Abstract 
Identity abuse (IA) is a form of domestic abuse seen in LGBTQ+ romantic relationships which weaponizes a partner’s gender or sexual identity against them. This scoping review had the primary aim of identifying risk and protective factors of LGBTQ+ IA in romantic relationships. The secondary aim was to determine the prevalence of specific IA tactics (Outing, Isolation from LGBTQ+ Community, Derogatory Language, Belittling Identity). The PRISMA-ScR guidelines were followed. Search terms focused on LGBTQ+ identities and domestic abuse. A total of 8918 papers were retrieved across three databases (PubMed, Web of Science, and PsycInfo) with 41 papers meeting the inclusion criteria. Both qualitative and quantitative papers were included in this review. The review identified multiple risk factors for IA perpetration and victimization such as LGBTQ+ enacted stigma, specific gender expressions, and mental illness. Identifying the prevalence of IA tactics specifically was difficult to determine due to measurement differences. Across 21 quantitative papers, outing was the most reported tactic, being reported in 73.91% of the papers.  Overall, the review highlights the field of IA as being under-researched. The synthesis of literature that the review provides is a crucial step to understand and develop IA as a theoretical concept and provides direct recommendations for future research. 
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	The public understanding of domestic abuse[footnoteRef:2] (DA) has long been shaped by a dominant narrative, what Donovan et al. (2006) call the ‘public story’, that centers heterosexual, cisgender men’s violence against heterosexual, cisgender women. Violence in DA can take many forms such as emotional, physical, psychological, and financial, though this list is not exhaustive as abuse can be multi-faceted. While this framing has been key for mobilizing awareness around gender-based violence, it simultaneously renders invisible other experiences of abuse, particularly those occurring within LGBTQ+ romantic relationships.  Experiences of DA among LGBTQ+ people in romantic relationships are often misunderstood, dismissed, or excluded from mainstream discourse, policy, and support services. This often is due to nontraditional understandings of DA among LGBTQ+ people, for instance, nontraditional gender dynamics (Rowlands, 2006; Donovan, 2011). One such experience of DA is identity abuse (IA) in LGBTQ+ relationships. This paper contributes to theoretical understandings of IA and argues for expansion of the conceptualization of IA, whilst highlighting empirical gaps in the field. [2: This research was conducted in the UK, where our recent government Violence Against Women and Girls Strategy (2025) uses the term domestic abuse. Therefore using the term domestic abuse has been chosen over domestic violence and intimate partner violence as it aligns more clearly with the UK’s national approach.  ] 

IA is defined as a form of “weaponized oppression” (Woulfe & Goodman, 2020) towards LGBTQ+ individuals perpetrated by close relations, such as family members, friends, or romantic partners which uses one’s visible and/or invisible identities against them to undermine, discredit, and devalue them (Scheer et al., 2019). Woulfe and Goodman (2021) identified four primary IA tactics through a comprehensive literature review: outing (and the threat of), belittling identity, derogatory language, and isolation from the LGBTQ+ community. The review was a critical first step in understanding IA as a concept and how it impacts the wellbeing of LGBTQ+ individuals. One IA tactic is the act or threat of ‘outing’ a partner by disclosing their LGBTQ+ status without their consent. Outing can make the individual vulnerable to harassment and discrimination, and can impact housing (Durso & Gates, 2012) and employment (Connell, 2012). Another IA tactic is undermining and belittling a partner’s identity which is when ones LGBTQ+ status is denied or attacked (Woulfe & Goodman, 2021). A partner may undermine or belittle their partner by preventing them from  expressing their gender identity (Roche et al., 2010) or questioning their authenticity (e.g., not being a “real” lesbian; Bornstein et al., 2006) leading to feelings of shame and not being “good enough” (Bornstein et al., 2006) which impacts sense of self and identity affirmation. The third IA tactic is using derogatory language towards someone's LGBTQ+ status. For example, calling a partner slurs like “fag,” “dyke,” and “tranny” may result in, or heighten, experiences of internalized homo/transphobia (FORGE-Forward, 2013; NCDSV, 2014) which is a known predictor of poor mental health outcomes in LGBTQ+ individuals (Puckett et al., 2015). The fourth tactic of IA is isolation from the LGBTQ+ community. Many LGBTQ+ individuals have families of choice who provide social support outside of families of origin (Bornstein et al., 2006; Walters, 2011). Thus, partners who are prevented from accessing social support could face a detriment to their mental health and also safety. IA is increasingly regarded as coercive control (See Jennings-Fitz-Gerald et al., 2024 for discussion) as the four discussed tactics undermine an individual’s psychological integrity and establishes control over how a partner can convey their gender identity, gender expression, and  their sexual orientation. Further, the isolation from the LGBTQ+ community can contribute to feeling trapped within romantic relationships – a core element of Stark’s (2007) definition of coercive control. 
As a concept, the literature on IA is scattered across multiple disciplines and has not yet been consolidated into a single body of scholarship. This could be due to the term 'identity abuse' not being in wide circulation. Some research uses terminology such as LGBTQ+ specific tactics (e.g. Balsam & Szymanski, 2005; Yan et al., 2024), whilst others use Sexual and Gender Minority (SGM)-specific tactics (e.g.,Moradi et al., 2009; Dyar et al., 2021; Sarno et al., 2023). Due to this, IA is inconsistently labelled across the literature. The use of IA as a term is progressing in literature, partly because of  the development of the IA scale (Scheer et al., 2019; Woulfe & Goodman, 2021). Despite the potentially profound impact of IA, academic literature on IA in LGBTQ+ romantic relationships remains an under researched and inconsistently labelled form of DA.
IA and broader experiences of DA within LGBTQ+ relationships, are in part overlooked and rendered invisible due to the dominant heteronormative frameworks that shape the public and institutional understanding of DA. These frameworks uphold the ‘public story’ (Donovan et al., 2006) and enforce the narrative that men’s violence against women is the prototypical form of abuse. While this framing is critical for addressing gendered violence, it can obscure the realities of abuse within LGBTQ+ communities, where dynamics do not always align with traditional gender binaries.
Recent national responses in the UK to violence have continued to frame abuse through cis-heteronormative frameworks . In 2024, the National Police Chiefs’ Council (NPCC) declared violence against women and girls (VAWG) an epidemic (NPCC, 2024). Earlier, the Home Office (2023) classified VAWG as a national threat to public safety, prompting its inclusion in the Strategic Policing Requirement. This means police need to prioritize their responses to VAWG as they do with terrorism and serious crime. These measures are crucial in addressing VAWG, but it is important to acknowledge that DA affects individuals across demographics, including LGBTQ+ communities. Discussions on VAWG are frequently positioned in a ‘heteronormative framework’ (Rogers, 2019), which contributes to myths that trivialize the existence of DA in LGBTQ+ romantic relationships (Messinger, 2017).For example, it is widely presumed that DA in LGBTQ+ relationships does not occur often due to the lack of traditional gender dynamics within these relationships, and when it does occur, it is considered less severe (Russel et al., 2015). The public story can also evoke images and assumptions in relation to ‘race’[footnoteRef:3], ethnicity, disabilities, age, and social class (Donovan & Hester, 2014) demonstrating a further harm that can be embedded into the public perception and response to DA in LGBTQ+ relationships. Considering the public image draws on multiple aspects of identity, it is imperative to employ an intersectional lens in research for DA in LGBTQ+ relationships by accounting for the multiple axes our identities are comprised of and how they interact. [3:  The term “race” in social‐psychological research does not refer to pure biological divisions but to socially constructed categories that carry meanings, power, and history. Researchers are beginning to prefer to place it in quotation marks(see Ahmed, 2008; Stevens, 2003). This practice highlights the constructivist nature of the category, avoids assumption of naturalness/essentialism, and invites reflexivity about how the category is being used in empirical work.] 

Feminist scholarship has made an important contribution to understanding DA, particularly by highlighting gendered power relations and the role of patriarchy in violence against women (Donovan & Hester, 2014).  However, much of the early empirical and theoretical work focused primarily on heterosexual male perpetrators and heterosexual female victims (Archer, 2000; Hamby, 2009; Storey & Strand, 2012). Furthermore, radical feminists argue that patriarchy is the core social structure that influences DA (Beirne & Messserschmidt, 2014) which by proxy decenters non-cisgender and non- heterosexual experiences of DA. While this framework has been crucial in recognizing gender inequalities, some scholars argue that it can inadvertently decenter the experiences of individuals in same-sex relationships and those who do not conform to cisgender or heterosexual norms, contributing to a predominantly heteronormative framing of DA (Donovan & Hester, 2014).. Expanding the conversation around DA to include all affected communities is essential for comprehensive and effective responses. Doing so will challenge the hegemonic ‘public stories’ (Donovan et al., 2006) of DA, thus allowing much needed space for discussions on and around IA in LGBTQ+ relationships, and the complexities of IA, to open up.
 	LGBTQ+ romantic relationships occur within the broader context of a heterosexist society placing queer people at higher risk for psychological distress (Lehavot & Simoni, 2011). As identified by Donovan and Barnes (2019), research on DA in relationships where at least one partner identifies as non-heterosexual and non-cisgender is in its infancy. Further to this, the LGBTQ+ community is often seen as a homogeneous group which then minimizes the individual experiences of differing gender and sexual identities (Donovan & Barnes, 2020). By doing so, when it comes to DA in LGBTQ+ relationships, the narratives and statistics available, which are already limited, are overly generalized. 
In the UK, more than 1 in 4 gay men and lesbian women and more than 1 in 3 bisexual people have reported at least one form of DA since the age of 16 (Magić & Kelley, 2019). It is reported that 11% of the UK LGBTQ+ population have experienced DA between 2017 and 2018 (Stonewall, 2018). For bisexual women the rate increases to 13%, and for transgender or non-binary people to 19%. At the point of data collection, the rate for past year DA in the general UK population was 4.5% (Office for National Statistics, 2024). This statistic demonstrates that LGBTQ+ individuals have an increased exposure to DA in comparison to the general population. Donovan and Hester (2008) brought attention to the forms of abuse tied specifically to the structural inequalities experienced by lesbian and gay individuals. Among these forms, identity abuse stands out. Lifetime prevalence estimates of IA reach as high as 40.1% (Woulfe & Goodman, 2018), though it remains unclear how much of this occurs within romantic relationships. 
Understanding IA Risk and Protective Factors
Much of what we know about risk and protective factors derives from cross-sectional studies on DA in LGBTQ+ relationships generally rather than IA specifically, with inconsistent findings regarding which factors most strongly predict victimization versus perpetration, how multiple risk factors interact, and whether these operate differently across diverse LGBTQ+ identities. Many studies aggregate LGBTQ+ individuals as a monolithic group, obscuring important identity-specific differences. This fragmented knowledge base, coupled with scattered terminology across studies, makes it difficult to draw firm conclusions about IA aetiology or develop targeted interventions. 
At the individual level, minority stress experiences such as internalized homophobia and transphobia may increase vulnerability to both IA victimization and perpetration (Edwards et al., 2015), while mental health challenges including depression, anxiety, and PTSD show associations with DA in LGBTQ+ populations. However the  directionality of these relationships remains contested (Almiş et al., 2018; Golding, 1999; Trevillion et al., 2012). Preliminary research suggests that individuals with non-binary gender identities or fluid sexual orientations may experience higher abuse rates (Freedner et al., 2002), with transgender individuals appearing particularly vulnerable to identity-specific victimization (King et al., 2021). 
Research on protective factors remains notably sparse. On a community level,it Whileit is understood that social support and LGBTQ+ community connection appear beneficial for wellbeing (Beals et al., 2009; Humble, 2021), whether this buffers against the isolation tactics of IA has not been systematically tested. Within lesbian communities, 'butch' identification was associated with lower rates of verbal victimization while 'femme' identification showed the opposite pattern (Balsam & Szymanski, 2005). At the structural level, LGBTQ+-enacted stigma [footnoteRef:4] and normalized homophobia within communities may legitimize abusive behavior (Guadalupe-Diaz & Anthony, 2016), while homelessness has been identified as both risk factor and consequence of DA (Mackie & Thomas, 2014; Sterzing et al., 2017). These factors demonstrate how potential risk factors of IA permeate from the individual level to broader social environments. [4:  Enacted stigma is a widely used term to describe any stigmatizing experience that leads to an individual or group being treated unfairly or negatively such as discrimination or microaggressions (Gray, 2002)
] 

Given there is no clear consensus on risk and protective factors, particularly those specific to IA, a clearer understanding is required to support effective intervention strategies for LGBTQ+ individuals. This scoping review responds to that need. It aims to map current understandings of identity abuse, examine how it has been conceptualized across the literature, and identify urgent directions for future research. Given the limited and fragmented state of existing research on IA, a scoping review is especially appropriate. As Munn et al. (2018) note, scoping reviews are well-suited for topics where literature is still developing, while also enabling researchers to systematically identify, consolidate, and analyze gaps in knowledge (Peters et al., 2015).
The Current Study
IA is a crucial concept to understand as LGBTQ+ people often come to appreciate their sense of self in relation to their identities and how others respond to their identity (Altheide, 2000). This study aims to systematically review peer-reviewed qualitative and quantitative research on LGBTQ+ identity abuse (IA) in romantic relationships, with a focus on identifying risk and protective factors. Previous reviews have included and discussed IA in LGBTQ+ relationships (See Hilton et al, 2024; see Badenes-Ribera, 2016); this study expands on their knowledge by identifying the risk and protective factors of IA as well as looking at the specific tactics. To our knowledge, no prior scoping review has comprehensively examined this issue. By synthesizing existing literature, this study seeks to highlight gaps in research and provide directions for future inquiry. This review is particularly important in moving beyond heteronormative frameworks of DA, which often fail to account for the unique stressors faced by LGBTQ+ individuals. Understanding these stressors is critical for ensuring that LGBTQ+ victim-survivors are not only recognized but also supported within broader social structures. 
For consistency, this study primarily uses LGBTQ+ to refer to gender and sexual minorities. However, the terminology used in the included studies has not been altered, as it reflects the research context in which the studies were conducted. Some included studies use outdated or non-inclusive language (e.g., "transsexual", "HIV-infected"), which does not align with APA’s (2022) bias-free language guidelines. Additionally, certain studies categorize participants as "male" and "female" without clarifying whether these categories include transgender individuals, potentially obscuring their experiences. It is also noted that individuals with HIV or men who have sex with men may not always identify as LGBTQ+. The authors wish to clarify that when discussing risk factors at the identity level (e.g., transgender identity), we are not suggesting that these identities inherently lead to abuse. Instead, such risk factors reflect broader systemic and societal vulnerabilities that contribute to LGBTQ+ individuals’ increased risk of experiencing IA. 
Methods
Search Strategy
	The 5-step framework for scoping reviews (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005) and Levac et al.’s (2010) guidance to enhance this framework were utilized to address the current study’s research aim. The protocol for the current scoping review was developed in line with the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-analysis (PRISMA_ScR) guidelines (Tricco et al., 2018). The protocol was revised collaboratively with the research team. The final protocol was registered prospectively with the Open Science Framework on 15 May 2024 (https://osf.io/pb9y5/overview?view_only=951da783b7b841559a84deba26fae319 ) .
Research Questions
The scoping review addresses the primary research question of ‘What are the risk and protective factors of identity abuse amongst LGBTQ+ people?’. The secondary aim is to establish if specific IA tactics are more prevalent in certain LGBTQ+ identities. The secondary aim serves to provide further context to the research topic, therefore, not all included papers need to address this aim. 
Search Strategy
	The PCC mnemonic (Khalil & Tricco, 2022) guided the development of the eligibility criteria. The PCC framework was chosen over other approaches (e.g., PICO, SDMO) as it is suited to both quantitative and qualitative research in the social sciences and the research questions are not concerned with outcomes or interventions. We specified the Participants (LGBTQ+), Concept (identity abuse) and Context (risk and protective factors) to be eligible for the review. Risk and protective factors were not included in the search string as a preliminary search including these keywords meant the pre-identified papers (detailed in OSF registration) were not retrieved, whilst markedly restricting the number of papers retrieved. Doing so led to a search string comprised of two blocks: One block for LGBTQ+ identities and one block for DA/IA terms (see Table 1). The search string was developed based on meetings between the research team, an academic librarian, and initial literature searching. The search was conducted on PsycInfo, Web of Science, and PubMed. 
INSERT TABLE 1
Only peer-reviewed, primary empirical data were included in the review to ensure the quality of the literature included. Papers utilizing quantitative, qualitative, and mixed-methods were included to gain a fuller insight of IA as a concept. Papers were excluded if they were: not written in English; focusing on relationships other than romantic (for example, familial abuse); not segregating gender identities or sexualities in their analysis; were dissertations or theses; Secondary research such as scoping reviews, narrative reviews.
Study Selection and Data Extraction 
	From the search, the retrieved articles were exported to Mendeley and the review tool, Rayyan.ai. Duplicates were removed through the software’s automatic duplicate detection feature and manual searching. Blind title and abstract screening were conducted by the first (RS) and fifth (HN) authors in Rayann.ai. Once each article had been reviewed, RS, HN and VCP (last author) met to discuss the process and resolve any discrepancies in their review. Once resolved, the full texts of the remaining records were checked for eligibility by the first and second authors, independent of each other. Discrepancies were once again solved by discussing the process and sharing their rationale for their decisions (considering the eligibility criteria). In circumstances where the first and second authors disagreed, VCP was asked to offer a decision. According to McHugh's (2012) guidelines for interpreting kappa values, the level of agreement between the first and second authors demonstrated substantial agreement at the title and abstract screening stage (Cohen’s κ = .75) and the full-text review stage (κ = .80). The screening process left a total of 41 articles to be included in the final review (see Figure 1). The first author extracted the final data into a table for analysis.
INSERT FIGURE 1 
The data charting table included information on authors, publication year, study context (e.g., country), study design, sample characteristics (e.g., age, sexual orientation), IA tactics, risk and protective factors, prevalence, and evidence. The first author independently extracted data for half of the included studies which was then verified by the fifth author to verify accuracy before they continued. All disagreements were resolved between the first and fifth authors through discussion. The remaining named authors contributed to decision-making when consensus could not be met (Tricco et al., 2018).
Results 
Synthesis of Findings
	This scoping review identified 41 studies examining identity abuse in LGBTQ+ romantic relationships, spanning 22 years of research (2002-2024). The evidence base reveals a field characterized by recent acceleration, methodological concentration, and significant geographical limitations (Table 2).
INSERT TABLE 2 
 IA research has intensified dramatically in recent years, with over 60% of included studies (n = 25) published between 2019 and 2024, suggesting growing recognition of IA as a distinct phenomenon warranting scholarly attention, yet also highlighting how emerging the field remains. Methodologically, the field has favoured quantitative approaches (k = 22, 53.65%), predominantly cross-sectional surveys (k = 19), over qualitative exploration (k = 18, 43.9%) or mixed-methods designs (k = 1). While the quantitative studies have enabled prevalence estimation across populations, it has constrained understanding of how IA is experienced, interpreted, and navigated by LGBTQ+ individuals in context. Only three longitudinal studies were identified, preventing examination of how IA begins, escalates, or resolves over time. Geographical concentration represents a critical limitation: 65.8% of studies were conducted in the United States, with limited representation from Canada (k = 5), China/Hong Kong (k = 5), and other regions (k = 4). The US-centrism of the literature base constrains generalizability, as sociopolitical contexts, legal protections, cultural norms around LGBTQ+ identities, and thresholds for recognizing abuse vary substantially across nations and regions. 
The synthesis identified multiple risk and protective factors operating across individual, relationship, and societal levels, though evidence remains fragmented and geographically concentrated (see Supp. Table A). Notably, protective factors were far less studied than risk factors, with no qualitative studies identifying protective factors and only four quantitative studies examining them. At the individual level, non-binary identities (queer, pansexual, non-binary, and 'other' gender identities) and transgender identity consistently emerged as risk factors for IA victimization, suggesting that individuals whose identities transgress binary gender and sexuality categories may be particularly vulnerable to identity-based abuse. Within lesbian communities, "butch" identity emerged as protective while "femme" identity appeared as a risk factor, indicating complex dynamics of gender presentation and/or expression within same-sex relationships. Age over 40 showed increased IA victimization, though mechanisms remain unexplored. Mental health vulnerabilities, particularly depression, anxiety, and PTSD, were consistently linked to both IA victimization and perpetration across qualitative and quantitative evidence. This bidirectional association raises questions about causality, whether mental health difficulties increase vulnerability to IA or result from it, or both, that the scarcity of longitudinal research prevents disentangling. For transgender individuals specifically, beginning medical transition and transition fears were identified as risk factors, suggesting periods of gender identity exploration and affirmation may represent times of heightened vulnerability. Disclosure status showed complex patterns: being out was identified as protective while not being out appeared as a risk factor, suggesting that concealment may increase vulnerability to threats of outing or limit access to support networks. At the societal level, internalized homophobia and transphobia, normalized violence within queer communities, and enacted stigma (both heterosexist and racist) were identified as risk factors across multiple studies. Structural vulnerability also appeared, with homelessness identified as an IA risk factor, indicating material insecurity may compound identity abuse. The limited evidence on protective factors beyond outness and identity affirmation represents a significant gap, as understanding what protects against IA is essential for prevention efforts and resilience-building interventions. 
Of 23 quantitative studies, 21 (91.3%) measured IA tactics, though the specific tactics examined varied considerably (See Table 3). Outing was by far the most studied tactic (73.91% of quantitative papers), followed by belittling identity (60.86%), derogatory language (21.73%), and isolation from the LGBTQ+ community (17.39%). A fifth tactic, transition-related control, was identified from three studies, suggesting that IA as a concept may require theoretical expansion to fully capture gender-identity-specific abuse. Notably, 43.47% of quantitative papers measured "general identity abuse" or "SGM-specific tactics" without specifying which tactics were assessed, limiting interpretability. Among qualitative studies, belittling identity received the most attention (k = 13), followed by outing (k = 8), derogatory language (k = 5), and isolation from LGBTQ+ community (k = 1). The disproportionate focus on outing likely reflects its conceptual accessibility and ease of measurement, but leaves other tactics substantially underexplored. Isolation from LGBTQ+ community is particularly neglected despite qualitative data revealing participants being "forbidden to attend pride festivals," suggesting enforced separation from affirming communities may be a lived reality for some. 
INSERT TABLE 3
Determining precise prevalence rates proved challenging due to varied conceptualizations of IA, differing timeframes (single occurrences through lifetime exposure), and inconsistent measurement instruments (see Supp. Table B). Lifetime IA victimization rates ranged from 5.26% to 66.3%, illustrating enormous variability likely attributable to population differences, measurement approaches, and tactic specificity. Trans-related IPV showed lifetime rates of 30.4 to 40% across three US studies of transgender populations, suggesting substantial prevalence. Critically, we could not meet our secondary aim of determining prevalence rates for specific tactics across LGBTQ+ identity subgroups, as no studies disaggregated prevalence by both identity and tactic. Overall, critical gaps constrain current understanding (see Supp. Table D): the scarcity of research outside North America limits generalizability; methodological homogeneity, particularly cross-sectional surveys, constrains causal conclusions; and specific populations (older adults, racial/ethnic minorities) and tactics (especially isolation from LGBTQ+ community) remain understudied. 
Additional methodological details, including specific sample size ranges, data collection approaches, and information about studies that measured general identity abuse without specifying tactics, are provided in the Supplementary Materials. The Supplementary Materials also include discussion of the interconnections among risk factors, such as how transition fears and beginning medical transition may compound vulnerability for transgender individuals, and consideration of race as a protective factor in specific contexts. These additional details provide important context for interpreting the synthesized findings presented above, particularly regarding measurement inconsistencies and the complexity of risk factor interactions that current research has not yet adequately explored. 
Discussion 
The primary purpose of this scoping review was to identify the risk and protective factors of LGBTQ+ identity abuse in romantic relationships and understand the prevalence of such abuse. Critical findings of the review are summarized in Table 4. There was a large amount of research focused on the IA tactic of outing compared with the other three tactics identified by Woulfe and Goodman (2021). Arguably, the findings demonstrate the need to centralize the research due to the different scales and language used to measure the experiences of IA. The current descriptive review has provided a starting point for the expansion of research on IA by identifying multiple research gaps such as potential theoretical expansion of IA, more culturally varied research, lack of research on IA prevalence, and a need for more comprehensive qualitative research on IA lived experiences.
The risk factors identified in this scoping review are in alignment with pre-existing literature on DA in LGBTQ+ relationships more broadly. For example, the unique stressors for LGBTQ+ individuals such as internalized homophobia are a pre-established vulnerability for experiencing DA. As proposed by Edwards et al., (2015), it seems that how one feels about their own sexual orientation is more strongly linked to DA victimization rather than the opinions of others around them. Although, the converse could be argued; experiences of internalized homophobia are rather a consequence of the abuse, not a risk. Therefore, further quantitative and qualitative research should explore this association further to understand the directionality and experiences of internalized homophobia and IA. Another unique stressor are the ‘femme’ and ‘butch’ labels used by lesbians which were significantly negatively correlated with reported lifetime LGB-Specific verbal victimization. Suggesting that ‘butch’ and ‘femme’ are protective and risk factors respectively (See Balsam & Szymanski, 2005 for discussion).’Butch’ is associated with masculinity and ‘femme’ identities are associated with femininity and therefore reflect wider societies’ associations of DA perpetration with masculinity (Renzetti, 1992) contributing to the ‘public story’ (Donovan et al., 2006) of DA. 
It is important to acknowledge that the findings of this review are largely based on cross-sectional data, limiting the ability to draw definitive conclusions about causality. While exploring the factors associated with victimization is essential for identifying those at greater risk, it is equally critical to focus on understanding the underlying causes of perpetration in order to effectively prevent harm. Future studies should also consider the perspectives of the victims-survivors' partners, examining whether factors such as internalized stigma or their partner's awareness of societal prejudices contribute and influence how IA is perpetrated. LGBTQ+ enacted stigma, cultural homophobia, and transphobia have been identified as contributing to a culture that both legitimizes receiving and perpetrating abuse (Guadalupe-Diaz & Anthony, 2016; Mak et al., 2010; Roy et al., 2023; Salter et al., 2021; Sarno et al., 2023; Swann et al., 2022). Sarno et al’s (2023) longitudinal study on individuals who are SGM-AFAB identified that when participants had experienced more microaggressions than usual at any given wave, they were more likely to perpetrate SGM-specific abuse towards a partner in the following six months. However, it did not seem to have long-term re-occurrences in relationships. Those who experienced more SGM-victimization on average were more likely to experience SGM-specific victimization too.  Thus, suggesting that microaggressions may have a short-term impact on increased IA perpetration likelihood but does not influence perpetration in the long term.
Homelessness as a risk factor for IA is in line with the literature for DA more broadly. Research consistently evidences a direct link between DA and homelessness (Mackie & Thomas, 2014; Spinney & Blandy, 2011), though the directionality remains unclear. LGBTQ+ individuals are more likely to have faced multiple childhood adversities (Dempsey et al. 2020), including abuse and deprivation, increasing risks of homelessness and future polyvictimization (Sterzing et al. 2017). The psycho-social elements around the ‘home’ need to be explored holistically in relation to LGBTQ+ experiences. The conceptualization of ‘home’ as a feeling can be linked to experiences of grief if their experiences within a current home, or old home, did not provide safety or positive memories (McKee et al, 2019). Considering IA in romantic relationships is likely to happen in the home, understanding the impact of homelessness on IA could inform a critical analysis of housing and refuge for LGBTQ+ individuals.
Mental illness (depression, anxiety, PTSD) has been identified in this review as an IA risk factor for both victimization and perpetration which is alignment with other research on DA more broadly which has long documented the interplay between psychological distress and DA (Almiş et al., 2018; Trevillion et al., 2012). There is the ongoing difficulty of understanding the directionality of the relationship (Golding, 1999; Skinner et al., 2021) but, the identification of mental illness, specifically in this paper anxiety, depression, and PTSD is still beneficial for directions for future research. 
Theoretical Considerations 
Arguably, the findings of the scoping review call for the theoretical development of IA as a construct. Through the qualitative papers, it is evident that LGBTQ+-specific tactics extend beyond Woulfe and Goodman’s (2021) four categories. Included studies demonstrate that there are gendered or sexual expectations to live up to, suggesting that enforced gender or sexuality performance is a tactic that has been overlooked in the conceptual formation of IA. This enforced performance may include practices such as preventing access to hormones or concealing gender-affirming objects (e.g., makeup, clothes; Greenberg, 2012). Notably, this insight suggests that reconsideration of how measurement tools capture experiences of gender and sexuality, particularly by centering the intersectional dynamics of identity and power, which can influence both the enactment and enforcement of how gender and sexuality are performed. For example, surveys can embed intersectionality by using open-text self-description boxes for demographic questions, allowing participants to express their identities in their own terms and avoiding the marginalizing ‘other’ category. This approach is particularly relevant for research on IA in LGBTQ+ relationships, where rigid or binary classifications can obscure the nuanced ways gender and sexuality are enforced or manipulated, whilst upholding the ‘public story’. By enabling participants to self-define, researchers can better capture the intersectional dynamics of identity and power that shape IA experiences, ensuring that measurement tools reflect lived realities rather than imposing limiting frameworks. By integrating an intersectional approach, we can better understand the multiple, overlapping axes of oppression and power that shape individuals lived experiences of IA.
It is important to consider how victim-survivors perceive abuse and secondly placing responsibility on an individual level needs to be approached with caution, as it could be interpreted as victim blaming. Thus, research must contextualise risk factors for IA more broadly to provide a deeper understanding of how these factors can increase risk. Taking an intersectional lens would be useful to see how the risk factors interact with each other. For instance, the only ‘race’ based protective factor was Asian Identity (Swann et al. 2020) in comparison to other SGM-AFAB youth of colour in their study. Considering those who are at greater risk often have multiple oppressed identities (Bowleg et al., 2003; King, 2016), ‘race’ and LGTBQ+ status will undoubtedly intersect and shape experiences of IA and broader victimization. Future research should explore the impacts of ‘race’ on IA as this is another identity that could be ‘weaponized’ against an individual. 
The studies reviewed provide no clear consensus on the threshold for abuse. For example, asking someone to go back into the closet in public, whilst not a pleasant experience (Waldo, 1999), could be to ensure safety for both parties in certain situations. For example, in some situations, it would simply not be safe to hold hands as a visibly queer couple, or it may not be safe if a trans* individual does not “pass”.  Abuse can be conceptualized as socio-spatial - ‘a matter of translation, debate and politics’ (Reavey & Warner, 2003, p1). As with all DA literature, context and intention are crucial to interpreting such behavior. To consider these nuanced aspects of IA experiences, research would benefit from employing an intersectional feminist perspective and be victim-survivor-centric by recognising, acknowledging, and accounting for overlapping systems of oppression (e.g., heterosexism, patriarchy, white supremacy) and centring victim-survivor voices. 
Methodological Considerations
Methodologically, the scoping review has highlighted the need for utilizing different qualitative methods to explore IA as a phenomenon. For example, interpretative phenomenological analysis (IPA) would provide an intensive and highly detailed account of IA from a small number of participants. By doing so, the experiences of IA would be positioned concerning broader social and cultural contexts which will crucially aid the theoretical development for social policy regarding DA in LGBTQ+ relationships, and practice support for those who have experienced IA. The ecological model (Heise, 1998) is frequently employed to understand DA as it challenges the neoliberal viewpoint that DA is an individual, private matter. Thereby differing qualitative data collection methods and analyses could map the experiences of IA across social structures to holistically understand the phenomena. 
The included research is American-centric; therefore, results must be taken cautiously as they may not represent IA experiences outside of the USA. Linking to our previous point of the ‘threshold’ of abuse, the American centric research will be certainly contributing to how we understand risks of IA as cross-culturally, LGBTQ+ experiences vary significantly in-line with social stigmas, laws, and policy. Even within the USA, LGBTQ+ rights such as LGBTQ+ censorship, right to change legal gender, and housing discrimination significantly differ across regions. In 2024, it was reported that the UK had fallen to 16th place in Europe for the legal and policy situation for LGBTQ+ individuals (ILGA-Europe, 2024). In 2015, the UK was placed first. Whilst metrics can miss key nuances in the real experiences of LGBTQ+ people in European countries, this metric undoubtedly demonstrates the increasing hostility towards LGBTQ+ individuals in the UK. The key differences of LGBTQ+ rights both within cultures and across cultures highlights the need for more geographically diverse research on IA which critically addresses the socio-political contexts in which they are operating in. 
	Research on isolation from the LGBTQ+ community appears to be the most neglected. One participant reported that they were ‘forbidden to attend pride festivals’ (Drouillard & Foster, 2024). The natural occurrence of isolation from LGBTQ+ community arising within the qualitative dataset indicates the reality of this experience. Research focusing on experiences of isolation from the LGBTQ+ community could be crucial in understanding the detrimental impact this can have on those stuck in abusive relationships. Perceived social support as an LGBTQ+ individual is consistently associated with increased life satisfaction, increased self-esteem, and psychological wellbeing (Beals et al., 2009; Keleher et al., 2010; Humble, 2021). Therefore, research on lack of community whilst being in abusive relationships could be crucial as LGBTQ+ specific communities are protective for psychological wellbeing. If one has access to LGBTQ+ community, it could be possible that they are more able to navigate the challenges of IA as they are more affirmed in their identity and able to self-evaluate among peers (Harkless & Fowers, 2005; Harper et al., 2012). The relationship between social support, community connectedness, enforced isolation from LGBTQ+ communities and the other IA tactics may be an interesting direction for research to take. 
INSERT TABLE 4
Limitations
	The scoping review has multiple strengths by addressing a critical research gap whilst upholding the recommended standards for scoping reviews enhanced its quality (Tricco et al., 2018). Despite the review's strengths, limitations must be addressed. One potential limitation is that only studies published in the English language were included in the review therefore not all studies on this topic may have been included. The current paper could contribute to the publication and language bias seen in academic research. Restricting the review to English-language publications is likely to bias the evidence base towards Anglophone contexts, particularly the United States, which may narrow the cultural lens through which IA is understood, given potential cultural differences in norms, thresholds for recognizing abuse, and understandings of abusive behavior. Moreover, the scoping review restricted the sample to peer-reviewed articles and omitted "grey literature," which could have provided further understanding of the topic. While we restricted inclusion to peer-reviewed publications to ensure a baseline level of rigor, we did not conduct a formal quality appraisal of individual studies. This reliance on peer-review status as a proxy for quality represents a limitation, as peer review does not guarantee methodological robustness. Whilst the authors are aware of this issue, Schmucker et al. (2017) note that the inclusion of unpublished and non-English papers may hinder the impact of a review's conclusions. These decisions were necessary to maintain feasibility but may have restricted the breadth and diversity of evidence. Collectively, these factors should be considered when interpreting the findings.
The review did not address physical DA, as it stands, IA is mainly characterized as psychological, emotional, and coercive abuse. Yet, physical DA may be motivated by targeting one's identity. Transgender individuals may experience violence against gendered body parts such as their genitals (Goodmark, 2013; Messinger, 2017). Transgender individuals have reported their partners disrupting or interfering with medical transition procedures (Rogers, 2019). In consideration of this, IA could be explored in the realm of physical DA specifically to further understand a different manifestation of IA and how it is acted on in relationships.
Practical Implications
The identification of specific risk factors in this scoping review provides actionable guidance for practitioners and policymakers. DA services should prioritize screening for IA tactics among individuals presenting with non-binary gender identities, fluid sexual orientations, or transgender status, as these groups demonstrated elevated victimization rates across multiple studies. The association between mental health vulnerabilities (depression, anxiety, PTSD) and both IA victimization and perpetration suggests that mental health services represent a critical intervention point, requiring trauma-informed approaches that recognize IA as a distinct form of coercive control with unique psychological impacts. The finding that homelessness functions as a risk factor and a potential consequence of IA highlights the urgent need for housing support services with LGBTQ+-specific provisions and staff training on IA recognition. Given that LGBTQ+-enacted stigma and normalized homophobia were identified as structural-level contributors to IA perpetration, community-based prevention efforts should address internalized stigma while curating affirming spaces that explicitly reject abusive behaviours, especially those that target someone's LGBTQ+ status. The notable research gap on isolation from LGBTQ+ communities as an IA tactic, despite its identification in qualitative findings, underscores the need for practitioners to assess community connectedness during risk assessments and actively facilitate rather than restrict access to affirming peer networks. This ties back to the curation of affirming community spaces for IA victim-survivors. Finally, the heavily American-centric evidence base necessitates caution in applying these findings within UK contexts and urgently calls for research examining how Britain's increasingly hostile legal and social environment toward LGBTQ+ individuals may shape contemporary IA experiences.
Recommendations for future research
The findings of this review have implications for practice, policy, and research, summarized in Table 5. The identified risk and protective factors could now be considered in relation to the DA sector for supporting LGBTQ+ individuals who have experienced IA in their romantic relationships. DA services may reinforce stereotypes of DA as exclusively perpetrated by cisgender heterosexual men against cisgender heterosexual women due to research bias (see Cannon, 2015; Hine, 2019 for discussion). Consequently, most UK services likely fail to meet the needs of victim-survivors who are not cisgender or heterosexual without major adaptations in service provision, organizational culture, and core values (Furman et al., 2017). Future studies thereby need to explore professionals in the DA sector’s understanding and experiences of working with those who have experienced LGBTQ+ IA. In turn, creating evidence-based recommendations for the DA sector both on the ground and in policy.  
INSERT TABLE 5
Given the limitations of this review, future research should also consider exploring the lived experiences of IA in LGBTQ+ individuals to position IA in line with the broader social and cultural contexts. As mentioned, the ecological model (Heise, 1998) could be a holistic and promising theoretical lens to explore lived experiences of IA. Doing so would have intersectionality at its core and can explore the interplay of personal to societal level factors on how IA manifests and impacts one's sense of self. Future qualitative work could draw explicitly on cultural betrayal trauma theory which proposes that abuse perpetrated by a fellow marginalized identity member can violate the trust assumed to be there due to their shared minority group status (Rivera, 2024). In the context of IA in LGBTQ+ romantic relationships. betrayal trauma could shed light on IA disclosure, help-seeking, and longer-term recovery due to this extra minority status consideration. It would be beneficial for future research to look at IA in different countries and cultures, including westernized cultures as LGBTQ+ rights are currently up for debate globally (Landorf et al., 2024). Research specific to the UK could uncover how the impact of an increasingly hostile environment in a previously leading European country for LGBTQ+ rights, impacts the experiences of queer romantic relationships and occurrences of IA. 
Researchers are encouraged to contribute to a knowledge base using centralized language to fully understand the gravity of LGBTQ+ specific tactics of IPV by using measures that. IA as a concept must be expanded, and the tools to measure IA should reflect such theoretical developments. The available data on IA prevalence is difficult to compare due to multiple methodological options such as different instruments, within/between groups, and recall periods (lifetime exposure, past 6 months) therefore cross-study comparisons are limited.  Reflecting on the methodological limitations of the included reviews, many used LGBTQ+ as a monolithic umbrella term. Considering results indicated that certain identities/ labels are at more risk of IA, future research needs to be more specific about the demographics in their analyses. We have extracted and reported sample characteristics where possible, but our ability to avoid a monolithic portrayal is constrained by how the included studies defined and reported their samples. The literature on DA and IA in LGBTQ+ relationships needs to be specific with the samples they are using to avoid research becoming monolithic and overly generalized to the LGBTQ+ community.
Conclusion
This study provides a comprehensive overview of identity abuse, its prevalence, and associated risk and protective factors. It strengthens the evidence on LGBTQ+ identity abuse, highlighting gaps in understanding victimization and perpetration. The findings emphasize the need for further research to improve support and protection for victim-survivors. Additionally, this review underscores the importance of contextualising abuse within LGBTQ+ experiences. We hope it contributes to the theoretical development of identity abuse and guides future research in this field.
 This scoping review provides the first comprehensive synthesis of identity abuse research in LGBTQ+ populations, identifying 41 studies across 23 years and revealing a field characterized by recent acceleration but significant limitations in geographical scope, methodological diversity, and attention to protective factors and understudied tactics, particularly isolation from LGBTQ+ community. The findings emphasize the need for further research to improve support and protection for victim-survivors. Additionally, this review underscores the importance of contextualizing abuse within LGBTQ+ experiences. These findings establish both the current state of knowledge and critical priorities for future research to ensure IA is understood in its full complexity across diverse contexts, contributing to the theoretical development of identity abuse and providing evidence-based direction for future research in this field.
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