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Abstract 

The use of modern technology has inadvertently created newer platforms for intimate partner 

victimization to take place. The present study investigated (i) whether psychological, sexual, and 

stalking intimate partner cybervictimization (cyber IPV) types were uniquely associated with 

alcohol use, and (ii) whether there were additive effect of cyber IPV types on alcohol use, after 

controlling for histories of childhood maltreatment types, face-to-face intimate partner 

victimization among lesbian, gay, and bisexual (LGB) emerging adults. Participants were 277 

self-identifying LGB individuals in the age range of 18-29 years (M = 25.39, SD = 2.77; 16.6% 

lesbian, 25.6% gay, 43% bisexual women). Participants completed an online questionnaire 

assessing cyber IPV types, namely, psychological, sexual, and stalking, five forms of childhood 

maltreatment, face-to-face IPV types (i.e., physical, psychological, and sexual) and alcohol use. 

Findings indicated that 29.2% (n = 81) endorsed all three type of cyber IPV. Hierarchical 

regression analysis showed that only sexual cyber IPV was uniquely associated with alcohol use. 

In support of the cumulative risk hypothesis, those with exposure to three types of cyber IPV 

were more likely to have greater alcohol use compared to those with exposure to any one type of 

cyber IPV. Findings indicate that cyber IPV can lead to behavioral health challenges, such as an 

increase in alcohol use among LGB emerging adults. Findings call for interventions focusing on 

generating awareness regarding the ill-effects of cyber IPV, and for mental health professionals 

to develop treatment programs to aid in the wellbeing of the victim. 

 

Keywords. cyber, intimate partner victimization, alcohol use, sexual minority, emerging adult, 

additive effect 
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Unique and Cumulative effects of Intimate Partner Cybervictimization Types on Alcohol 

use in Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual Emerging Adults 

 As the availability of modern-day technology increases, so does its significance in 

romantic relationships, especially among same-sex couples.1-3 Notably, the use of technology in 

romantic relationships also increases the avenues for intimate partner violence, henceforth 

referred to as cyber IPV.4-5 Prior studies in adolescents suggest that cyber IPV is a risk factor of 

alcohol use;6 however, few studies examine this association in lesbian, gay, and bisexual (LGB) 

emerging adults. Doing so would inform clinical interventions tailored toward alleviating the risk 

of alcohol use among IPV survivors.  

Prior studies suggest that LGB individuals are at heightened risk for alcohol use.7-9 

Moreover, research shows emerging adults use alcohol at higher rates.10 Individuals with diverse 

sexual identities are also known to have higher rates of psychological distress as explained in 

Meyer’s minority stress theory.11 Because of higher exposure to distress, LGB individuals 

greatly benefit from research studying LGB populations specifically to understand and reduce 

minority health disparities. Furthermore, current research indicates LGB individuals are at 

heightened risk for multiple types of dating violence victimization, including cyber IPV.12-14 

Types of Cybervictimization and their Relation to Alcohol Use 

Cyber IPV is a multidimensional construct comprising three domains: psychological 

abuse, sexual abuse, and cyberstalking.15 Psychological cyber IPV considers harassing a partner 

through online means, intentionally mishandling information, or ignoring partner to hurt them. 

Second, sexual IPV refers to unwanted sharing of sexual information through technological 

means.15 Third, cyberstalking includes monitoring a partner’s activity through social media, e-

mail account, GPS, etc., as well as taking and sending information to and from a partner’s device 
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without permission.  

 Watkins and colleagues found experiencing psychological cybervictimization and 

cyberstalking significant in determining alcohol use; however, sexual cybervictimization was 

not.15 Cyber IPV, like face-to-face IPV, has its own types and consequences that could be 

harmful, making it a unique and important area of research. When using these cyber IPV types, it 

is inferred that each type of cybervictimization influences alcohol use individually and that their 

combined additive properties have an accumulating and detrimental effect, similar to studies 

focusing on the additive effects of face-to-face IPV and childhood maltreatment types.16,17 

Unique and additive models have been widely used to assess effects of exposure to 

multiple types of victimization within interpersonal relationships on a victim’s health.18,19 Most 

studies on cyber IPV investigate a single form of abuse rather than the unique effects of cyber 

IPV types.20,21 Different cyber IPV types rarely transpire in isolation, therefore researchers must 

cautiously interpret studies investigating independent effects.22 Consequently, using a unique 

effect model may provide more accurate information on specific associations between these 

forms of abuse and related health concerns without the confounding effects. For this reason, our 

first goal in this study was to examine the unique effects of each cyber IPV type while 

controlling for face-to-face IPV and the different childhood maltreatment types.  

Although the unique effects model provides valuable information, additive effect models 

address the impact multiple types of IPV have on an individual’s wellbeing. The additive model 

aligns with the cumulative risk hypothesis,23 which states that experiencing more victimization 

types results in greater adverse health concerns. Previous literature lacks studies examining the 

cumulative effect of multiple cyber IPV types. Drawing from studies on face-to-face IPV,18,24 it 

is imperative to examine this effect in cyber IPV to identify whether an increasingly detrimental 
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effect exists with each addition of a cyber IPV type on alcohol use. Given that cyber IPV predicts 

alcohol use among LGB emerging adults24,25 and that unique and additive models provide 

valuable insight on the effects of IPV types on health,14,24  the present study attempts to examine 

the unique and cumulative effects of psychological, sexual, and stalking cyber IPV, on alcohol 

use among LGB emerging adults. 

Controlling for Child Maltreatment, Face-to-Face IPV, Sexual Orientation, and 

Race/Ethnicity 

Childhood maltreatment and face-to-face IPV have been researched to a large extent, 

albeit among heterosexuals, and both are risk factors of alcohol use.27-30 Furthermore, LGB 

individuals are at heightened risk of exposure to childhood maltreatment and face-to-face IPV 

because of the minority stress risk factors (e.g., heterosexist experiences, microaggressions) that 

make LGB individuals particularly vulnerable in addition to the risk factors that affect 

heterosexuals.24,33,34 In line with the self-medication hypothesis, some survivors of interpersonal 

violence consume alcohol as a coping mechanism for overcoming emotional pain arising from a 

traumatic event.29,35-39 Because of this relation between childhood maltreatment and face-to-face 

IPV to alcohol use, it is important to control for these known risk factors in the current study.27-

30,33 

Alcohol use prevalence rates show LGB individuals are at a heightened risk for alcohol 

dependence, especially lesbian women.40,41 Furthermore, emerging adults are also especially 

vulnerable to alcohol use.42 Additionally, people of color (i.e., Native Americans, Hispanics, and 

African Americans) are disproportionately impacted by alcohol consumption.43 These areas of 

concern illustrate the need for studies focusing on LGB emerging adults and their vulnerability to 

alcohol use.  
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The Present Study 

The aim of the present study was two-fold. First, to examine the unique effect of each 

cyber IPV type, namely, psychological, sexual, and stalking on alcohol use, after controlling for 

the effects of age, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, child maltreatment types, and face-to-face 

IPV. Based on one prior study, it was hypothesized that psychological cyber IPV and 

cyberstalking would be uniquely associated with alcohol use.15 Second, to examine the 

cumulative effect of the three types of cyber IPV after controlling for the effects of age, 

race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, childhood maltreatment types, and face-to-face IPV. Based on 

the cumulative risk theory,23 it was hypothesized that increasing exposure to cyber IPV types 

(i.e., exposure to two or three types of cyber IPV) would lead to an increase in alcohol use as 

suggested by prior research studies.44 

Method 

Participants 

The study sample consisted of 277 emerging adults 18-29 years old (M = 25.39, SD = 

2.77) with 105 males, 171 females, and 1 who self-identified as intersex. Inclusion criteria were 

that participants be between the ages of 18-29 years, a United States citizen or legal resident, and 

have a current or former dating partner or spouse. The only exclusionary criterion was self-

identifying as any orientation other than LGB. At the time of the study, 240 participants were in 

an intimate relationship and 37 were not currently in an intimate relationship but had been in the 

past year. 

Procedure 

 Participant recruitment occurred from July to August 2017 via Amazon’s Mechanical 

Turk, a sourcing platform for gathering data from significantly more diverse samples than typical 
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college samples from the United States.45 Criteria for inclusion/exclusion was not mentioned in 

the consent form. After providing consent, participants were asked screener demographic 

questions regarding sexual orientation (heterosexual, lesbian, gay, bisexual, or other). 

Participants who selected “heterosexual” or “other” were not administered the rest of the survey 

and were directed to the end of the survey, thanked for their time, and informed that they did not 

qualify for the study. Participants who qualified and completed the survey were paid $3.00 for 

participating. In the full survey, ten attention check items were included, of which 80% needed to 

be answered correctly for inclusion. The Institutional Review Board at the University of the 

corresponding author approved the study procedures.  

Measures 

Childhood maltreatment. The present study utilized the short version of the Childhood 

Trauma Questionnaire (CTQ-SF)46 to measure childhood maltreatment histories across five 

domains: emotional abuse, physical abuse, sexual abuse, emotional neglect, and physical neglect. 

CTQ-SF uses a 5-point Likert-type scale (0=never true; 5=very often true) for each question in 

each of the five facets of childhood maltreatment. In the present study, the Cronbach’s alpha (α) 

for all subscales was acceptable (αs = .72 to .94). 

Face-to-face intimate partner victimization. To track face-to-face IPV, the short form 

of the Revised Conflict Tactics Scale was used on a referent time of one year.47 This scale 

measures three tactics employed during conflict in an intimate relationship: negotiation, physical 

assault, and psychological aggression. Additionally, it measures two supplemental scales: injury 

from assault and sexual coercion. The present study uses the scales of physical assault, 

psychological aggression, and sexual coercion. With respect to LGB identity, two items were 

added to the psychological aggression items in face-to-face situations (‘My partner threatened to 
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out me…’ and ‘My partner asks or tells me to act straight around certain people’).48 Frequency 

of victimization was rated on a 7-point Likert-scale ranging from 1=once in the past year to 

8=this has never happened, with the option of indicating 7=not in the past year, but it did happen 

before. In the present study, the Cronbach’s alpha (α) for all subscales was acceptable (αs = .81 

to .95). 

Cybervictimization among intimate partners. The Cyberaggression in Relationships 

Scale (CARS) was used to assess three domains: psychological abuse, sexual abuse, and 

cyberstalking.15 Studies examining the validity of the CARS suggest the psychological and 

stalking facets of cyber IPV are positively related to alcohol use.15 Frequency of victimization 

was rated on a 7-point Likert type scale ranging from 0=once in the past year to 7=this has never 

happened, with the option of 6=not in the past year, but it did happen. Specific to LGB identity, 

two items were added to psychological cyberaggression (‘My partner threatened to out me…’ 

and ‘My partner asks or tells me to act straight around certain people’).48. In the present study, 

the Cronbach’s alpha (α) for all subscales was acceptable (αs = .86 to .90). 

Alcohol use. The Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test (AUDIT) assesses drinking 

behavior and related challenges participants faced in the past six months.49 Behaviors related to 

alcohol were rated on a 5-point Likert type scale (0=never; 4=daily or almost daily) and 

summed. The AUDIT typically exhibits sensitivity higher than other self-report screening 

measures, and is consistent.50 In the present study, the Cronbach’s alpha (α) was acceptable 

(α=.78). A cut-off score of 8 or higher on the AUDIT scale indicated harmful alcohol 

consumption.49 

Statistical analysis 
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First, demographic details were calculated to examine sample size and percentages. 

Second, bivariate correlation analyses were conducted to assess the association between all study 

variables. Third, two separate hierarchical regression analyses tested the unique and cumulative 

effect of cybervictimization on alcohol use. Participants’ age, racial-ethnic status, and sexual 

orientation were simultaneously entered as covariates in Step 1. In Step 2, five forms of 

childhood maltreatment were entered as correlates of alcohol use. Next, three forms of face-to-

face victimization—psychological, physical, and sexual victimization—were entered as Step 3. 

Lastly, in Step 4 the individual forms of cyber aggression—sexual, stalking, and psychological 

cybervictimization—were entered to examine their unique effect on alcohol use. In the second 

hierarchical regression, Steps 1-3 were repeated; and Step 4 comprised exposure to any one type 

of cybervictimization as the reference group (coded as 0), and examined the effect of no 

cybervictimization, exposure to two forms of cybervictimization, and exposure to three forms of 

cybervictimization on alcohol use. This was done to examine the cumulative effects of the two-

and three types of cyber IPV on alcohol use without considering the unique effects, which were 

accounted for in the first model. 

Results 

Table 1 depicts the frequency distribution of childhood maltreatment, face-to-face, and 

cyber IPV types across LGB men and women. Of the 46 participants who reported experiencing 

two types of cyber IPV, 4 experienced sexual and psychological cyber IPV, 4 experienced sexual 

cyber abuse and cyberstalking, and 28 experienced psychological cyber abuse and cyberstalking. 

Out of all the participants, only 20.7% (n = 60) reported not having experienced any of the three 

face-to-face IPV types. Nearly 11% (n = 30) had a score indicating harmful alcohol use on the 

AUDIT (M = 2.84, SD = 3.96). Table 2 depicts the bivariate correlation between the study 
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variables. Alcohol use was significantly and positively associated with age, racial-ethnic 

minority status, and all types of interpersonal victimization types (except for childhood neglect), 

including cyber IPV types.  

Unique Effect of Cybervictimization types on alcohol use (Hypothesis 1) 

 The hierarchical model examining the unique effect of each cyber IPV type on alcohol 

use after controlling for demographic variables, types of childhood maltreatment, and face-to-

face IPV types, was significant. Among cyber aggression types, only sexual cyber IPV had a 

significant effect on alcohol use after controlling for covariates (Table 3). Furthermore, being a 

person of color (Step 1), facing childhood physical abuse, and physical neglect (Step 2), and 

being a survivor of face-to-face sexual assault (Step 3) significantly predicted alcohol use among 

LGB emerging adults. 

Cumulative Effect of Cyber IPV on Alcohol use (Hypothesis 2) 

 The model examining the cumulative effect of cyber IPV types on alcohol use after 

controlling for demographic variables, types of childhood maltreatment, and face-to-face IPV, 

was significant (Table 4). The hierarchical regression indicated that exposure to three types of 

cyber IPV led to higher scores on alcohol use compared to only one type of cyber IPV. 

Additionally, no significant associations were found between those with exposure of two types, 

and no cyber IPV (versus one type of cyber IPV) and alcohol use (Table 4). 

Discussion 

 Previous research shows certain cybervictimization types are associated with alcohol 

use;15 however, no studies have tested these among LGB individuals after controlling for IPV 

types that are known risk factors of alcohol use. The present study aimed to test two hypotheses. 

The first built upon previous research on the self-medication hypothesis and cyber IPV15,37 
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theorizing that experiencing psychological cybervictimization and cyberstalking would be 

associated with alcohol use; however, the present study did not find support for this hypothesis 

as findings indicate only the unique role of sexual cyber IPV in predicting the use of alcohol. The 

second hypothesis was in accordance with the cumulative risk hypothesis in that LGB emerging 

adults exposed to three cybervictimization types reported higher alcohol use compared to 

experiencing none or less than three types. 

 The finding that only sexual cyber IPV is associated with increased alcohol use is in line 

with a previous study on college-students, although the study did not control for the same 

covariates.8 This stands in contrast to prior studies that indicate that cyberbullying was not 

associated with alcohol use in LGBT youth8; prior studies on sexual diverse young adults 

indicate that in-person sexual assault experiences predict alcohol use and heavy episodic 

drinking.51,52 Furthermore, the associations between psychological cyber IPV and cyberstalking 

with alcohol use were not significant in the present study, differing from previous findings that 

found psychological cyber IPV to be significantly associated with alcohol use.15,53 In the absence 

of prior research work examining the association between cyber IPV victimization types and 

alcohol use among LGB individuals we assume that the reasons for this findings may be 

attributable to the following. First, it maybe that the severity of cyber sexual IPV—duration, 

chronicity, number of perpetrators—was greater than the other two types of cyber IPV and in the 

context of the self-hypothesis, individuals would try and ease the emotion pain caused by severe 

sexual victimization by engaging in drinking behavior. Second, those with cyber sexual IPV are 

likely to be in non-supportive environment with enhanced risk of experiences minority stressors, 

such as heterosexism, which in turn is a risk factor of severity of alcohol drinking.54 The current 

study did not examine these two aspects and future research studies should take into 
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consideration severity of cyber IPV and the synergistic and detrimental effect of victimization 

and minority stressors on alcohol use in LGB emerging adults. Additionally, replication of the 

present findings is warranted as currently there is no study examining the effect of cyber IPV 

types on alcohol use after taking into account the effect of other types of interpersonal 

victimization. By utilizing the unique effect model, future research can help compartmentalize 

individual effects that different cyber IPV types have on psychological and behavioral outcomes. 

This informs clinical practice by highlighting cyber IPV types that are specifically affecting the 

use of alcohol in LGB emerging adults. 

 Although the unique effect model shows important correlations between the different 

cyber IPV types and alcohol use, the cumulative model uncovers the accumulating and 

detrimental effect that multiple types of abuse can have on an individual’s wellbeing. The 

present findings partially align with the cumulative risk hypothesis in that those with exposure to 

three cyber IPV types reported increased alcohol use compared to those who experienced one 

type of cyber IPV; however, those endorsing 2-types of cyber IPV and non-victims had similar 

levels of alcohol use compared to 1-type of cyber IPV. Findings suggest that while a 

compounding effect of cyber IPV types on alcohol use exists, the pattern is not linear, that is, 

with an increase in cyber IPV types, a corresponding increase in alcohol use does not exist until 

the threshold of exposure to three types of cyber IPV is reached. To the best of our knowledge, 

the present study is the first to examine the additive effect of cyber IPV types on alcohol use and 

thus warrants replication. Nonetheless, these findings are in line with prior studies on 

interpersonal victimization that have documented an accumulating and negative effect of 

exposure to various types of interpersonal victimization types including, IPV among young 

adults. 18,24 
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 In addition to the hypotheses tested, there were other noteworthy findings. Nearly 80% 

LGB individuals reported having experienced one of the three face-to-face IPV types which is 

similar to the rates found in national samples on sexual minorities.3 Furthermore, the present 

study showed that being a person of color including Hispanic (Step 1), exposure to childhood 

physical abuse, physical neglect (Step 2), and being a victim of face-to-face sexual assault (Step 

3) were significant predictors of alcohol use among LGB emerging adults. These findings were 

consistent with previous literature as racial-ethnic minorities,43 people who have experienced 

childhood physical abuse and neglect,55-57 and survivors of sexual assault during adulthood31 

have shown to be risk factors of alcohol use. Further investigation is needed since there are 

mixed findings regarding the association between childhood physical neglect and alcohol 

use.17,58 Furthermore, although previous studies suggest bisexuals are especially vulnerable to 

alcohol use, the present study did not find a difference in alcohol use among different minority 

sexual orientations.41,42,59 

The present study has the following limitations. First, the cross-sectional design’s causal 

assumption of cyber IPV leading to alcohol use is assumed based on prior studies and the self-

medication hypothesis.37 Future studies should examine the association between cyber IPV and 

alcohol use in a longitudinal design. Second, the study sample was collected online and may not 

represent LGB people as a whole. Nonetheless, the anonymity provided to participants may 

increase comfort and willingness to disclose sensitive information about themselves.60-61 Third, 

the use of self-report questionnaires can cause recall bias; however, the measures used for 

childhood and adulthood victimization inquired behavior-specific questions that increases 

accuracy in reporting.62 Fourth, the present study did not examine the characteristics of cyber 

IPV (e.g., longer duration, higher frequency) associated with severe psychological problems.63 
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Nonetheless, the findings have significant implications for clinical practice and future 

research studies. The unique effect of sexual cyber IPV, and the additive effect of the three cyber 

IPV types on alcohol use, indicates the importance of examining cyber IPV as a 

multidimensional form of interpersonal violence. While the harmful effect of stalking and 

psychological cyber IPV on alcohol use did not arise, they are still wrongful acts. Interventions 

focusing on disseminating awareness of cyber IPV and related negative psychological and 

behavioral consequences should be initiated among individuals with sexually diverse identities. 

Such efforts would encourage victims to disclose exposure to cyber IPV. Clinicians should 

assess interpersonal victimization, including cyber IPV types when working with LGB clients 

and couples at risk of partner violence, as should other practitioners (e.g., police, universities). 

Additionally, focusing on cyber IPV types will facilitate creating and defining laws and policies 

to protect victims. 

 In conclusion, by highlighting that cyber IPV is associated with alcohol use above and 

beyond the effect of childhood maltreatment and face-to-face IPV in LGB adults, the present 

findings challenge the common notion that technology-mediated interpersonal violence is not 

harmful as it lacks the physical nature of violence, absence of an in-person perpetrator, and the 

ability of an individual to step away from the technology-medium via which aggression occurs 

(e.g., switching off the phone). Future studies should engage in replicating the present findings 

and consider the role of risk and protective factors (e.g., autonomy, community connectedness)63 

that alleviate exposure to interpersonal victimization, including various types of cyber IPV in 

LGB emerging adults.64
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Table 1 

Distribution of Race-ethnic Minority Status and CAN and IPV types in LGB Emerging Adults 

 

Total   

(N = 277) 

Lesbian 

(n = 46) 

Gay  

(n = 71) 

Bisexual 

women 

(n = 119) 

Bisexual 

men  

(n = 41) 

n (%) 

Race-ethnic minority 122 (44) 21 (7.6) 31 (11.2) 50 (18.1) 20 (7.2) 

Childhood Maltreatment      

Emotional abuse 141 (50.9) 18 (6.5) 31 (11.2) 77 (27.8) 15 (5.4) 

Physical abuse 104 (37.5) 7(2.5) 32 (11.6) 52 (18.8) 13 (4.7) 

Sexual abuse 119 (43.0) 15 (5.4) 27 (9.7) 61 (22.0) 16 (5.8) 

Emotional neglect 192 (69.3) 30(10.8) 48 (17.3) 86 (31.0) 28 (10.1) 

Physical neglect 158 (57.0) 22 (7.9) 42 (15.2) 70 (25.3) 24 (8.7) 

Lifetime IPV      

Psychological abuse 207 (74.7) 37 (13.4) 54 (19.5) 87 (31.4) 29 (10.5) 

Physical abuse 98 (35.4) 16 (5.8) 34 (12.3) 33 (11.9) 15 (5.4) 

Sexual assault 99 (35.7) 15 (5.4) 32 (11.6) 36 (13.0) 16 (5.8) 

Sexual cyber IPV 95 (34.3) 15 (5.4) 29 (10.5) 34 (12.3) 17 (6.1) 

Psychological cyber IPV 149 (53.8) 25 (9.0) 43 (15.5) 61 (22.0) 20 (7.2) 

Stalking cyber IPV 145 (52.3) 23 (8.3) 39 (14.1) 65 (23.5) 18 (6.5) 

One Type of Cyber IPV 54 (19.5) 11 (4.0) 9 (3.2) 33 (11.9) 1 (0.4) 

Two Types of Cyber IPV 46 (16.6) 8 (2.9) 9 (3.2) 23 (8.3) 6 (2.2) 

Three Types of Cyber IPV 81 (29.2) 12 (4.3) 28 (10.1) 27 (9.7) 14 (5.1) 
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Note. IPV = Intimate partner violence victimization. Race-ethnic minority includes people of 

color and white Hispanic individual. 
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Table 2 

Correlations for study variables 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1.Alcohol -- 

                   
2.Age -.04 -- 

                  
3.POC .15 .03 -- 

                 
4.Gay .09 -.04 -.00 -- 

                
5.Lesbian -.05 -.00 .01 -.26 -- 

               
6.Bisexual -.04 -.03 .04 -.25 -.19 -- 

              
7.CEA .22 .05 -.00 -.12 -.12 -.11 --  

            
8.CPA .41 .09 .19 .12 -.17 -.01 .60 --  

           
9.CSA .32 .16 .19 -.02 -.10 -.06 .56 .60 --  

          
10.CEN .06 -.03 .06 -.04 -.06 -.01 .45 .25 .25 --  

         
11.CPN .30 .03 .13 .07 -.09 .03 .44 .53 .45 .61 --  

        
Face-to-face IPV 

          

 

       
12.PSY .17 -.04 .10 .02 .06 -.04 .06 .12 .09 -.07 .02 -- 

 

 

      
13.PHY .21 -.08 .12 .15 -.01 .01 .16 .40 .23 .21 .36 .36 -- 

 

 

     
14.SEX .24 -.05 .08 .11 -.03 .03 .05 .27 .19 .19 .33 .31 .72 -- 
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Cyber IPV 

           

 

 

 

    
15.SEX .36 -.05 .09 .08 -.02 .06 .14 .32 .27 .12 .33 .21 .34 .35 --   

   
16.PSY .27 -.04 .09 .08 .01 -.04 .19 .27 .13 .08 .18 .26 .29 .22 .52 -- 

 

 

  
17.STLK .31 .01 .10 .03 -.02 -.07 .20 .35 .25 .12 .30 .23 .31 .30 .54 .59 -- 

 

 

 
Cumulative cyber IPV                   

18.0-types -.26 -.01 -.07 .01 -.02 .12 -.20 -.27 -.19 -.03 -.15 -.29 -.22 -.21 -- -- -- -- 

 

 

19.2-types -.07 .05 .05 -.06 .01 -.02 .01 -.01 -.13 -.10 -.12 .08 -.03 -.09 -- -- -- -.33 -- 

 
20.3-types .39 -.07 .10 .13 -.03 .05 .18 .37 .30 .20 .41 .19 .40 .40 -- -- -- -.47 -.29 -- 

М 2.84 25.39 -- -- -- -- 10.41 7.94 8.47 13.39 9.47 .75 0.35 .36 .34 .52 .54 .35 .17 .29 

SD 3.96 2.77 -- -- -- -- 5.58 4.08 5.16 5.71 4.16 .44 .48 .48 .48 .50 .50 .48 .37 .46 

Note. POC = People of color, CEA = Childhood emotional abuse, CPA = Childhood physical abuse, CSA = Childhood sexual abuse, 

CEN = Childhood emotional neglect, CPN = Childhood physical neglect, IPV = Intimate partner violence victimization. CIPV = 

Cyber intimate partner Victimization. PSY = Psychological victimization. SEX = Sexual victimization. PHY = Physical victimization. 

STLK = Stalking.  

Italicized = p < .05, Underlined = p < .01, Boldface = p < .001 
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Table 3 

Hierarchical Regression Predicting the Unique Effect of Three Types of Cyber IPV on Alcohol 

Use After Controlling for Covariates 

Variable 

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 

β t β t β t β t 

Age -.04 -.65 -.09 -1.63 -.09 -1.54 -.07 -1.36 

Race-ethnic minority .15 2.48* .06 1.00 .05 .94 .05 .71 

Gay men .07 1.10 .03 .47 .03 .54 .03 .43 

Lesbian women -.04 -.59 .02 .31 .02 .31 .01 .16 

Bisexual men -.04 -.57 -.03 -.57 -.03 -.51 -.04 -.62 

Emotional abuse 

  

-.04 -.42 -.02 -.20 -.01 -.14 

Physical abuse 

  

.30 3.64* .30 3.54* .27 3.11* 

Sexual abuse 

  

.11 1.50 .10 1.32 .08 1.13 

Emotional neglect 

  

-.14 -1.92 -.13 -1.77 -.12 -1.60 

Physical neglect 

  

.18 2.28* .17 2.06* .13 1.55 

Psychological abuse 

    

.10 1.63 .07 1.09 

Physical abuse 

    

-.13 -1.51 -.14 -1.49 

Sexual assault 

    

.16 2.00* .13 1.58 

Sexual cyber IPV 

      

.15 2.16* 

Psychological cyber IPV 

      

.05 .76 

Stalking cyber IPV 

      

.05 .64 

R² .03 

 

.21 

 

.24 

 

.27 

 
F 1.83 

 

7.20* 

 

6.22* 

 

6.01* 

 
ΔR² .03 

 

.18 

 

.02 

 

.04 
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ΔF 1.83   12.19*   2.54   4.14*   

Note. F2F = Face-to-face. IPV = Intimate partner violence victimization. 

*p < .05 
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Table 4 

Hierarchical Regression Examining the Cumulative Effect of Three Types of Cyber IPV on 

Alcohol use After Controlling for Covariates  

Variable 

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 

β t β t β t β t 

Age -.04 -.65 -.09 -1.63 -.09 -1.54 -.07 -1.23 

Race-ethnic minority .15 2.48* .06 1.00 .05 .94 .06 .99 

Gay men .07 1.10 .03 .47 .03 .54 .02 .29 

Lesbian women -.04 -.59 .02 .31 .02 .31 .01 .12 

Bisexual men -.04 -.57 -.03 -.57 -.03 -.51 -.04 -.45 

Emotional abuse 

  

-.04 -.42 -.02 -.20 -.01 -.06 

Physical abuse 

  

.30 3.64* .30 3.54* .27 3.13* 

Sexual abuse 

  

.11 1.50 .10 1.32 .07 .75 

Emotional neglect 

  

-.14 -1.92 -.13 -1.77 -.13 -1.70 

Physical neglect 

  

.18 2.28* .17 2.06* .11 1.41 

Psychological abuse 

    

.10 1.63 .07 1.20 

Physical abuse 

    

-.13 -1.51 -.15 -1.72 

Sexual assault 

    

.16 2.00* .12 1.47 

No cyber IPV 

      

-.05 -.63 

Two types of cyber IPV 

      

-.01 -.12 

Three types of cyber IPV 

      

.22 2.71* 

R² .03 

 

.21 

 

.24 

 

.28 

 
F 1.83 

 

7.20* 

 

6.22* 

 

6.23* 

 
ΔR² .03 

 

.18 

 

.02 

 

.04 
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ΔF 1.83 

 

12.19* 

 

2.54 

 

5.02* 

 
 Note. F2F = Face-to-face. IPV = Intimate partner violence victimization. 

*p < .05 
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