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background
Cyber dating abuse (CDA) refers to physical, verbal, and
psychological violence perpetrated towards a romantic
partner via technology and social media. Another emerging form of online abuse is ghosting, a silent strategy to
dissolve undesired relationships without openly having
to break them up. The aims of the current study were (i) to
explore the relationship between CDA and ghosting behaviours in romantic relationships and (ii) to investigate the
roles of gender and personality traits (conscientiousness,
agreeableness, extraversion, emotional stability, openness)
in prediction of CDA (perpetration and victimization).

participants and procedure
A sample of 409 participants (64.8% females), aged between 18 and 53 years (Mage = 26.40, SD = 6.06), took part
in the study.

gies, such as stopping messages abruptly and punishing
the partner through silence. Moreover, gender and personality traits differently predicted direct aggression and control/monitoring perpetration and direct aggression victimization, but they were not significant predictors of control/
monitoring victimization.

conclusions
The findings are discussed in light of gender differences
to improve our understanding of the psychological factors
involved in cyber dating violence.
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results
CDA and ghosting behaviours are interrelated, and women
were more prone than men were to use ghosting strate-
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Background
In the last few decades, the use of online platforms
and social networks to build and maintain relationships has become widespread (Abbasi, 2019; Valkenburg & Peter, 2011). Romantic couples have also
quickly gone beyond face-to-face communication and
become accustomed to using technology to stay in
touch, even at a long distance, with partners in daily
routine. Despite this benefit, electronic media have
also provided new opportunities for harassment and
dating abuse in relationships (Baker & Carreno, 2016).
Cyber dating abuse (CDA) is defined as “control, harassment, stalking and abuse of one’s dating partner
via technology and social media” (Zweig et al., 2014,
p. 1306). Another form of “abuse” poorly explored
in romantic relationships is ghosting. Specifically,
“ghosting” refers to “a way of ending a relationship
with someone suddenly by stopping all communication with them” (Cambridge Dictionary, 2021). In the
current study for “ghosting behaviours”, we refer to
silent strategies of breaking communication between
partners such as interruption of messaging, punitive
silence, and actual disappearance, i.e. ghosting. This
ghosting can occur through one technological means
or many by, for example, not responding to phone
calls or text messages, or disappearing by blocking
the partner on social network platforms. Ghosting per
se is the ultimate use of the silent treatment, a tactic
that has been considered a form of emotional cruelty
(Navarro et al., 2020). CDA and ghosting behaviours
are conceptually intended here as different forms of
abuse within romantic relationships, which may share
aspects of couple violence (overt and covert) with distressing implications for a partner’s mental health.
Despite studies on CDA having increased considerably in recent years (e.g., Zweig et al., 2013), research
on the combination of gender and personality traits
influencing specific online behaviours – direct aggression and control/monitoring – is still in its early
stage. Moreover, empirical investigations on ghosting
behaviours are in their infancy. Therefore, the aims of
the present study were 1) to extend previous research
on CDA by exploring associations with ghosting behaviours and 2) to investigate concurrently gender
and personality traits as predictors of CDA.
Cyber dating abuse and ghosting
behaviours
Studies investigating CDA have increased significantly in recent years (see Caridade et al., 2019, for a review), developing several assessment tools (see Brown
& Hegarty, 2018, for a review). However, to date,
most research has mainly focused on specific types
of CDA (e.g., cyber sexual abuse) or on the perpetration or victimization of abuse separately. The Cyber

Dating Abuse Questionnaire (CDAQ), implemented
by Borrajo et al. (2015b), introduced a comprehensive
perspective of the issue, including both victimization
and perpetration of abuse as mutually occurring behaviours in romantic relationships, as highlighted in
several studies (e.g., Archer, 2000; Swahn et al., 2010).
Furthermore, the CDAQ includes direct aggression
(e.g., verbal attacks, insults, threats, and humiliation)
and cyber control (e.g., the need for monitoring the
partner’s location and company; Gámez-Guadix et al.,
2018) as both contributing to dating abuse. Previous
studies on European populations have revealed that
rates of perpetration of online direct aggression varied
from 10.6% (Borrajo et al., 2015a) to 14.7% (Caridade
et al., 2019), and perpetration of control ranged from
49.6% (Van Ouytsel, Ponnet, & Walrave, 2017) to 88.4%
(Borrajo et al., 2015b). Direct aggression victimization
rates ranged from 14% (Borrajo et al., 2015b) to 31.7%
(Gámez-Guadix et al., 2016), whereas control/monitoring victimization rates ranged from 65% (Van Ouytsel
et al., 2017) to 81% (Gámez-Guadix et al., 2016). The
increasing spread of CDA behaviours in romantic relationships is related to the opportunity for them to
occur at any place or time, even when the partners
have ended the relationship. Indeed, certain individuals prefer to adopt strategies to dissolve undesired
relationships without ever having to break them up
completely (LeFebvre et al., 2019). This specific form
of managing relationships has been conceptualized as
ghosting and constitutes an insidious way of not ending a romantic relationship, generally characterised
by shorter duration and less commitment than those
relationships terminated through direct conversation
(Koessler et al., 2019). Generally, ghosting refers to
unilateral access to individual(s) prompting relationship dissolution (suddenly or gradually), commonly
enacted via one or multiple technological media (LeFebvre, 2017). A previous study (LeFebvre et al., 2019)
reported that the number of emerging adults who have
been ghosted by a romantic partner ranged between
13% and 23%. Ghosting differs from other relationship
dissolution strategies insofar as it takes place without
the partner immediately knowing what has happened,
leaving him or her to manage alone the partner’s lack
of communication (Freedman et al., 2019). The unexplained disappearing typical of ghosting and other
additional forms of silent treatment such as punitive
silence (Williams et al., 1998), facilitated by technologies, trigger in victims feelings of psychological discomfort, social pain, loneliness, and distress. However,
at present, minimal academic literature on this phenomenon exists (e.g., Freedman et al., 2019).
Gender role in cyber dating abuse
In the victim–perpetrator relationship, the role of
gender is still debated. Indeed, although some studies
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have supported gender differences in CDA perpetration (e.g., Bennett et al., 2011; Leisring & Giumetti,
2014; Zweig et al., 2013) indicating males as the main
perpetrators, other researchers recorded similar rates
between males and females (e.g., Reed et al., 2017) or
reported slight gender differences in cyber abuse (e.g.,
Borrajo et al., 2015a; Temple et al., 2016). Similarly,
researchers have not found gender differences in the
prevalence of victimization (Leisring & Giumetti,
2014; Smith et al., 2018; Wolford-Clevenger et al.,
2016). Further studies showed that a greater proportion of females were victims of CDA compared with
males (Dick et al., 2014; Reed et al., 2017; Zweig et al.,
2013), while the latter were found to be the main perpetrators (Jaen-Cortés et al., 2017). On the other hand,
some researchers have reported that men were more
victimized than women were (Bennett et al., 2011;
García-Sánchez et al., 2017), but, at the same time,
they were the main perpetrators of this type of abuse
(Leisring & Giumetti, 2014). Thus, regarding the gender role, further explorations of perpetration and victimization are required. Moreover, to date, empirical
evidence for ghosting behaviours is extremely scarce,
and Navarro et al. (2020) reported no signiﬁcant
diﬀerences in ghosting attitudes according to gender.
Personality role in cyber dating abuse
Close relationships are considered the principal context in which personality is expressed through daily
interactions (Reis et al., 2002; Robins et al., 2002).
Therefore, personality can play a pivotal role in CDA
and ghosting behaviours that requires exploration. In
a meta-analysis on personality traits and aggression,
Bettencourt and colleagues (2006) argued that neuroticism and agreeableness were involved in abusive
behaviours. Specifically, a previous study on cyber
violence in social media (Zarnoufi & Abik, 2019) evidenced an association between the perpetrators’ personality traits – investigated through the five-factor
model of personality, also referred to as the Big Five
personality dimensions (Costa & McCrae, 1992) – and
their harmful behaviours. Individuals who were high
in neuroticism tended to experience psychological
distress and negative affect more intensely. As a result, they seemed more hostile, anxious, depressed,
and impulsive, as well as more prone to irrational
behaviours in their relationships. Individuals low in
agreeableness tended to be unfriendly and irritable, to
mistrust others, to act in ways that excluded individuals they did not like, to feel a need to attack or punish, and to lack emotional expression and attachment
to others (Hines & Saudino, 2008). Regarding gender
differences in personality traits, previous studies reported that women were higher on Big Five extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism scores than men
(Weisberg et al., 2011). Specifically, the gender dif-
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ference testing by the Big Five Inventory-10 (BFI-10)
showed an increase in scores for conscientiousness,
neuroticism and openness in favour of women (Balgiu, 2018). In cyber relationships, as in offline ones,
personality traits could play a significant role in predicting violence in partners’ interactions.
Current study
The present study aimed to extend past research on
CDA deepening the role played by personality and
gender in two facets – victim and perpetrator – and
the co-occurrence with ghosting behaviours in adult
romantic relationships. The specific goals were to
(a) examine rates of CDA and gender differences;
(b) explore ghosting behaviours and their relationship
with CDA, personality, and gender; and (c) examine
personality and gender as predictors of perpetration
and victimization in CDA.

Participants and procedure
Participants
A total of 409 Italian participants, 265 women (64.8%),
aged between 18 and 53 (M = 26.40, SD = 6.06), filled
in the questionnaire.
In regards to provenance, the majority of participants (323, 79%) live in Northern Italy, 33 respondents
(8.1%) in Central Italy and 53 (13%) in Southern Italy.
Regarding qualifications, 16 participants had a junior high certificate (3.9%), 156 had a high school diploma (38.1%), 122 had a bachelor’s degree (29.8 %),
87 had a master’s degree (21.3%), and 28 had a specialization or Ph.D. (6.8%).
Concerning relationships, 112 (27.4%) participants were single, 227 (55.5%) were in a relationship,
59 (14.4%) lived with their partner, and 11 (2.7%) were
married.
Regarding the length of their last romantic relationship, 64 (15.6%) participants reported having had
a 6-month relationship, 135 (33%) were engaged in a relationship that lasted between 6 months and 2 years,
115 (28.1%) had a 2- to 5-year relationship, 73 (17.8%)
had a 5- to 10-year relationship, and 22 (5.4%) had
a relationship lasting more than 10 years.
Procedure
Participants were contacted online using an Internet survey that was developed with Google Forms,
a questionnaire-generating tool. The link to participate was disseminated through social media platforms (Facebook, WhatsApp, etc.) and emailing. The
participants were so enrolled by means of a snow-
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balling procedure. The questionnaire was drafted in
Italian, and the sample was provided with a brief of
the study. Participation in the study was voluntary
and there were no dropouts. In accordance with the
standard procedure for minimal-risk online surveys,
all participants provided their consent through survey completion. No personally identifiable data were
collected. The survey took place in 2020. This study
was conducted in agreement with the ethical norms
laid out by the Italian National Psychological Association. As standard procedure for minimal-risk online
survey, the study was approved by the Department
of Educational Science of the University of Bologna.
Measures
The Cyber Dating Abuse Questionnaire (CDAQ; Borrajo et al., 2015b) consists of 40 items (20 for each
scale) that collect information about various types
of cyber dating abuse, such as threats, identity theft,
control and humiliation. CDAQ shows two latent dimensions: Direct Aggression (DA; 11 items) refers to
aggressive behaviours conducted against the (former)
partner through electronic means; Control/Monitoring (C/M; 9 items) relates to surveillance attitudes
or invasion of privacy of the (ex) partner. Moreover,
each item is expressed in two versions for the different scales, one for the Perpetration scale (e.g.,
“I wrote a comment on the wall of a social network
to insult or humiliate my partner or former partner”)
and one for the Victimization scale (e.g., “My partner or former partner made a comment on a wall
of a social network to insult or humiliate me”). The
response set is on a 6-point Likert scale, which asks
how often the behaviours have occurred during the
last year of the romantic relationship: from 1 (never),
2 (not in the last year, but it occurred before), 3 (rarely:
1 or 2 times), 4 (sometimes: between 3 and 10 times),
5 (often: between 10 and 20 times) and 6 (always: more
than 20 times). The total score ranges from 20 to 120,
where higher values indicate a higher frequency of
dating abusive behaviours, either as a victim, or as
an aggressor. Internal consistency: DA (Perpetration
α = .66; Victimization α = .82); and C/M (Perpetration
α = .73; Victimization α = .74).
Ghosting behaviours were collected through three
ad-hoc items designed by the authors. Questions concerning ghosting explore how frequently (on a Likert scale from 1 – never to 6 – ever) some strategic
and abusive behaviours spreading through social
networks occur: stop messaging abruptly with the
partner (“How frequently, during a text-message argument with your partner, do you stop replying before the conversation can be declared over for both
of you?”); using punitive silence toward the partner
(“How frequently have you made yourself unavailable to your partner to punish him/her?”); ending

a relationship by disappearing (“How frequently have
you ended a relationship by disappearing into thin air,
i.e. making yourself unavailable through any means
of communication and/or blocking your partner’s
profiles?”); α = .56.
The Big Five Inventory (BFI-10; Italian version of
10-item scale; Guido et al., 2015) was validated by
Rammstedt and John in 2007. BFI-10 is a short version of the BFI-44 (John et al., 1991) and consists of
two items for each Big Five dimension representing
the core traits of their domain: extraversion (I see
myself as someone who… “is outgoing, sociable”;
α = .63), emotional stability (I see myself as someone
who… “gets nervous easily”; α = .72), conscientiousness (I see myself as someone who… “does a thorough
job”; α = .30), agreeableness (I see myself as someone
who… “is generally trusting”; α = .26), and openness
(I see myself as someone who… “has an active imagination”; α = .31). Answers are on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Data analytical approach
Statistical analyses were run using SPSS version 24.
First, we ran descriptive statistics – frequencies and
means – for each variable of interest. The chi-squared
test was used to compare the sentimental status and
the length of the relationships in females and males.
A set of ANOVAs were used to analyse whether there
were differences in CDA and ghosting behaviours
based on the length of the relationship. Then, gender
differences were calculated in CDA and ghosting behaviour using independent samples t-tests. In order
to describe the relationships among the dimensions
investigated, we ran Pearson’s bivariate correlations.
Finally, we conducted four multiple linear regression
analyses to examine the contribution of gender and
the BFI-10 traits to the explained variance of CDA
Direct Aggression Perpetration, Control/Monitoring
Perpetration, Direct Aggression Victimization and
Control/Monitoring Victimization. A priori power
analysis run with G*Power (Erdfelder et al., 1996) indicated that a sample size of 57 would be sufficient
to detect an effect size f2 of .35 in a linear multiple
regression with six predictors, a power of .90 and
α of .05.

Results
Prevalence of CDA and ghosting
behaviours
Regarding CDA prevalence rates, we considered all
the responses from “not in the last year, but it occurred
before” to “always or more than twenty times”. Regarding Direct Aggression, the percentage of perpe-
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tration was 67.4% (n = 276), whereas the victimization
percentage was 80.8% (n = 331). With respect to Control/Monitoring, 96.1% of the participants (n = 394)
experienced some forms of perpetration, and 90.5%
experienced some forms of victimization (n = 371).
Regarding ghosting behaviours, 239 (58.5%) participants had resorted to punitive silence against
their partner, 276 (67.4%) had stopped responding to
messages, and 76 (18.6%) had ended a relationship by
disappearing.
Sentimental status
As regards relationships (sentimental status), cohabiting and married respondents were quite well distributed among females and males, but women were found
to be more likely to be engaged in a romantic relationship than men (females = 59.2% vs. males = 48.6%), who,
instead, were more likely to be single (females = 23.4%
vs. males = 34.7%) [χ2(2, N = 409) = 6.30, p = .043].
Length of the relationship
The relationships of women were significantly more
stable than those of men [(χ2(1, N = 409) = 4.53,
p = .033; 87.2% vs. 79.2% “in a relationship longer than

6 months”]. However, concerning CDA no differences were found in short (less than 6 months) and
in longer ones (more than 6 months) in the Perpetration of Direct Aggression (Mshort = 14.48, SD = 4.36;
Mlong = 13.68, SD = 3.55; p = .109) or Control/Monitoring (Mshort = 17.42, SD = 5.23; Mlong = 17.06, SD = 5.59;
p = .627), and in Victimisation of Direct Aggression
(Mshort = 16.56, SD = 5.41; Mlong = 16.35, SD = 6.02;
p = .796) or Control/Monitoring (Mshort = 16.59,
SD = 6.47; Mlong = 16.15, SD = 5.47; p = .564). Also,
ghosting behaviours were equally common in short
relationships (less than 6 months) and in longer ones,
as concern “to stop replying before the conversation could be declared over” (Mshort= 2.33, SD = 1.27;
Mlong = 2.38, SD = 1.25; p = .776), “to make yourself unavailable to the partner to punish him/her”
(Mshort = 2.22, SD = 1.18; Mlong = 2.04, SD = 1.13;
p = .258) and “ending a relationship by disappearing”
(Mshort = 1.27, SD = 0.78; Mlong = 1.38, SD = 0.85; p = .306).
Gender differences
In terms of gender differences (see Table 1), t-tests
showed some differences in CDA perpetration between males and females, with men reporting higher
scores on Direct Aggression Perpetration and women
scoring higher on Control/Monitoring Perpetration.

Table 1
Means and ANOVA differences for gender among study variables
M (SD)

Gender
Men
(n = 144)
M (SD)

Women
(n = 265)
M (SD)

t

d

1. CDAQ DA Perpetration

13.81 (3.70)

14.65 (4.54)

13.35 (3.06)

–3.44***

–0.36

2. CDAQ DA Victimization

16.39 (5.92)

16.87 (6.37)

16.13 (5.66)

–1.21

–0.13

3. CDAQ C/M Perpetration

17.11 (5.53)

15.54 (5.41)

17.97 (5.41)

4. CDAQ C/M Victimization

16.22 (5.63)

16.83 (6.44)

15.89 (5.12)

5. Stop messaging abruptly

2.37 (1.26)

2.18 (1.18)

2.47 (1.29)

2.25*

0.23

6. Punitive silence

2.07 (1.14)

1.90 (1.05)

2.16 (1.17)

2.22*

0.23

7. Ending a relationship by
disappearing

1.36 (.84)

1.44 (.91)

1.32 (.80)

–1.43

–0.15

8. BFI-10 Extraversion

6.29 (1.82)

6.13 (1.79)

6.37 (1.83)

1.26

0.13

9. BFI-10 Emotional stability

5.70 (2.10)

6.23 (2.04)

5.42 (2.08)

–3.81***

–0.39

10. BFI-10 Conscientiousness

7.13 (1.60)

6.79 (1.65)

7.32 (1.53)

3.26**

0.34

11. BFI-10 Agreeableness

6.34 (1.76)

6.39 (1.83)

6.31 (1.72)

–0.44

–0.05

12. BFI-10 Openness

7.50 (1.80)

7.73 (1.72)

7.38 (1.83)

–1.89

–0.20

4.33***
–1.61

0.45
–0.17

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001; CDAQ – Cyber Dating Abuse Questionnaire; DA – Direct Aggression; C/M – Control/Monitoring;
BFI-10 – Big Five Inventory-10; t – independent samples t-test; d – Cohen’s d.
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Women were significantly more likely than men
were to practise ghosting behaviours in their romantic relationships through social networks, except for
disappearing, for which no significant difference between males and females was found.
Regarding Big Five personality traits, men showed
significantly higher levels of emotional stability and
lower levels of conscientiousness compared with
women.
Correlations
Pearson correlations (see Table 2) showed that in
CDA the perpetration is strongly and positively correlated with CDA victimization, both in the Direct
Aggression and in the Control/Monitoring dimensions. Moreover, Direct Aggression Perpetration
shows a moderate and positive correlation even with
Control/Monitoring Perpetration and Victimization.
Direct Aggression Victimization shows a moderate
and positive correlation with Control/Monitoring
Victimization, but only a small and positive correlation with Control/Monitoring Perpetration.
Stopping messaging abruptly is strongly and
positively correlated with punitive silence, but ending a relationship by disappearing shows only weak,
positive and significant correlations both with stopping messaging abruptly and punitive silence.
Concerning BFI-10, agreeableness shows a moderate positive correlation with emotional stability and
a small positive correlation with extraversion. Conscientiousness is moderately and positively correlated
with both extraversion and emotional stability.
Direct Aggression Perpetration was weakly and
positively correlated with all ghosting behaviours
and with BFI-10 openness, whereas it showed a weak
negative correlation with emotional stability and
agreeableness. Likewise, Direct Aggression Victimization showed a similar pattern of correlations but,
unlike Perpetration, it was not related to stopping
messaging abruptly.
Control/Monitoring Perpetration shows a positive moderate correlation with punitive silence, and
a weaker and positive correlation with stopping messaging abruptly. Control/Monitoring Victimization
shows weak and positive correlations with all ghosting behaviours. Both stopping messaging abruptly
and punitive Silence are weakly and negatively related with emotional stability and agreeableness. Stopping messaging abruptly shows a small and negative
correlation with openness. However, ending a relationship by disappearing does not show a significant
correlation with any dimension of the BFI-10.
The first multiple linear regression analysis was
conducted to examine the prediction of Direct Aggression Perpetration from gender and BFI-10 personality
traits. The model explained about 9.5% of the variance

in Direct Aggression Perpetration [F(6, 402) = 7.04,
p < .001, R2 = .10]. Gender was a significant predictor
of DA Perpetration [β = .20, t(402) = 3.93, p < .001],
with males showing a 1.51 points higher score on
DA Perpetration than females. Extraversion [β = .10,
t(402) = 2.02, p = .044], emotional stability [β = –.13,
t(402) = –2.47, p = .014] and agreeableness [β = –.16,
t(402) = –3.24, p < .001] also significantly predicted
DA Perpetration. Conscientiousness and openness
were not significant predictors of DA Perpetration
(see Table 3).
The second multiple linear regression analysis was
conducted to examine the prediction of DA Victimization from gender and BFI-10 personality traits. The
model explained about 6% of the variance in Direct
Aggression Victimization [F(6, 402) = 4.01, p = .001,
R2 = .06]. Emotional stability [β = –.12, t(402) = –2.27,
p = .024] and openness [β = .15, t(402) = 3.07, p = .002]
significantly predicted DA Victimization. Gender,
extraversion, conscientiousness and agreeableness
were not significant predictors of DA Victimization
(see Table 3).
The third multiple linear regression analysis was
conducted to examine the prediction of Control/
Monitoring Perpetration from gender and BFI-10
personality traits. The model explained about 9.6%
of the variance in C/M Perpetration [F(6, 402) = 7.13,
p < .001, R2 = .10]. Gender was a significant predictor of Direct Aggression Perpetration [β = –.17,
t(402) = –3.41, p = .001], with females showing
a 1.96 points higher score on Control/Monitoring Perpetration than males. Emotional stability [β = –.17,
t(402) = –3.19, p = .002] and agreeableness [β = –.12,
t(402) = –2.34, p = .020] also significantly predicted
C/M Perpetration. Extraversion, conscientiousness
and openness were not significant predictors of C/M
Perpetration (see Table 3).
The fourth multiple linear regression analysis
was conducted to examine the prediction of Control/
Monitoring Victimization from gender and BFI-10
personality traits. The F-test of overall significance
indicated that the model does not provide a good fit
of data [F(6, 402) = 1.77, p = .104, R2 = .03]; none of the
predictors were found to be significant at the level of
.05, two-tailed.

Discussion
The literature shows that the use of online platforms
and social networks is increasingly common in romantic relationships and can be used as a medium to
perpetrate abuse and control a partner. The main aims
of this study were to examine personality and gender
roles in CDA perpetration and victimization dimensions and to explore the relationship between CDA
and ghosting behaviours. Regarding perpetration of
abuses, on one hand, male gender, extraversion, and
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.19***

.06

7. Ending a relationship by
disappearing

8. BFI-10 Extraversion

.12*

.16**

–.12*

–.03

–.13**

.02

.14**

.17***

.09

.35***

.20***

–

2

–.05

–.16**

.00

–.23***

.05

.09

.32***

.21***

.57***

–

3

.04

–.06

–.05

–.10*

.04

.20***

.21***

.14**

–

4

–.11

–.15

–.05

–.13

.02

.11

.50***

–

5

–.03

–.18***

–.08

–.10*

.01

.24***

–

6

.05

–.04

.01

.02

.01

–

7

.03

.16**

.21***

.04

–

8

.00

.29***

.19***

–

9

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001; CDAQ – Cyber Dating Abuse Questionnaire; DA – Direct Aggression, C/M – Control/Monitoring; BFI-10 – Big Five Inventory-10.

12. BFI-10 Openness

–.18***

.25***

6. Punitive silence

11. BFI-10 Agreeableness

.17***

5. Stop messaging abruptly

–.03

.31***

4. CDAQ C/M Victimization

10. BFI-10 Conscientiousness

.31***

3. CDAQ C/M Perpetration

–.13**

.53***

2. CDAQ DA Victimization

9. BFI-10 Emotional stability

–

1. CDAQ DA Perpetration

1

Correlation analysis between variables among the total sample

Table 2

–
–.01

.05

11

.07

–

10

–

12
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Table 3
Results of the four linear regression analysis models. Each model considered separately as a dependent variable
DA Perpetration, DA Victimization, C/M Perpetration and C/M Victimization. Gender, extraversion, emotion
stability, conscientiousness, agreeableness and openness were considered as predictors in all models
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

DA Perpetration

DA Victimization

C/M Perpetration

C/M Victimization

B (SE)

β

B (SE)

β

B (SE)

β

B (SE)

β

1.51 (.38)

.20***

.90 (.63)

.07

–1.96 (.57)

–.17**

1.13 (.61)

.10

.20 (.10)

.10*

.12 (.16)

.04

.19 (.15)

.06

.20 (.16)

.07

Emotional stability

–.23 (.09)

–.13*

–.34 (.15)

–.12*

–.43 (.14)

–.17**

–.27 (.14)

–.10

Conscientiousness

.03 (.12)

.01

.00 (.19)

.00

.00 (.18)

.00

–.10 (.19)

–.03

–.34 (.11)

–.16**

–.32 (.17)

–.10

–.37 (.16)

–.12*

–.15 (.17)

–.05

.19 (.10)

.09

.49 (.16)

–.11 (.15)

–.04

.08 (.16)

.03

Gender
Extraversion

Agreeableness
Openness

.15**

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001; DA – Direct Aggression; C/M – Control/Monitoring.

low levels of emotional stability and agreeableness
were predictors of direct aggression. On the other
hand, female gender and low levels of emotional stability and agreeableness were the features explaining
cyber control/monitoring behaviours. Concerning
victimization, gender was not a significant predictor,
whereas emotional stability and openness were involved in direct aggression victimization experiences.
Gender and personality traits were not predictive of
online control/monitoring victimization. These findings support previous literature suggesting that men
and women perpetrate CDA differently: men tend
to perpetrate more direct acts of aggression (Perry
& Pauletti, 2011), whereas women exhibit more indirect behaviours, such as monitoring online conduct
(Taylor & Xia, 2018).
In cyber dating literature, involvement of personality traits in CDA is under-researched. However, in
alignment with intimate partner violence in non-virtual interactions, our findings showed that low levels of emotional stability and agreeableness played
a significant role in both cyber direct aggression and
control perpetration. Neurotic people might behave
impulsively, with mood dysregulation and unstable
feelings towards others. Previous studies have shown
that in “real life,” neurotic men were perpetrators of
intimate partner violence (Hellmuth & McNulty,
2008), and emotionally unstable women practised
psychological aggression in their romantic relationships (Rampersad, 2008). Moreover, researchers have
reported that low agreeableness has a predictive relationship with perpetration of both psychological and
physical/sexual abuse (Carton & Egan, 2017).
Furthermore, Ulloa and Hammett (2016) found that
openness, extraversion, and neuroticism emerged
as the three most important risk factors in both the
perpetration and victimization processes. In our re-

search, the findings showed that male gender, extraversion, neuroticism, and unpleasant traits predicted
cyber direct aggression perpetrating behaviours.
However, only neuroticism and openness contributed to being victimized by others’ aggressiveness.
Indeed, the curiosity and interest of open individuals,
along with emotional instability, could be dangerous
when interfacing with strangers through online platforms. The aforementioned traits were not predictors
of control victimization. Other personality characteristics could probably predict involvement in claustrophobic and controlling relationships.
Our findings regarding the gender role in perpetration of abuse through social networks and technology supported some evidence in the CDA literature
(Deans & Bhogal, 2019; Bennett et al., 2011; Chang
et al., 2011). Indeed, men tended to express more
directly their aggressiveness towards their partner
via social media, whereas women preferred to exert
power over their partner through more subtle and
silent forms of online control. Similarly to offline interpersonal abuse, online, young men might use direct violent actions as a way of controlling women’s
behaviours that are beyond their control (RodríguezDomínguez et al., 2020): persecution thus becomes
a continuation of the relationship, the loss of which
is perceived as too threatening. Women were more
likely to resort to control perpetration and some
ghosting behaviours in their romantic relationships
through social networks, such as by stopping message
exchanges unexpectedly or resorting to punitive silence towards their partner. It is notable that men and
women did not differ in their victimization by cyber
abuse. This is consistent with previous studies (e.g.,
Wolford-Clevenger et al., 2016) involving adults, but
in contrast to other research (Temple et al., 2016) with
adolescents that found more women to be victimised

volume 10(3),  247

CDA and ghosting in romantic relationships

compared with men. One hypothesis for these results
could be that during adulthood, gender stereotypes
tend to fade when it concerns online romantic relationships. In addition, it should be considered that the
online lives of adolescents exhibit age-specific characteristics (often using different platforms) compared
with those of adults (Biolcati, 2010).
With regard to ghosting, a previous study (Navarro et al., 2020) found no significant differences
according to gender or current sentimental status
(single or having a partner) among the participants.
Accordingly, men and women did not differ in ending a relationship by disappearing. However, cyber
control and “lighter” ghosting behaviours were more
practised by the female gender and were correlated
with each other. This is consistent with our findings
on more silent strategies to perpetrate abuse enacted
by women. Our results seem to reflect gender stereotypes prevalent in our society. Indeed, differences in
online and offline abusive attitudes might be a cultural and extreme reflection of men and women’s
behavioural way of expressing negative emotions
(such as anger and fear of being left) in romantic
relationships. Nonetheless, the fact that we did not
find a gender-related effect in our sample in “actual
ghosting” (ending a relationship by disappearing)
and online victimization suggests that gender differences could be flattening out in cyber romantic
relationships. Moreover, unlike face-to-face relationships, remote online communication makes it much
easier not to take responsibility for one’s actions, as
there is often a lack of feedback in the real world.
Furthermore, the very strong zero order correlation between perpetration and victimization scores
supports previous research indicating that this
type of abuse tends to have an overlapping nature.
In other words, victims of violence are more likely
to use similar strategies with perpetrators, or they
might relate to individuals who are inclined to carry
out abuse in their romantic relationships (Palmetto
et al., 2013). These results can be explained following
the social learning theory (Van Ouytsel et al., 2020),
according to which behaviours are learned through
social interactions and, in this scenario, emphasized
by the shared use of social media.
Moreover, the result of the lack of difference in
frequency of ghosting behaviours between individuals in short relationships (less than 6 months) and in
longer ones suggests that committing to the emotional relationship is not as influential. Romantic couples
could have a great acceptance of abusive behaviours
such as silent treatment, perceiving them as a sign of
love or demonstration of jealousy (Ollen et al., 2017;
Borrajo et al., 2015a) instead of as passive-aggressive
behaviours.
Nowadays, the increasing occurrence of CDA is
highlighted by the significant prevalence rates of this
phenomenon. In our sample, percentage rates were
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higher on average than in previous studies: 67.4% of
the participants were engaged in direct aggression
perpetration, while 96.1% carried out cyber control/
monitoring behaviours. Moreover, 80.8% of the participants had experienced a form of direct aggression
victimization, and 90.5% had experienced control/
monitoring abuse. The less explicit nature of abusive
controlling behaviours (e.g., constant sending of messages, surveillance of the dating partner), compared
with that of direct aggression, might underpin these
higher prevalence rates. Indeed, some youths do not
always identify CDA behaviours as being a form of
abuse. Abusive control/intimidation behaviours are
sometimes justified by youths as not being “very important” or form part of the normal interaction involved in romantic relationships. Thus, youths might
tend to trivialize abusive behaviours as “a joke” (Lucero et al., 2014). Cyber control/monitoring could be
considered a less violent form of attack for the victims, and checking on or leaving the romantic partner through digital media might feel more socially
acceptable and less like a violation of trust for the
perpetrators than offline forms of surveillance behaviours (Utz & Beukeboom, 2011). Nonetheless,
considering the detrimental effects experienced by
victims, CDA may be considered a silent but insidious phenomenon (Bennet et al., 2011; Ybarra, 2004).
Additional findings in this field could have important implications for the psychological well-being of
partners, to break the progressive cycle of CDA. Identifying personality profiles as antecedents of violent
behaviours and deepening the role played by gender
of both victims and perpetrators would assist early
screening of dating violence and improve primary
prevention programmes of affective education in virtual interactions. In fact, in our opinion, preventive
activities should be carried out both at a social/community level and at an individual level and should be
closely related to information by giving wide coverage in the media to events on the matter.
Limitations and future directions
Limitations include data collection, as the participants were self-selecting and not very homogeneous
in gender and age distribution, which biases the generalizability of the results regarding the CDA behaviours of the Italian population. Moreover, data were
self-reported and consequently vulnerable to specific
biases (e.g., social desirability).
Some limitations apply to the measures: the items
on ghosting behaviours were developed by us and
detected different aspects (e.g., online behaviours toward the partner and ways of breaking up relationships). Future studies could benefit from a validated
scale on the specific topic of ghosting. In fact, even
though questions were inspired by literature on the
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subject, the three items did not show satisfactory internal consistency. Also the internal consistency of the
BFI is weak given the fact that a scale with two items
per factor is involved (Balgiu, 2018). The weakest α
index is related to conscientiousness, agreeableness
and openness. This is consistent with other studies on
validation of the instrument (e.g. Carciofo et al., 2016).
Furthermore, the CDAQ factors refer differently
to the partner and former partner, so the two scales
could be related to partners’ behaviours at different
moments of the romantic relationship’s development.
Finally, the regression model only accounted for
10% or less of the variance in CDA dimensions. This
means that other predispositions lead to CDA perpetration and victimization (i.e., narcissism or alexithymia), which future studies should consider.
Regarding future research directions, more investigation is required to determine the role of specific
variables predicting control/monitoring victimization. Due to the large diffusion and social acceptance of dating controlling activities, future research
should also involve clinical samples of victimization
to explore predictors and detrimental effects on psychological well-being. Additionally, studies should
further explore CDA’s related variables using a longitudinal design to deepen the understanding of mutual conduct victimization and perpetration. Finally,
researchers should collect more detailed data about
ghosting behaviours and the types of relationships
that are ended by ghosting (e.g., casual meetings,
short-term relationships, committed relationships)
and learn more about these new, quieter forms of online relationship violence in romantic relationships.
Despite the above limitations, the present study
has some strengths for researchers and clinicians.
From a conceptual perspective, these data could help
in the construction of a theoretical model to better
understand cyber abuse perpetration and victimization in intimate relationships. In line with previous
research, the findings support gender differences in
CDA perpetration and the pivotal role of personality
traits such as low emotional stability, low agreeableness, and extraversion when related to males. In turn,
openness is involved in the victimization experience.
In terms of practical implications, clinicians should
consider the presence of this trait–gender combination in understanding dating abuse and tailoring interventions accordingly.
References
Abbasi, I. S. (2019). Social media and committed relationships: What factors make our romantic relationship vulnerable? Social Science Computer Review, 37,
425–434. https://doi.org/10.1177/0894439318770609
Archer, J. (2000). Sex differences in aggression between heterosexual partners: a meta-analytic re-

view. Psychological Bulletin, 126, 651–680. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.126.5.651
Baker, C. K., & Carreño, P. K. (2016). Understanding
the role of technology in adolescent dating and dating violence. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 25,
308–320. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-015-0196-5
Balgiu, B. A. (2018). The psychometric properties of
the Big Five inventory-10 (BFI-10) including correlations with subjective and psychological wellbeing. Global Journal of Psychology Research: New
Trends and Issues, 8, 61–69. https://doi.org/10.18844/
gjpr.v8i2.3434
Bennett, D. C., Guran, E. L., Ramos, M. C., & Margolin, G. (2011). College students’ electronic
victimization in friendships and dating relationships: Anticipated distress and associations with
risky behaviors. Violence and Victims, 26, 410–429.
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.26.4.410
Bettencourt, B., Talley, A., Benjamin, A. J., & Valentine, J. (2006). Personality and aggressive behavior
under provoking and neutral conditions: a metaanalytic review. Psychological Bulletin, 132, 751–777.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.5.751
Biolcati, R. (2010). La vita online degli adolescenti:
tra sperimentazione e rischio [Adolescents’ online
life between experimentation and risk]. Psicologia
Clinica dello Sviluppo, 14, 267–297.
Borrajo, E., Gámez-Guadix, M., & Calvete, E. (2015a).
Cyber dating abuse: Prevalence, context, and relationship with offline dating aggression. Psychological Reports, 116, 565–585. https://doi.org/10.2466/
21.16.PR0.116k22w4
Borrajo, E., Gámez-Guadix, M., Pereda, N., & Calvete, E. (2015b). The development and validation
of the Cyber Dating Abuse Questionnaire among
young couples. Computers in Human Behavior, 48,
358–365. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.01.063
Brown, C., & Hegarty, K. (2018). Digital dating abuse
measures: a critical review. Aggression and Violent
Behavior, 40, 44–59. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.
2018.03.003
Cambridge Dictionary (2021). Ghosting. Retrieved
from https://dictionary.cambridge.org/es/diccionario/ingles/ghosting [accessed March 4, 2021]
Carciofo, R., Yang, J., Song, N., Du, F., & Zhang, K. (2016).
Psychometric evaluation of Chinese-language
44-item and 10-item Big Five personality inventories,
including correlations with chronotype, mindfulness and mind wandering. PLoS One, 11, e0149963.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0149963
Caridade, S., Braga, T., & Borrajo, E. (2019). Cyber dating abuse (CDA): Evidence from a systematic review. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 48, 152–168.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2019.08.018
Carton, H., & Egan, V. (2017). The dark triad and intimate partner violence. Personality and Individual
Differences, 105, 84–88. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.paid.2016.09.040

volume 10(3),  249

CDA and ghosting in romantic relationships

Chang, J. C., Cluss, P. A., Burke, J. G., Hawker, L.,
Dado, D., Goldstrohm, S., & Scholle, S. H. (2011).
Partner violence screening in mental health. General Hospital Psychiatry, 33, 58–65. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.genhosppsych.2010.11.009
Costa, P. T., Jr., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). Revised NEO
Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R) and NEO Five
Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI) professional manual.
Psychological Assessment Resources.
Deans, H., & Bhogal, M. S. (2019). Perpetrating cyber dating abuse: a brief report on the role of aggression, romantic jealousy and gender. Current
Psychology, 38, 1077–1082. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12144-017-9715-4
Dick, R. N., McCauley, H. L., Jones, K. A., Tancredi, D. J., Goldstein, S., Blackburn, S., Monasterio, E.,
James, L., Silverman, J. G., & Miller, E. (2014). Cyber dating abuse among teens using school-based
health centers. Pediatrics, 134, e1560–e1567. https://
doi.org/10.1542/peds.2014-0537
Erdfelder, E., Faul, F., & Buchner, A. (1996). GPOWER:
a general power analysis program. Behavior Research Methods, Instruments, & Computers, 28, 1-11.
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03203630
Freedman, G., Powell, D. N., Le, B., & Williams, K. D.
(2019). Ghosting and destiny: Implicit theories of
relationships predict beliefs about ghosting. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 36, 905–
924. https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407517748791
Gámez-Guadix, M., Borrajo, E., & Almendros, C.
(2016). Risky online behaviors among adolescents:
Longitudinal relations among problematic Internet use, cyberbullying perpetration, and meeting
strangers online. Journal of Behavioral Addictions,
5, 100–107. https://doi.org/10.1556/2006.5.2016.013
Gámez-Guadix, M., Borrajo, E., & Calvete, E. (2018).
Abuso, control y violencia en la pareja a través de
Internet y los smartphones: Características, evaluación y prevención [Partner abuse, control and
violence through Internet and smartphones: Characteristics, evaluation and prevention]. Papeles del
Psicólogo, 39, 218–227.
García-Sánchez, V., Guevara-Martínez, C., Rojas-Solís, J., Peña-Cárdenas, F., & Cruz, G. (2017). Apego y ciber-violencia en la pareja de adolescentes
[Attachment and cyber-violence in the adolescent
couple]. International Journal of Developmental
and Educational Psychology, 2, 541–550. https://doi.
org/10.17060/ijodaep.2017.n1.v2.879
Guido, G., Peluso, A. M., Capestro, M., & Miglietta, M.
(2015). An Italian version of the 10-item Big Five
Inventory: an application to hedonic and utilitarian shopping values. Personality and Individual
Differences, 76, 135–140. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
paid.2014.11.053
Hellmuth, J. C., & McNulty, J. K. (2008). Neuroticism, marital violence, and the moderating role
of stress and behavioral skills. Journal of Personal-

250 current issues in personality psychology

ity and Social Psychology, 95, 166–180. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.166
Hines, D. A., & Saudino, K. J. (2008). Personality and
intimate partner aggression in dating relationships: The role of the Big Five. Aggressive Behavior: Official Journal of the International Society for
Research on Aggression, 34, 593–604. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ab.20277
Jaen-Cortés, C. I., Rivera-Aragón, S., Reidl-Martínez, L. M., & García-Méndez, M. (2017). Violence in
teenage Mexican couples through electronic/social
media. Acta de Investigación Psicológica, 7, 2593–
2605. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aipprr.2017.01.001
John, O. P., Donahue, E. M., & Kentle, R. L. (1991). Big
Five Inventory. Versions 4a and 5a. University of California, Institute of Personality and Social Research.
Koessler, R. B., Kohut, T., Campbell, L., Vazire, S.,
& Chopik, W. (2019). When your boo becomes
a ghost: The association between breakup strategy and breakup role in experiences of relationship
dissolution. Collabra: Psychology, 5, 29. https://doi.
org/10.1525/collabra.230
LeFebvre, L. E. (2017). Phantom lovers: Ghosting as
a relationship dissolution strategy in the technological age. In N. Punyanunt-Carter & J. S. Wrench
(Eds.), Swipe right for love: The impact of social media in modern romantic relationships (pp. 219–236).
Rowman & Littleﬁeld.
LeFebvre, L. E., Allen, M., Rasner, R. D., Garstad, S.,
Wilms, A., & Parrish, C. (2019). Ghosting in emerging adults’ romantic relationships: The digital
dissolution disappearance strategy. Imagination,
Cognition and Personality, 39, 125–150. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0276236618820519
Leisring, P. A., & Giumetti, G. W. (2014). Sticks and
stones may break my bones, but abusive text messages also hurt. Partner Abuse, 5, 323–341. https://
doi.org/10.1891/1946-6560.5.3.323
Lucero, J. L., Weisz, A. N., Smith-Darden, J., & Lucero, S. M. (2014). Exploring gender differences:
Socially interactive technology use/abuse among
dating teens. Affilia, 29, 478–491. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0886109914522627
Navarro, R., Larrañaga, E., Yubero, S., & Víllora, B.
(2020). Psychological correlates of ghosting and
breadcrumbing experiences: a preliminary study
among adults. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 17, 1116. https://doi.
org/10.3390/ijerph17031116
Ollen, E. W., Ameral, V. E., Palm Reed, K., & Hines, D. A.
(2017). Sexual minority college students’ perceptions on dating violence and sexual assault. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 64, 112–119. https://
doi.org/10.1037/cou0000180
Palmetto, N., Davidson, L. L., & Rickert, V. I. (2013).
Predictors of physical intimate partner violence
in the lives of young women: Victimization, perpetration, and bidirectional violence. Violence and

Roberta Biolcati, Virginia Pupi, Giacomo Mancini

Victims, 28, 103–121. https://doi.org/10.1891/08866708.28.1.103
Perry, D. G., & Pauletti, R. E. (2011). Gender and adolescent development. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 21, 61–74. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.15327795.2010.00715.x
Rammstedt, B., & John, O. P. (2007). Measuring personality in one minute or less: a 10-item short
version of the Big Five Inventory in English and
German. Journal of Research in Personality, 41,
203–212. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2006.02.001
Rampersad, D. N., (2008). The role of coping resources
and neuroticism in predicting female aggression
in intimate relationships [Dissertation]. Georgia
State University.
Reed, L. A., Tolman, R. M., & Ward, L. M. (2017). Gender matters: Experiences and consequences of digital dating abuse victimization in adolescent dating relationships. Journal of Adolescence, 59, 79–89.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.05.015
Reis, H. T., Capobianco, A., & Tsai, F. F. (2002). Finding
the person in personal relationships. Journal of Personality, 70, 813–850. https://doi.org/10.1111/14676494.05025
Robins, R. W., Caspi, A., & Moffitt, T. E. (2002). It’s not
just who you’re with, it’s who you are: Personality and relationship experiences across multiple
relationships. Journal of Personality, 70, 925–964.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6494.05028
Rodríguez-Domínguez, C., Pérez-Moreno, P. J., & Durán, M. (2020). Cyber dating violence: a review of
its research methodology. Anales de Psicología, 36,
200–209. https://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.370451
Smith, K., Cénat, J. M., Lapierre, A., Dion, J., Hébert, M.,
& Côté, K. (2018). Cyber dating violence: Prevalence
and correlates among high school students from
small urban areas in Quebec. Journal of Affective
Disorders, 234, 220–223. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jad.2018.02.043
Swahn, M. H., Alemdar, M., & Whitaker, D. J. (2010).
Nonreciprocal and reciprocal dating violence and
injury occurrence among urban youth. Western
Journal of Emergency Medicine, 11, 264–268.
Taylor, S., & Xia, Y. (2018). Cyber partner abuse: a systematic review. Violence and Victims, 33, 983–1011.
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.33.6.983
Temple, J. R., Choi, H. J., Elmquist, J., Hecht, M., MillerDay, M., Stuart, G. L., Brem, M., & Wolford-Clevenger, C. (2016). Psychological abuse, mental health,
and acceptance of dating violence among adolescents. Journal of Adolescent Health, 59, 197–202.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2016.03.034
Ulloa, E. C., & Hammett, J. F. (2016). The effect of
gender and perpetrator-victim role on mental
health outcomes and risk behaviors associated
with intimate partner violence. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 31, 1184–1207. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260514564163

Utz, S., & Beukeboom, C. J. (2011). The role of social
network sites in romantic relationships: Effects
on jealousy and relationship happiness. Journal of
Computer-Mediated Communication, 16, 511–527.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2011.01552.x
Valkenburg, P. M., & Peter, J. (2011). Online communication among adolescents: an integrated model
of its attraction, opportunities, and risks. Journal of Adolescent Health, 48, 121–127. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2010.08.020
Van Ouytsel, J., Ponnet, K., & Walrave, M. (2017). The
associations of adolescents’ dating violence victimization, well-being and engagement in risk behaviors. Journal of Adolescence, 55, 66–71. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2016.12.005
Van Ouytsel, J., Ponnet, K., & Walrave, M. (2020).
Cyber dating abuse: Investigating digital monitoring behaviors among adolescents from a social learning perspective. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 35, 5157–5178. https://doi.org/
10.1177%2F0886260517719538
Weisberg, Y. J., DeYoung, C. G., & Hirsh, J. B. (2011).
Gender differences in personality across the ten
aspects of the Big Five. Frontiers in Psychology, 2,
178. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00178
Williams, K. D., Shore, W. J., & Grahe, J. E. (1998).
The silent treatment: Perceptions of its behaviors
and associated feelings. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 1, 117–141. https://doi.org/
10.1177%2F1368430298012002
Wolford-Clevenger, C., Zapor, H., Brasfield, H., Febres, J., Elmquist, J., Brem, M., Shorey, R. C., & Stuart, G. L. (2016). An examination of the Partner
Cyber Abuse Questionnaire in a college student
sample. Psychology of Violence, 6, 156–162. https://
doi.org/10.1037/a0039442
Ybarra, M. L. (2004). Linkages between depressive symptomatology and Internet harassment
among young regular Internet users. CyberPsychology & Behavior, 7, 247–257. https://doi.org/
10.1089/109493104323024500
Zarnoufi, R., & Abik, M. (2020). Big Five personality traits and ensemble machine learning to detect cyber-violence in social media. In M. Serrhini,
C. Silva, & S. Aljahdali (Eds.), Innovation in information systems and technologies to support learning research (pp. 194–202). Springer.
Zweig, J. M., Dank, M., Yahner, J., & Lachman, P.
(2013). The rate of cyber dating abuse among teens
and how it relates to other forms of teen dating violence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 42, 1063–
1077. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-013-9922-8
Zweig, J. M., Lachman, P., Yahner, J., & Dank, M.
(2014). Correlates of cyber dating abuse among
teens. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 43, 1306–
1321. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-013-0047-x

volume 10(3),  251

