) had va-
lues higher than .80 in at least one of the studies where
they were analysed. It is important to mention that in
the case of the TDV-VP, CTS and DVQ-VP, no overall re-
liability data was presented, and it was only analyzed
based on its factors.

As can be seen on Table 3, regarding the reliabili-
ty analysis by factors, the a values oscillated between
.306 (M-CTS) and .96 (VADRI). The scales with the best
scores were the ESVIGA, PMWI-SF and VADRI-MX; using
ordinal alpha or omega, the best scores were, the DVQ,
VADRI and CARPA.

Although most of the studies use Cronbach’s alpha
as an indicator of reliability of the scale, either globally
or for the subscales, it should be noted that in all cases
they are Likert-type scales (only the VADRI, VADRI- MX
and EMVN have scales of six or more points), multidi-
mensional and with data whose distribution is not nor-
mal, so it would not be the most appropriate indicator
(Gadermann et al., 2012; Kelley & Pornprasertmanit,
2016; Raykov, 1997; Zumbo et al., 2007). In this sense,
indicators such as McDonald’s Omega, Raykov’s Omega
or even Ordinal alpha would be more appropriate and
were only reported by the DVQ (ordinal alpha and Ome-
ga), CARPA (ordinal alpha and Omega), M-CTS (Omega),

VADRI (Omega) and DVQ-VP (Omega). In the previously
mentioned scales, all except the M-CTS presented data
equal to or greater than .78, either for the global scale or
for all its factors. Most of the studies (n = 17) used Cron-
bach’s alpha as a measure of internal consistency, with
only three studies additionally reporting the correla-
tion between the factors or between the test items and
the total (CARPA, EMVN, CMN), this last criterion was
referenced by sex in only one study, the validation of
the CTS (see Table 3).

To evaluate this criterion, as part of the present
study, based on the standardised factor loadings pro-
vided by the articles, the composite reliability (CR) was
calculated for both the globalscales and for each of their
factors. Obtaining general CR values ranging from .77
(ECS) to .98 (the CARPA whose validation study was the
only one that presented composite reliability values);
all the scales except the ECS had values greater than .70.
In the analysis by dimension, there were more instru-
ments that reported data below .7 in at least one of its
dimensions (the CADRI, MSDV 2.0, Scale TDV-VP, ESVI-
GA, DVQ-R, M-CTS and CTS). If the recommendation of
Fornell and Larcker (1981) is followed (> 0.6), at the global
scale level or divided according to perpetration and vic-
timisation, all the scales for which the calculation was
made except the CTS obtained acceptable values and at
the subscale level the DVQ-VP, DVQ-R, PMWI-SF, VADRI-
MX and TDV-VP (see Table 3).

Only the MSDV 2.0 and PMVW-SF provided specific-
ity and sensitivity data, but comparison is hindered by
differing presentation methods: the former by factor,
the latter by percentage for the global scale.

The reviewed studies presented data from explora-
tory factor analysis for 9 of the scales (CARPA, TDV-VP,
VADRI-MX, EMVN, ESVIGA, ECS, DVQ-R, M-CTS, and
CTS) and confirmatory factor analysis for all. All the
studies found included the RMSEA, 19 the CFI, 14 the ra-
tio between the chi square and degrees of freedom, 13
the chi square, 10 the TLI, 5 the GFI, 5 the AGFI, 3 the
NFI, 2 the SRMR, 3 IFI, 2 R2 and other indicators (WRMR,
PGFI, CMIN/gl, S-Bc?/gl, RFI, PNFI, MFI, NNFI, PCFI, AIC,
ECVI) were analysed by two or fewer studies. Although
many more model fit indicators were found than those
presented on Table 4, they were not considered by most
studies, so those that were used to a greater extent were
extracted.

In the case of incremental adjustment indices, the
CFI (=.90 or =.95), GFI (= .93) and TLI (=.90,) were consid-
ered. For the absolute fit indices, RMSEA (< 0.05) and the
SRMR (< 0.08) were taken into account (Cho et al., 2020;
Lai, 2021; Xia & Yang, 2019). Although in the scales that
were reviewed by more than one study, different results
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Table 3. Scale, studies, factors, items and reliability of the studies that make up the systematic review

N° N° Violen- Alpha CR
Scale Original Author stu- Items* Alpha dimen- Other CR dimen-
. Factors ce . .
dies sions sions
CADRI Fernandez- 3 21-34 6o0rs5x2 V&P; V=.84 V = .474-9 - V =.831 V = .267-
Fuertes et al. Off (1) P = .401- P =.783 .801
(20086) P=.73 .84 P = .502-
.978
DVQ Rodriguez- 3 42-46 8 V; Off .96 .58-.893 ordinal® .983-.985 796-.949
Franco et al. .82-.94
(2010) o = .83-.94
MSDV Garcia- 1 2X18 2X5 V&P; V=.879 V=703- - V =.941 V =.368-
2.0 Carpintero et al. Ooff &«On P =.802 .879 P =.917 641
(2022) P = 702- P = .244-
.869 .670
CARPA Calveteetal. 1 2X24 2X5 V&P; V=.96 V=79-94 a_, = V=.98 V=.82-.94
(2021) off&sOn P=.95 P=74-97 V=.97 P=.97%* P=.76-.96
P=.96
TDV-VP Soriano-Ayala 1 25 & 2X5 V&P, - .503-.772 - - V=.75-.87
et al. (2021) 22 Ooff&On P =.68-.85
VADRI- Aizpitarte et al. 1 19 2X3 V&P; P=.92 .81-.93 - V=.957 V =.800-
MX (2019) offaeOn V=.94 P=.973 .980
P =.747-
.973
EMVN  Garcia- 1 32 9 V&P; - V=.771- - V=.962 -
Carpintero et al. Ooff&On .865 P =.966
(2018) P=.611-
.888
PMWI- Tolman (1999) 1 14 2 V; 6 .865-.934 - .910 .770-.885
SF Ooff&sOn months (6months)
=.942
life =
.888
ESVIGA Penado- 1 13x2 2X5 V&P; .97 V=.929 - V=.933 V =.622-
Abilleiraa and Off&On P=.935 P=.919 .849
Rodicio-Garcia P=.583-
(2018) .800
ECS Murnoz-Rivas 1 2X5 2 V&P, V=.51 - - V=.687 -
et al. (2017) Off P=.62 P=.677
DVQ-R Rodriguez-Diaz 1 20 5 V; Off .85 .64-.75 - 911 .622-.744
et al. (2017)
M-CTS Straus (1979) 2 2X18 2X4 V; Off V=.82; .306-819 w:V=.43- V=.881- V=.359-
Munoz-Rivas P=277 .81 .906; .829
et al. (2007) P=.48-80 P=.837- P =.380-
.898 797
CMN Osorio et al. 1 57 5 V; Off .93 75-.93 - - -
(2012)
CTS Straus (1979) 1 9x2 2 V&P, - - - - -
off
DVQ-VP Rodriguez- 1 2x20  2X10 V&Pp; - - ®w:V=.81- V=.964 V=.796-
Franco et al. Off 91 P=.953 .897
(2022) P=.78-.92 P=.709-
.893
VADRI Javier-Juarez 1 19 2 V; Off V=.96 - w:V=.84 - -

et al. (2022)

*When an ‘x’ is between two numbers, it signifies the multiplication of the number of items by the number of factors. If an ‘&’ is
included, it means that each factor has a different number of items. The values in bold are those that achieved the appropriate
values. V = victimisation; P = perpetration; Off = Offline/face-to-face violence; On = Online or cyberviolence
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Table 4. Scale, validity indicators

Scale AFE AFC RMSEA TLI SRMR GFI CFI X2/gl AVE . AVE.
dimensions
CADRI N Y V=o0.015- - V =.045 Ver: G=.963(1); G=2.67(1); V=0.176- V=0.094-
0.041 (1) P=.907- P=.94 P=1.41-1.92 0.297; 0.325;
P =0.015- P=.049 .979 V=.936 (1) V=147-1.87(2) P=0.211- P=0.005-0.410
0.025 Conf: 0.299;
V=.913-
968
DVQ N Y G=0.023- G=0.95- - - G=.864-.971 G=1.44-4.53 0.586- 0.413-0.753
0.064; 0.968 (3); F=.970 (3); F=1.27 M =1.20.592
F =0.022 F=9.78 M=.972 (1)
M =0.026 M=.970
MSDV20 N Y V=0.053 V=0.934 - - V=.946 - V=0484 V=.641-8.42
P=0.053 P =0.909 P=.926 P=0.394 P=0.600-
0.801
CARPA Y Y o0.038 - - - .99 2.27 V=.64; V =.53-.70;
P=.58 P=.43-77
TDV-VP Y Y V=0.073 V=0.914 - - V=.932 V=3.228 - P =0.31-0.550;
P=0.066 P=0.877 P=.900 P=2.809 V =0.500-
0.648
VADRI-MX Y Y V=0.05; V=0.90; - - V=,=.94 - V=.542; V=.447-.608;
P=0.03 P=0.93 P=.489 P=.374-.564
EMVN Y Y V=0068 V=081 - - V =.838; V=3.08;P=3.04 V=0451; -
P=0.068 P=0.832 P=23857 P=0.483
PMWI-SF N Y o.077 - - - 942 >5 0.433 .337-.528
ESVIGA Y Y V=o0.071 - - V=.950; V=.964; - V=0.488; V=0.267-
P.o67 P=.953 P=.971 P=0.441 0.653;
P=0.287-0.508
ECS Y Y V=0.02; - - V=1 - V=1.68;P=2.30 V=0.352; -
P=0.03 P=.99 P=0.310
DVQ-R Y Y o0.018 .94 (rob) - - .95(robust) - 0.365 .293-.424
M-CTS Y(1) Y V=o0.024- - V=.049 P=.962 P=.675-9 - V=0.307- V=0.210-
0.049; P=.043V=.963(1) V=.91-.929 0.382; 0.383;
P=0.024- (1) P=0.237+ P=0.207-0.483
0.029 0.319
CMN N Y o0.05 0.99 - - .99 6.418 - -
CTS Y Y F=.066 - - - F=.945 F=597M)579 - -
M=.065 M-=.979
DVQ-VP N Y V-=.031 - - - V=.973; - V=0.596; V=0.496-0.687
P=.028 P=.967 P=0.524 P=0.382-0.676
VADRI N Y V=.04 V=0.98 - - V=.99 V=170 - -

N =No; Y =yes; F =female; M = male; V =victimisation; P = perpetration; G = general scale. Values in bold are those that achieved the

appropriate values

were found among them, 14 of the scales (87.5%) met
the criteria for RMSEA, regarding the SRMR the two
instruments that reported it obtained good values, all
the scales reported the TLI except the EMVN (P = 0.832
V = 0.811); 4 of the 5 who presented the GFI (CADRI in
one of the studies showed values of 0.907 for perpetra-
tion and 0.913 for victimisation). Regarding the CFI, al-
though 15 of the 16 scales presented values greater than
.90 in at least one of the validation studies, only six met
the criteria (CADRI, CARPA, ESVIGA, DVQ-R,CMN, VADRI

and DVQ-VP) in the case of the DVQ (English translated
version), the 2016 study presented lower value (0.864).
Based on what was previously analysed, it could
be concluded that the scale that presents the best and
greatest evidence of construct validity is the CADRI
which did not present TLI values and obtained scores
above .90 for GFI. Other scales with acceptable or opti-
mal values for all the indicators reported were the DVQ-
VP, DVQ-R, VADRI and CARPA; however, it is worth men-
tioning that they did not report all the indicators and
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those indicators with unacceptable values could have
been suppressed.

Regarding the convergent and discriminant validity,
using the values of the factor loadings provided by the
different articles, the Average Variance Extracted (AVE)
was calculated for the global scales and for each of their
factors. with the exception of the validation of the TDV-
VP where reference was made to this indicator while
other studies evaluated the relationship with depres-
sion, anxiety and stress (MSDV 2.0 and CARPA), the cor-
relation with other violence scales (CDAQ, ECS, M-CTS,
PMWI-SF, ESVIGA) or with fear, perception of abuse,
perceived relationship quality, and attachment-related
anxiety scales (DVQ). Analysing the AVE, on the global
scale or divided according to whether the violence was
experienced or perpetrated, the scales that reported
values greater than .50 were the DVQ-VP, CARPA and
DVQ. However, at the factor level, none of the previous
scales had acceptable values, only the MSDV 2.0 and
TDV-VP.

Only the TDV-VP article reported that the scale did
not have discriminant validity, and in the 2015 DVQ
study it is estimated from Spearman’s correlation with
the EPQ sincerity scale. None of the studies presented
values for HTMT or HTMT2.

The invariance was only studied by two of the inves-
tigations. In the case of the DVQ-R it is mentioned that
there is invariance for sex, while the DVQ-VP presents
configural, metric and scalar invariance for sex.

Due to study variability, only those utilising Cron-
bach’s alpha and AVE for perpetrator or victimisation
were included in the meta-analysis. Table 5 summaris-
es their descriptive analysis. Twelve studies addressed

victimisation, with an average sample size of 1,537.25
(SD = 1566.2025). Participants mean age was 18.271 years
(SD = 2.765), with an average item count of 24.5. Addi-
tionally, the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient for the overall
scale generates a mean of .891. However, when consid-
ering the composite reliability calculated based on the
loadings reported in the studies, the mean was high-
er (.924) with an Average Variance Extracted mean of
.0.453; an .0442 RMSEA mean and 0.943 CFI mean.

Regarding perpetration of violence, only eight stud-
ies included the required indicators, with an average
sample size of 1,087.5 (SD = 581.9558). The mean age was
16.9286 years (SD = 2.03), with an average of 20.375 items.
In terms of Cronbach’s Alpha, the mean value was .859,
and the Composite Reliability (CR) was .919. The average
value of the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) was .398,
the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA),
reported by only seven studies, had a mean of .03 and
the CFIa.919 (Table 5).

The reliability meta-analysis was performed in two
parts. First, the investigations whose validations in-
cluded instruments that contemplated the violence per-
petrated (n = 8) were reviewed, later those that took into
account the violence experienced (n = 12) that included
a calculation of Cronbach’s alpha and successively the
same with AVE as moderator with violence perpetrated
and violence experienced (Table 6).

The meta-analysis revealed high heterogeneity in
perpetrated dating violence instrument reliability, ex-
plaining 99.51% of variance. H? indicates variability
largely stems from genuine study differences. Cron-
bach’s Alpha (a) exceeded .70 in most cases. Similar-
ly, experienced violence instruments showed 99.39%

Table 5. Measures summarise the sample, mean age, initial and final scale items, and Cronbach’s Alpha of the articles

reviewed

Criteria n Missing Mean Median SD Minimum Maximum
Experiencied
Sample 12 o 1537.25 1015.5 1566.203 447 6138
Age 1 1 18.271 18.5 2.765 14.19 23.47
Total items 12 o 24.5 18.5 13.628 12 57
Cronbach’s Alpha 12 o 0.891 0.894 0.045 0.82 0.96
Composite reliability 12 o 0.924 0.93 0.045 0.831 0.981
AVE 12 o 0.453 0.468 0.137 0.211 0.64
RMSEA 12 (] 0.044 0.046 0.021 0.015 0.077
CFI 11 1 0.943 0.946 0.042 0.838 0.99
Perpetrated
Sample 8 o 1087.5 970.5 581.953 477 2058
Age 7 1 16.929 16.15 2.03 14.19 20.1
Total items 8 o} 20.375 18.5 7.23 12 32
Cronbach’s Alpha 8 o 0.859 0.88 0.085 0.73 0.95
Composite reliability 8 o} 0.919 0.922 0.062 0.783 0.973
AVE 8 o 0.397 0.418 0.129 0.176 0.58
RMSEA 7 1 0.040 0.03 0.022 0.015 0.068
CFI 6 2 0.919 0.923 0.039 0.857 0.971
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Table 6. Heterogeneity Statistics

AVE as 2 2 2 2
moderator Tau Tau I H R df Q p
0.0114
N 0.10 .51% 204. - 630.802 .00
o 107 (SE = 0.0061) 99.51% 4.473 7 163 < 1
Perpetrated
0.002
Yes 0.048 (SE= o og14) 97.53% 40.447 79.75% 7 223.358 <.001
No 0.076 (SEO=.(2)005§24) 99.39% 163.412 - 12 2325.452 <.001
Experienced
0.001
Yes 0.037 (SE= 6 ef‘o4) 97.25% 36.332 71.56% 11 353.733 <.001

heterogeneity, with reliability surpassing .75 in most
studies (n = 8). Using the Hakstian-Whalen transfor-
mation, the average adjusted internal consistency for
perpetrated violence scales was 0.499 (CI: 0.425-0.573),
compared to an unadjusted 0.859 (CI: 0.801-0.918), like-
ly influenced by heterogeneity. For victimisation scales,
values dropped from .891 (CI: .866-.917) to .531 (CI: .492-
.571) after adjustment (Figure 2).

Discussion

Following the review, it can be concluded that there
are significant differences in the concepts, perspecti-
ves, methodologies, analytical strategies and indicators
used in the evaluation of dating violence, even when the
same instrument is used, a fact that makes compari-
sons less viable. None of the studies met all the current
criteria of reliability and validity, as was the case in the
Systematic Review by Tarrifio-Concejero et al. (2023),
where the use of the COSMIN guidelines was used as a
criterion.

Concerning reliability, some scales provided values
by dimension or factor, while others differentiated be-
tween violence perpetrated and experienced, and oth-
ers even for the overall scale. The lowest global values
were reported by the ECS and the M-CTS. At the sub-
scale (perpetrated or experienced) or dimension/fac-
tor level, values were reported for the CADRI, TDV-VP,
M-CTS, EMWI-SF, DVQ-R, and DVQ. Using more appro-
priate indicators, the lowest values were reported for
the M-CTS with Omega.

Measurement reliability is crucial and requires
careful consideration. In this regard, Cronbach’s Alpha,
widely used for continuous data, is unsuitable for cat-
egorical data such as Likert scales due to skewed dis-
tributions (Peterson & Kim, 2013). Considering this, we
advocate for the adoption of more suitable measures
tailored to effectively address the intricacies of categor-
ical data. These include ordinal alpha, McDonald’s ome-
ga, Raykov’s Omega, or composite reliability (CR), all ex-
plicitly designed to navigate the nuances of categorical
data. Among reviewed studies, the CARPA scale demon-
strated strong reliability, but only six studies employed
these suitable indicators, highlighting the need for
greater methodological consensus (Cook & Beckman,
2006; Hayes & Coutts, 2020).

While these six studies demonstrated statistical rig-
our in indicator selection, their exclusion from our me-
ta-analysis was due to the lack of uniformity and lim-
ited adoption of these approaches. Moving forward, we
offer two recommendations. Firstly, researchers should
consider supplementing their analyses with Cronbach’s
Alpha to ensure continuity and comparability with
prior studies. Secondly, given the unique characteris-
tics of the measurement context, we advocate for the
use of tailored measures such as Omega or CR (Doval et
al.,, 2023). This approach will enhance methodological
rigour and promote harmonisation within categorical
data research (Toro et al., 2022).

In evaluating validity within the reviewed studies,
many neglected content validity. Instead, they often
used pre-translated instruments or created custom
tools, often neglecting pivotal cultural considerations
(Arafat et al., 2016; Pedrosa et al., 2014). Furthermore,
when it came to evaluating construct validity, the di-
versity in the model fit indices utilised precluded the
comprehensive analysis of this criterion within the
scope of our meta-analysis. While direct inter-study
comparisons were not feasible, an assessment of the in-
dicators presented across the diverse investigations un-
derscores the commendable model fit and overall parsi-
mony demonstrated by the CADRI, VADRI-MX, M-CTS,
DVQ-R, CMN, and DVQ-VP.

Regarding convergent validity, many scales ana-
lysed it through comparisons with other measurement
instruments. In the case of the MSD V 2.0, one study
employed the self-perception of health item, and in one
study of the DVQ, EPQ personality traits were used for
this purpose. The only study that reported the Average
Variance Extracted (AVE) was the validation of the TDV-
VP. While all articles with factor loading values includ-
ed AVE calculations, discrepancies in decimal places
(ranging from one to three) could compromise preci-
sion (Benitez Mufioz & Murfioz Bandera, 2014; Lopez-Bar-
ranco et al, 2022a). Given that the AVE offers insights
into scale measurement quality by explaining variance
relative to measurement error and facilitates discrimi-
nant validity assessment, its inclusion in future studies
is crucial (Cheung et al., 2023; Henseler et al., 2015).

Discriminant validity was addressed in validation
studies of the TDV-VP, EMVN, and DVQ, often through
correlation analysis. Notably, none utilised modern cri-
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teria such as HTMT or HTMT2. Concurrent validity was
assessed in the DVQ, MSD V 2, and CARPA, comparing
them with anxiety or depression tests such as the DAS-
21, while the VADRI-MX, and M-CTS were compared
with partner violence tests. The PMWI-SF used cutoff
points, and the ESVIGA evaluated this validity through
score correlations. Predictive validity was limited, with
the DVQ using hierarchical multiple regression and the
PMWI-SF relying on average scores across the lifespan.
These findings highlight challenges with diverse meas-
ures, variable results, and a lack of longitudinal studies
tracking violence cases (Henseler et al., 2015).

One noteworthy observation is the scarcity of in-
formation on measurement invariance, despite many
studies making gender comparisons without verifying
this aspect. It is worth highlighting that among the
three scales that explore this aspect, only the DVQ-VP
delves deeply into the matter. As cross-cultural and gen-
der-focused violence research grows, future validations
must prioritise measurement invariance to ensure ro-
bust and reliable results (Byrne, 2008; Raykov, 2004)

In this review, the most used scales in this review
were the CADRI and DVQ (3 studies), with the latter
adapted into the DVQ-R and DVQ-VP, which assesses
perpetrated violence. Another frequently used scale
was the M-CTS (n=2). Notably, the latter three scales
focus exclusively on face-to-face violence, highlighting
the need to revise them to include cyber violence. Giv-
en the role of technology in modern relationships, es-
pecially among adolescents and young adults engaging
on social media (Munoz-Fernandez et al., 2023; Thulin
et al., 2023), incorporating cyber violence items is criti-
cal. Instruments such as the CARPA and VADRI-MX, ad-
dressing both online and offline violence, are promising
for future evaluations.

Limitations

This research faced limitations, including the scarcity
of publications from many Latin American countries
in indexed journals and databases. Data inconsistency
was another issue, with variations in presentation, such
as decimal places or missing values. While efforts were
made to standardise indicators such as CR and AVE
using factor weights from articles, not all studies pro-
vided them or used standardisation, making complete
calculations impossible. These inconsistencies likely
stem from the broad time span of the studies and chan-
gesin APA guidelines. Furthermore, the lack of research
on non-school populations and non-university-educa-
ted young adults remains a concern.
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