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ABSTRACT 
In this quantitative study, the link between intimate partner violence, childhood 

violence and academic performance was investigated. A number of measures are used 

to better analyze academic performance, such as student GPA, self-perception of 

academic ability, self-perception of academic performance and academic stress. 

Respondents were recruited during the spring of 2017, the summer of 2017 and the 

beginning of fall 2017, from both undergraduate and graduate courses resulting in a 

total of 654 volunteer participants. The study consisted of 119- survey questions 

measuring parent-to-child violence, intimate partner violence, relationship sexual 

assault, stranger/friend sexual assault, and psychological aggression. The findings 

indicated that intimate partner violence continues to remain an issue for academic 

performance in higher education. Additionally, the results of the study found that both 

intimate partner violence and stranger/friend sexual assault have a negative effect on 

academic success as measured by respondent GPA.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 
College students are fundamental to the success of growing innovation in this 

country for a number of reasons. Findings have indicated that college graduates are 

more likely to be homeowners than those who only have a high school education 

(Brady, 2017), are more likely to eventually marry and remain married (Pew Research 

Center, 2015), and are more likely to live longer and healthier lives (Buckles et al., 

2016, Trostel, 2015). Trostel (2015) reports that having a college degree has an effect 

on being a better citizen in terms of volunteering, donating to charities, participating in 

school and religious organizations and, most importantly, being a consistent voter. 

Additionally, self-selection indicates that the decision for one to invest in an education 

is not only driven by obtaining a college degree but rather about the increased lifetime 

earnings associated with having an education beyond high school, however, 

institutional constraints are other factors that ought to be considered (Venti & Wise, 

1982; Willis & Rosen, 1979). Unfortunately, Jordan, Combs & Smith (2014) have 

indicated that the prevalence of intimate partner violence and sexual assault is a 

frequent challenge that many college students encounter..  

Although there is research involving victimization among college students, 

there are few studies that research how all forms of intimate partner violence, such as 

physical and psychological aggression and sexual abuse inside and outside of the 

family at all ages, can affect self-efficacy and academic motivation. A recent study has 

indicated that one in five college students has or knows someone who has encountered 

some form of intimate partner violence while attending college (University of Kansas, 

2011). That study indicated that victimization may lead to other problems, including 

degree attainment. Additionally, the University of Kansas’s 2011 College Dating 

Violence and Abuse Poll revealed that 43 percent of dating college women reported 

that they had experienced some form of violent abuse.  
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 Unfortunately, according to Mengo (2015), sexual and physical victimization 

are also associated with a decrease in GPA for college students, which ultimately 

could affect college retention or graduation rates. 

However, there are other forms of violence that can also have significant 

effects on a student’s academic success. McGaha-Garnett (2013) states that exposure 

to violence as a child or being a child victim of violence has negative outcomes on 

student academic performance at the K-12 educational level. McGaha-Garnett (2013) 

links educational performance to the family setting by implying that the home is the 

single most impactful institution on student outcomes because it is the most influential 

force in any child’s life.  

 Kiesel et al. (2016) indicate that children who experienced some form of 

maltreatment tend to have low retention rates and impaired academic performance as 

students.  The experience of child maltreatment has also been associated with low 

achievement (Kiesel et al. (2016). Furthermore, there has been a significant amount of 

research revealing that there are in fact negative associations between children’s 

exposure to child maltreatment and their social, emotional, and behavioral adjustment 

and academic performance (Kiesel et al., 2016).   

The current study adds to the evidence in this area of inquiry by investigating 

students who recorded having experienced childhood violence and how it has affected 

their educational success as college students. Though the reporting of study result on 

intimate partner violence and childhood violence from an educational perspective as 

independent topics is on the rise, this study investigates both forms of violence 

together. The current inquiry provides a gateway to understanding research questions 

in the area of intimate partner violence. 

Additionally, this comprehensive study is not limited to considerations of 

violence by family members and intimate partners. It also examines other forms of 

victimization, such as stranger and friend sexual assault. Research has indicated that 

sexual crimes have the most long-term effects on victims (Campbell, et al., 2009; 
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Jordan, Combs & Smith, 2014).  Past literature has gone so far as to suggest that the 

long-term consequences of sexual crimes, such as rape, are more severe than any other 

form of violence (Jordan, Combs & Smith, 2014). Jordan, Combs and Smith advanced 

the literature on violence and college success by examining sexual victimization and 

academic performance among college women. They found that within the past 20 

years the prevalence of sexual victimization of women has not changed. Though it is 

evident that all college students are at risk of encountering violence, college women 

are more likely to be at risk for exposure to violence (Jordan, Combs, & Smith, 2014). 

The results of their study were compelling in that it uniquely compared high school 

and college sexual assault experiences with respect to college GPA. They found that 

more than 40 percent of college women reported having experienced some form of 

sexual assault, of these, 24 percentage points experienced the sexual assault in their 

first semester of college. The results of this study indicated that those who reported 

having experienced some form of sexual assault prior to college entered higher 

education with a lower GPA than those who reported no sexual assault experiences. 

This may be due to self-selection which holds that social circumstances influence 

educational outcomes and decisions (Venti & Wise, 1982). Additionally, those who 

reported experiencing sexual assault prior to college tended to earn lower grades 

during their first semester in college (Jordan, Combs & Smith, 2014).  The same 

results emerged for those who recorded experiencing sexual assault during their first 

semester in college: their GPA dropped after the victimization (Jordan, Combs & 

Smith, 2014). The study by Jordan, et al., states that college victimization, although it 

has always been an issue, still remains problematic for a large number of college 

students—particularly among the female population that it studied. However, the 

current study went beyond that limitation and included both male and female students, 

not just college women in particular.   

 A number of measures were taken in order to accomplish this inquiry. Social 

cognitive theory is used as the theoretical approach. This theory suggests that there are 

various factors that play into academic success and performance, including violence. I 
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examine how these factors may affect student success at the collegiate level. This 

study takes into consideration past literature that has been produced on childhood 

violence and educational performance in terms of K-12 education, and provides a new 

perspective in terms of college success. It should be noted that there are many 

influences on college success. Therefore, this study considers some of the many 

factors in academic success, such as levels of academic stress, self-perception of 

academic ability, self-perception of academic performance, and measurement of GPA.  
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CHAPTER II 

    RESEARCH QUESTIONS  

The study is guided by a number of research questions.  First, do past 

experiences, such as violence (parent-to-child), affect one’s ability to perform well in 

college? Many variables must be taken into consideration when determining whether 

child abuse affects academic performance. Academic performance itself can be 

measured both concretely and as a latent construct. Concretely, academic performance 

is measured by accounting for the student’s grade point average. Alternatively, 

academic performance can be measured more abstractly with scales that determine 

variables such as academic ability, stress levels, and self-efficacy. Taken together and 

individually, these factors can help to determine whether childhood experiences affect 

higher education success. Previous research on this topic suggests that childhood 

experiences will result in a negative effect on self-efficacy and the student’s ability to 

mediate college demands, ultimately increasing stress and negatively affecting student 

GPA.  

Secondly, does current or any intimate partner violence affect academic 

performance? Previous studies have indicated that relationship violence is prevalent 

among college students. Similar to the measurement of child abuse, a number of 

variables were taken into consideration in order to determine if intimate partner 

violence affects academic performance. Likert scales were used to measure academic 

ability, self-efficacy and stress levels among those who had experienced any form of 

intimate partner violence. I expected that respondents who recorded that they had 

experienced some form of intimate partner violence would perceive college demands 

to be “threats” rather than challenges, and that this would ultimately determine self-

efficacy and stress. It is expected that if a student has experienced intimate partner 

violence they will be faced with higher stress levels due to fear, intimidation and post-
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traumatic stress. With an increase of stress, a student may be at risk of experiencing a 

decrease of self-confidence, motivation or drive to complete a task. In addition and 

more concretely, I examined if victims of intimate partner violence would report 

having had a lower grade point average than those who recorded not experiencing any 

intimate partner violence.  

The third research question raised in this study involves a specific form 

violence. It asks if sexual assault by either a friend or a stranger affects academic 

performance and success. This research question allows consideration of the effects of 

sexual assault that occurs outside of relationships. Questions regarding both friends 

and strangers were asked to determine whether this form of victimization has an effect 

on academic performance and success. Thus, I expect that respondents who recorded 

having experienced sexual assault by a friend or stranger to have experienced higher 

levels of academic stress, which may have led to a lower perception of self-efficacy. 

Parallel to those findings, I expect that those who went through this form of violence 

to have had a lower GPA.  

Additionally, we examined if there was a gender difference in regard to 

intimate partner violence and academic success. As prior research indicates, women 

are more likely to encounter violence than men. However, evidence indicates that 

women hold higher GPAs than their male counterparts. I examine the gender 

differences in academic success for those who recorded having experienced intimate 

partner violence, childhood violence, and sexual assault.  

Finally, in addition to the research questions related to violence, the effect of 

demographic factors on academic success is controlled for. Demographic factors are 

important to address because it may come in conflict with outcomes from the other 

research questions. Past literature suggests that the socio-demographic characteristics 

of students play a tremendous part in college outcomes. For example, though older 

students are generally assumed to earn higher grades, due to an increased level of 

maturity, other factors must be taken into consideration, such as familial and financial 
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responsibilities, which has led to lower grade point averages, and even higher dropout 

rates. Furthermore, socioeconomic status contributes significantly to a student’s 

academic success. The National Center for Statistics (2006) indicated that students 

with parents who have earned less than a bachelor’s degree are more likely to drop out 

of college compared to students whose parents had a high income and at least a 

bachelor’s degree. Thus, I aim to include information about respondents’ demographic 

characteristics when analyzing my research questions.  
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CHAPTER III 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Family Definition 
 It is important to first discuss the definition of the term “family” in order to 

understand why the term “intimate partner violence” is used. The term “family” has 

evolved over time. For most of the 20th century the traditional model of a family 

consisted of a husband, a wife and two children (Altman, I. & Ginat, J., 1996). 

However, now the term family is said to be more inclusive of other household settings, 

which may consist of a single-parent household, a homosexual couple or a 

cohabitating couple with no children (Little, 2013). Currently, sociologists define the 

term “family” as “a socially recognized group (usually joined by blood, marriage, or 

adoption) that forms an emotional connection and serves as an economic unit of 

society” (Little, 2013). The term “family violence” is commonly recognized as 

violence committed by family members, specifically among spouses (Little, 2013). To 

be more inclusive of “unmarried, cohabitating, and same-sex couples” (Little, 2013) 

the term “intimate partner violence” is now used. (Birkley & Eckhardt, 2015).  This 

term can also include grandparents (elder abuse) and aunts and uncles. 

Intimate Partner Violence 
Intimate partner violence is defined as “physical, sexual, or psychological 

harm perpetrated by a current or former romantic partner” (Saltzman et al., 2002). 

However, the definition of intimate partner violence has also expanded.  

Robertson (2000) concluded that though it is a term that is commonly 

misunderstood, it can be generally identified as unwanted acts toward family members 

and intimate partners in the form of physical, sexual, verbal and even psychological 

force (Robertson, 2000). This form of violence can occur from men to women, women 
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to men, and can include children; often leading to further consequences, such as 

ongoing violence, distrust, and death (Cheers, et al., 2006). 

There has been a history of restricting the definition of intimate partner 

violence to only the threat and/or use of physical violence, excluding further forms of 

violence such as sexual, emotional, financial and psychological violence (Cheers, et 

al., 2006). Unfortunately, investigations limited to only considering one aspect of 

intimate partner violence may ultimately yield artificially lowered rates of prevalence. 

Dicola & Spaar (2016) indicate that intimate partner violence is a prevalent issue that 

occurs throughout the world on a daily basis. This form of violence involves physical, 

emotional, financial and sexual abuse within both heterosexual and same-sex 

relationships. Such violence may lead to health issues, ongoing violence, safety issues, 

and death (Dicola & Spaar, 2016). 

It is estimated that more than one in three women and more than one in four 

men have experienced some form of intimate partner violence by rape, physical 

assault, stalking, and verbal abuse (Black et al., 2011; Birkley & Eckhardt, 2015). 

Many risk factors result from intimate partner victimization and may include public 

health issues and possible future economic issues (World Health Organization, 

2013)(Birkley & Eckhardt, 2015). There research on intimate partner violence  

discusses the situations and states of mind that may lead to violence such as 

depression, conflicts, arguments  anxiety, loss of sleep, and excessive workloads 

(Dutton & Karakanta, 2013; Birkley, & Eckhardt, 2015). However, although it is 

estimated that more than one in three women report having experienced some form of 

intimate partner violence, biases and under-reporting issues remain problematic, 

yielding possible inaccurate numbers from emerging in studies (RAINN, 2018). 

According to RAINN (2018), only 310 out of every 1,000 sexual assaults are 

ultimately reported to police. Of female students, only 20% of sexual assault incidents 

are reported (RAINN, 2018). In general crime is underreported. RAINN (2018) found 

there are many reasons as to why victims choose to not report the incident. In the 

study by RAINN (2018), of intimate partner violence it was found that 20% choose 
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not to report to protect themselves and others from the offender, 13% felt as though 

the police would not do anything, and 13% indicated that it was a personal matter that 

should not be reported (RAINN, 2018). 

Another form of intimate partner violence that ought to be noted is corporal 

punishment. Corporal punishment can be referred to as “the use of physical force 

causing pain, but not wounds, as a means of discipline (Stephey, 2009). 

Corporal Punishment and its Effects 

Several decades ago corporal punishment at home was more commonly 

accepted as a form of disciplining children . However, it is still a recurring form of 

parental discipline (Strauss & Donnelly, 2001). Although some research on childhood 

violence still refers to physical punishment as “corporal punishment,”  This form of 

disciplining is as harmful to the child as any other form of violence (Smith, 2012).  

Smith (2012) indicated that physical punishment such as spanking and hitting, “can 

lead to increased aggression, antisocial behavior, physical injury and mental health 

problems for children” (Smith, 2012, pp. 60). Studies conducted from 1960-1990 

indicated that the majority of all participants in these studies claimed that corporal 

punishment was necessary and fundamental to disciplining a child (Strauss & 

Donnelly, 2001). As more research gradually emerged on the topic of corporal 

punishment, it became clear that this form of disciplining was having a detrimental 

effect on the psychological growth of children. In short, it was indicated that children 

tend to learn how to handle certain situations by the type of punishment that they 

received (Straus & Donnelly, 2001). Therefore, allowing a child to think that it is 

acceptable to attack another person when a situation appears to be out of control, could 

have adverse effects on the child’s life (Strauss & Donnelly, 2001, 101). 

According to Osofsky (2003), there is an association between exposure to 

childhood violence and intimate partner violence experiences in the future.  Using 

self-reported data, Strauss & Donnelly (2001) indicate that a parent who is more likely 

to hit their child is also more likely to be physically violent towards others, 
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specifically a spouse. A key factor in predicting the likelihood that an individual will 

be physically violent in their own relationship is their exposure to violence as a child 

(Gover, Kaukinen,  & Fox, 2008). This kind of early violence can include anything 

from witnessing one’s parents become violent with each other to being involved in a 

situation that could lead to physical altercations (Gover, et al., 2008). For example, as 

gender-roles are presented to an individual as a child are likely to be copied as an 

adult. A similar effect occurs in the case of violence, as well (Gover, et al., 2008, pp. 

1669).  

Additionally socioeconomic status contributes to the decision to use physical 

punishment as an option to discipline (Pinderhughes et al., 2000). In addition to 

socioeconomic status, beliefs about spanking and child aggression, differences are 

found between African American and white parents (Pinderhughes, 2000). According 

to Pinderhughes et al. (2000), African American parents reported using harsher 

punishment, especially among lower income parents.  

Childhood Violence and Academic Success 

 Childhood violence is a type of violence that occurs within the family 

unit in ways such as “bullying, humiliation, corporal punishment, exposure to parent-

on-parent violence, child-to-parent, or child-to-child violence” (Mertoglu & Aydin, 

2012, 167). A child’s early years are crucial to success because it is pivotal time in the 

individual’s learning process (Sylva, 1997). According to McGaha- Garnett (2013), 

exposure to violence at home and/or exposure to violent communities both reduce 

academic progress. It is indicated that between 10 to 20 percent of children in the 

United States encounter and/or are exposed to domestic violence annually (McGaha-

Garnett, 2013; Carlson, 2000). Aside from other negative outcomes due to violence 

such as lowered social competence, reduced academic performance, and post-

traumatic stress, childhood violence may also result in an increased risk of unhealthy 

relationships in the future (McGaha-Garnett, 2013). Furthermore, studies have shown 

that students who have experienced higher levels of violence are likely to be faced 

with lower abilities in academic areas such as reading and mathematics (Siverstein, et 
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al., 2006). Additionally, a study by Romano and colleagues (2014) indicated that child 

maltreatment is a significant predictor of poor educational outcomes for students 

ranging from grades K-12.  

Intimate Partner Violence among College Students 

Research has indicated that intimate partner violence during an individual’s 

college years may be more prevalent due to the increase in romantic relationships that 

occur among this age group (Gover, et al., 2008). Though the increase in violence 

pertains to both male and female college students, it is a more commonly recognized 

issue for women, in particular, to be victims of intimate partner violence during their 

college years (Gover, et al., 2008, p. 1669; Jordan, Combs & Smith, 2014). However, 

it still continues to be an under-reported issue for men, as they receive little to no 

attention on the issue, but yet experience significant conflict in areas such as verbal 

and psychological abuse (Gover et al., 2008) Previous research on intimate partner 

violence differs about the gendered nature of such clashes, most suggest that intimate 

partner violence among college students is experienced and perpetrated by both males 

and females (Sabina et al., 2017; Koch & Ramirez, 2010; Jordan, Combs & Smith, 

2014). Additionally, past literature has indicated that younger students are more likely 

to be sexually victimized than their older counterparts (Sabina et al., 2017; Jordan, 

Combs & Smith, 2014). The U.S. Department of Justice (2014) states that students are 

at a higher risk for sexual assault during the first few months of their first and/or 

second semesters in college than later on in their college careers. Jordan, Combs & 

Smith (2014) indicate that the reason that younger students are more prone to sexual 

victimization may be due to the prevalence of parties that attract younger students who 

are new to the college life experience.  

A 2003 longitudinal study found that adolescents, ages 14 through 18, are the 

most vulnerable population for dating violence (Smith,White, & Holland, 2003). 

White and Koss (1991) indicated that 32% of women had experienced or were 

experiencing dating violence from the age of 14 and throughout their college years. 

National data on sexual assault confirms this study by indicating that half of all 
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females who experience sexual assault are between the ages of 12 and 24, with the 

average age being 21, which is a prime age for traditional college students 

(Department of Justice, 2014).  

Furthermore, a longitudinal study by White and Humphrey (1997) found that 

nearly 69% of college women had experienced at least one instance of sexual assault 

between the age of 14 and the end of their fourth year in college. Jordan, Combs & 

Smith (2014) assert that this form of victimization has been an ongoing issue, and it 

continues to be a problem at four-year institutions, yet it fails to get the recognition it 

deserves. Additionally, family structure plays a pivotal role in matters involving 

sexual assault. Sutton & Simons (2014) examine the importance of familial 

relationships and sexual assault victimization among women. Their study found that 

women who have weak relationships with their parents were more likely to suffer 

from attachment anxiety and to face sexual assault (Sutton, & Simons, 2014).  

Family Structure 

A number of variables should be taken into consideration when dissecting 

intimate partner violence and why it continues to occur. Natal family structure is a 

significant contribution to the likelihood of whether there is or isn’t some form of 

intimate partner violence (Gover et al., 2008; Alexander, et. al., 1991). Children in 

single-parent households are more likely to encounter some form of family violence at 

home and later in their own relationships (Gover et al, 2008; Aberele & Littlefield, 

2001). Research has also emerged that religion can be a predictor of intimate partner 

violence (Koch, J. & Ramirez, I.L., 2010). Those who come from more religious 

homes are less likely to encounter intimate partner violence within their households 

(Grover, et al., 2008). Studies also indicate that violence is associated with family size 

(McGaha- Garnett, 2013).  

Another significant variable that was taken into account with larger families 

was socioeconomic status. Conger, et al. (2011) indicated that socioeconomic status is 

significantly related to the family processes, structure, and developmental outcomes of 



Texas Tech University, Jessica Adame, May 2018 

20 

a child. McGaha- Garnett (2013) indicates that low socioeconomic household are 

more likely to have larger households. The bigger the household, and the more 

children there are living in that household, the greater the likelihood that family 

conflict may increase, leading to violence and/or maltreatment (Jungmeen, Talbot & 

Cicchetti, 2009; McGaha-Garnett, 2013). Other issues may arise with bigger 

households. As McGaha-Garnett (2013) reconfirmed, larger households may produce 

a greater chance that a child will encounter some form of bullying from their siblings 

and/or parents, which may transfer to behaviors in the school environment in terms of 

motivation and academic ability, McGaha-Garnett  (2013) found that a student who 

experiences the risks of a large family, such as bullying, sibling violence, and 

exposure to family violence, is less likely to succeed academically and more likely to 

have a negative attitude about their education with less social support (Kennedy, 2007; 

McGaha-Garnett, 2013).  

Socioeconomic Status and Student Success 

 Research has been produced in regard to the relationship between 

socioeconomic status and student success at all levels of education (Al-Matalka, 

2014).  Mueller & Parcel (1981) stated that the concept of socioeconomic status (SES) 

was a “comprehensive, multifaceted construct, which extends beyond poverty status 

alone to describe social stratification within a given society” (pp. 89). Most 

commonly, measuring socioeconomic status includes income and parents’ education 

and occupations (Duncan & Magnuson, 2003). Parental education is an essential 

component to socioeconomic status because it contributes significantly to student 

success (Al-Matalka, 2014). A study by Al-Matalka (2014) found that parents’ 

educational level had a greater impact on parental involvement than did income alone. 

This finding indicated that parents who had a higher level of education had more 

knowledge and understanding on guiding their child(ren)’s education (Al-Matalka, 

2014).  

 Research also suggests that students who are from lower socioeconomic 

backgrounds can be less likely to have extensive educational aspirations, and they tend 
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to achieve lower educational outcomes than those students who come from a higher 

SES background (Walpole, 2003). Walpole (2013) indicates that SES plays a pivotal 

role in the definition of success for each family, ultimately transferring to student 

expectations and aspirations. While low-SES parents may be more likely to believe 

that success for their student means acquiring a full-time job after graduating high 

school, for high-SES families, completion of a degree from a four-year institution by 

their child is more in line with their definition of success (Walpole, 2013). Therefore, 

a high-SES student is more likely to strive for high levels of education regardless of 

external challenges and demands because they are geared in a different direction than 

low SES in terms of success. Additionally, they are equipped with different resources 

that make their experience as a student less stressful, ultimately allowing them to 

focus on achieving academic success (Baum & Contrada, 2011).  

 Conger & Elder (1994) proposed that family hardships, such as economic 

challenges, may lead to familial issues such as marital conflict. Marital conflict may 

deter parents from dedicating their support and time toward a student’s education 

(Grantham-McGregor et al., 2007). Furthermore, other barriers caused by a low-SES 

household may include a lack of good nutrition and access to reasonable health care, 

which also could affect a student’s success in school (Grantham-McGregor, et al., 

2007).  

 Though past research has explored low socioeconomic student outcomes from 

grades K-12, it is important to address the fact that family SES may contribute to the 

success of a college student just as much as,any violence experienced. However, this 

issue remains both a socioeconomic issue and a race and ethnicity issue due to 

structural access. First, according to the National Center for Education Statistics 

(2007), minority students are more likely to attend high-poverty schools that provide 

fewer resources than schools that are disproportionately represented by Asian-

American and whites. Secondly, according to the National Center for Education 

Statistics (2015), Latinos continue having drop-out rates that are significantly higher 

than those of any other racial group. Finally, according to the American Psychological 
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Association (2018), minority students, particularly African Americans, are more likely 

to be exposed to less-challenging curricula, have less-qualified teachers with lower 

expectations, and be placed in a school with fewer resources for success (American 

Psychological Association, 2018; Azzam, 2008). Additionally, Arum & Roksa (2011) 

argue that higher education definitely has structural access issues by indicating that 

students who have access to higher education are likely to be more privileged and 

possibly enrolled in college and enter it “somewhat aimlessly” (pp.1) but do so 

because they can afford it. 

 Moreover, according to Bandura’s triadic structural model in social cognitive 

theory, socioeconomic status has an effect on the self-efficacy of a student (Bandura, 

1986). According to Baum & Contrada (2011), stress is experienced by both high- and 

low-socioeconomic families. Low-socioeconomic families experience stress due to the 

lack of financial resources and parents’ long working hours in demanding work 

environments. However, Baum & Contrada (2011) also indicate that parents who have 

better-paying jobs and a higher socioeconomic status may have jobs that are just as 

stressful, if not moreso. High-powered jobs may have a more chronic workload, 

leading to an increase in stress levels. High self-efficacy is at risk if the stress levels 

are too extreme (Baum & Contrada, 2011; Chemers, Hu & Garcia, 2011). Hu et al. 

(2011) state that those who are faced with challenges that increase their stress levels 

are more likely to become discouragse, lose motivation, and become overwhelmed, 

and in turn, it will reflect on their self-efficacy. 

Self- Efficacy 

Bandura (1994) defines self-efficacy as, 

“people’s beliefs about their capabilities to produce designated levels of 
performance that exercise influence over events that affect their lives. Self-
efficacy beliefs determine how people feel, think, motivate themselves and 
behave” (Vol. 4, pp. 71-81).  

Lopez (2014) indicates that self-efficacy plays a significant role in a student’s 

academic confidence, affecting their academic approach and academic avoidance to 
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begin, continue, or complete a task.  Other factors include psychological adjustment, 

which pertains to how mentally resilient one is in overcoming unexpected challenges; 

social adjustment, which pertains to an individual’s sense of belonging; and 

satisfaction in college and academic achievement (Lopez, 2014a). All of these factors 

play significant roles when considering a person’s self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986). Self-

efficacy is a socially constructed attribute (Pajares & Miller, 1995), rather than a 

personality trait, although it is made up of the individual’s feelings towards 

her/himself. Research has indicated that self-efficacy derives from various 

components, such as family, relationships, beliefs, social environment, and stereotypes 

(Allred, Harrison & O’Connell, 2013). As stated above, self-efficacy is one’s personal 

judgment as to when and how to become motivated to begin and complete a goal or 

task. However, other components are essential to self-efficacy, such as one’s self-

esteem or sense of self-worth, and they are more emphasized among different social 

and ethnic groups (Staples et al., 1984).   

As mentioned previously, according to Bandura’s theory of social cognition, 

other factors play into one’s self-efficacy, such as socioeconomic status, gender, and 

race and ethnicity, this will be expanded more in Chapter IV. The American 

Psychological Association (2018) indicated that race and ethnicity are significant 

predictors for socioeconomic status. Thus, as socioeconomic status is intertwined with 

self-efficacy, the patterns of self-efficacy differ for minorities which, in turn, affects 

their academic performance.  

Self-efficacy & Latinos in Higher Education  

Self-efficacy differs based on ethnic group and social class. A past study on 

Latino college students indicated that many of their personal, cultural, institutional and 

familial circumstances had an impact on self-efficacy in their academics (Lopez, 

2013a). Circumstances differ for Latino students, as they do for African-American 

students, on a predominately white college campus (Lopez, 2013a; Bordes & 

Arredondo, 2005). For Latinas, in particular, academic success is highly influenced by 

familial support (Lopez, 2013a). However, unfortunately for Latinas, although familial 
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support plays a pivotal role in their lives, they reported experiencing higher levels of 

stress than their male counterparts (Lopez, 2013a).  Lopez (2013b) indicates that the 

higher levels of stress reported by Latinas may be due to the gender-role expectations 

that are created within the Latino familial culture, and this factor ultimately influences 

their motivation or enthusiasm for college. Latinas tend to experience negative 

feedback from areas such as poor attendance due to familial obligations and gender 

role stereotypes (Lopez, 2013b). Within the domain of gender norms for Latinos, 

Mednick and Thomas (1993) indicated that males tended to enter college more likely 

overestimating themselves, while Latinas tended to enter college with an 

underestimation of themselves in the academic setting, largely because of the “bad 

conscience” that stems from leaving their families behind in favor of a setting in 

which they feel that they do not belong. Another contributing factor to Latinas’ lack of 

self-efficacy may be due to how they are socialized to be modest, whereas Latinos 

have been socialized to be machismo and confident (Lopez, 2013). According to 

research, the institution of family is a prime factor in the appraisal of self-efficacy, 

motivation, and college stress, for Latinos in general, and Latinas in particular (Garcia, 

2001).  

Self- Efficacy & African-American College Students  

Literature on self-efficacy and African-American college students continues to 

be scarce. Past research postulates that African-American students choose not to 

succeed in school because academic success is seen as “acting white” (Fordham & 

Ogbu, 1986; Witherspoon, et al., 1997). African Americans are highly influenced on 

their drive to succeed in the school setting and overcome racial stereotypes.  Though 

self-efficacy may be thought of as a cognitive variable, for the African-American 

student community it may be impacted by the sense of belonging and the connection 

to others in the academic setting (McMahon & Furlow, 2008).  McMahon & Furlow 

(2008) found that self-efficacy for African Americans was shaped by the 

encouragement to participate and be successful in school from their own community.. 
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However, to criticize the oppositional culture hypothesis,  Ainsworth-Darnell 

& Downey (1998) divert their attention to other explanations by arguing that African 

American students have more “pro-school” attitudes than do whites (pp. 547), and 

smart African American students are in fact appreciated by their peers. However, they 

argue that material conditions in schools is what shapes students’ behavior 

(Ainsworth-Darnell & Downey, 1998), and that the environment or school could be 

fair indicators of what the students’ attitude and habits are. 

Goodenow (1992) indicates that the psychological sense of school belonging is 

defined as the extent to which a student feels as though they are welcomed, 

appreciated, recognized, valued and respected members of the school community 

(Goodenow, 1992). This sense of belonging often comes from members of the 

academic community.  According to Turner, Chandler & Heffer (2009), a sense of 

belonging plays a key component in contributing to the self-efficacy of an African-

American student. Ogbu (1988) holds that student achievement for the black 

community is a “result of the dynamic interactions that occurs between students and 

their social contexts.” (p. 46). This arguably indicates that African-American students 

and African-American males, in particular, must have a positive perception of 

themselves in order to succeed in any school setting. It is common that a school that is 

predominately white, with a low level of diversity, will have minority students who 

are not performing at the same rate as their white counterparts. This issue pertains to 

both culture and structure. According to Ainsworth & Downey (1998), the 

environment and resources any particular student has access contributes to the 

attitudes, habits and ultimate success of any student. 

Stress    

According to Zajacova, Lynch & Espenshade (2005), the term “stress” can be 

defined as “a state of psychological arousal that results when external demands tax or 

exceed a person’s adaptive abilities” (pp. 679).  Past literature has indicated that stress 

is a common factor that negatively affects academic success (Perrine, 1999; Zang and 

RiCharde, 1998). The concept of stress among college students has been studied in a 
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number of ways. It comes as no surprise that freshmen and those who are nearing the 

end of their college careers experience the most stress. For freshmen, leaving home 

and entering higher education may be a culture shock they are faced with to the new 

experience of living away from home and away from their families (Ross, Niebling & 

Heckert, 1999). Those who are nearing the end of their college career may encounter 

higher levels of stress as they try to sort out plans for their future after college (Ross, 

Niebling, & Heckert, 1999). 

However, regardless of classification, all college students encounter some level 

of stress (Ross, Niebling, & Heckert, 1999). The need to earn good grades is not the 

only reason that stress levels rise in college.  Aside from academic tensions, 

relationships with faculty, family and intimate partners, and other personal factors 

such as self-esteem can lead to an increase in stress (Zajacova et al., 2005). For 

minority students, it is common that factors such as a poor sense of belonging or 

financial circumstances are often causal factors for stress (Zajacova et al., 2005).  

Minorities and college stress 

Research on minority stress  indicates that non- white students are more likely 

to encounter stress while in college than their white counterparts (Zajacova, Lynch & 

Espenshade, 2005). In a predominately white institution, although it may appear as 

though it is welcoming to minority students, students of color may not always feel as 

welcomed as the school ostensibly want itself to be (Wei, et al., 2010). When 

compared to their white counterparts at a predominately white university, minority 

students are more likely to experience stress due to their low numbers, which can 

produce a feeling of isolation in the classroom or through a lack of minority role 

models among the faculty (Hastings & Boone, 2009). According to Collins & 

Kritsonis (2006) college students have realized that their professors “do not look like 

them” (p.1). The issue of not having a diverse faculty continues to be problematic to 

the success of the student. The reason being, students may feel as though the 

authoritative figures they are surrounded by do not share the same characteristics and 
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challenges as they do and therefore, can not relate to their circumstances and 

challenges (Collins & Kritsonis, 2006).  

According to Wei, et al. (2010), there are three distinct concepts that are 

commonly used when identifying stress.  Stressors refers to events, circumstances or 

conditions that lead an individual to have to adapt to a new lifestyle or situation 

(losing a job, family death, etc.). Another term is perceived stress: how an individual 

subjectively chooses to respond to the stressors. Finally, stress symptoms are the 

negative physical and psychological outcomes that result from the experience of 

stress. However, perceived general stress refers to the daily challenges that people 

perceive as exceeding their coping capacity (Cohen et al., 1983).  

As college itself is a stressful experience, students are likely to encounter 

stressors that challenge their capacity to cope. Minorities are likely to be faced with a 

unique set of stressors such as being stigmatized, and they often experience 

discrimination or prejudice. This is known as minority stress. Other stressors for non-

white students may come from within-group conflicts (caused by “acting white” and 

other behaviors), feeling less capable than their white counterparts, or the pressure to 

succeed from their families (Wei, et al., 2010).  Thus, apart from the general stress that 

all college students encounter while in college, minority students can be overwhelmed 

with additional stress that is related to their minority status (Wei, et al., 2010). 

Research indicates that minority stress has a negative impact on a student’s well-being 

and is related to low academic retention among African-American and Hispanic-

American students (Fry, 2004).  

Linking Self-efficacy & Academic Stress  

For those students who are faced with more demanding environments as a 

result of low socioeconomic status, family hardship, demanding relatives, an abusive 

relationship, and many other possibilities, there may be an increase in stress levels that 

ultimately affects their academic performance and self-efficacy. School possesses a 

multiplicative effect. This is because students’ lives outside of it can be 
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simultaneously as demanding and stressful as school is (Richardson, Abraham, & 

Bond, 2012). Therefore, when a student feels as though their life outside of school is 

already stressful, those external challenges can become a threat to their ability to 

persist in school and maintain their GPA (Zajacova, et al., 2005).  

Self-efficacy and stress are concepts that are so closely related that often the 

two are confused with each other. A student’s stress derives from their personal beliefs 

and self-confidence or self-efficacy. However, other externalities contribute to these 

internalities, thus causing a multiplicative effect. The self-efficacy of an individual is 

dependent on his/her environment, which produces what is known as “external 

demands” (Zajacova, et al., 2005). External demands may be considered to be 

“threats” or “challenges” to a particular goal, and those who have more self-efficacy 

tend to be better at managing external demands due to their greater levels of perceived 

self-confidence (Zaajacova, et al., 2005). An individual who has a high level of self-

efficacy is more likely to perceive external demands as a “challenge.” (Richardson, et 

al., 2012). Thus, an individual’s level of self-confidence when attempting a task can 

determine whether she/he perceives a situation as stressful or threatening, rather than a 

challenge that they are confident enough to overcome. Chemers, Hu and Garcia (2001) 

indicated that the effect of academic self-efficacy on stress was based on how much 

that individual perceives something to be a threat or challenge. Thus, when a student 

experiences exponential stress, this may lead to a reduction in self-efficacy.  

 Hackett et al. (1992) first indicated that perceived stress and academic self-

efficacy were both predictors of college GPA. Those students who had better grades 

appeared to have a higher sense of self-efficacy and lower stress levels (Hackett et al., 

1992). Though there has been little additional investigation as to how the two are 

perceived when it comes to academic success, this study examines how stress, self-

efficacy and academic ability are affected when students have encountered some form 

of past or current violence, either as an adult and/or as a child.  
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CHAPTER IV 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

Social Cognitive Theory 
 

Social cognitive theory refers to a model of emergent interactive agencies 

(Bandura, 1986). According to Bandura (1989) social cognitive theory describes 

emergent interactive agencies by stating that, “individuals are neither autonomous 

agents nor simply mechanical conveyers of animating environmental influences” 

(Bandura, 1989).  Which in short refers to the idea that causation of motivation occurs 

through actions, cognitive, environmental influences, personal factors and 

relationships (pp.1175).  Social cognitive theory stems from social learning theory. 

Social learning theory takes into account the thought process of an individual by 

theorizing that learning takes place through mimicking and observing the social 

environment (Bandura, 1986). Although it does give a legitimate explanation for 

behavior, it does not take into account nor does it explain how thoughts and feelings 

develop, therefore, Bandura modified the theory by including other social factors that 

may lead to violent behavior by indicating that we learn from our social experiences 

(Bandura, 1961).  These factors include mimicking those around us, personal goals, 

obstacles, socioeconomic status, role models and friends (Bandura, 1989, 1175-1178).  

Instead of relying on only one social factor to determine the successes or 

failures of an individual, several factors contribute to success when it comes to one’s 

ability to work well or be an effective student (Bandura, 1989). People make causal 

contributions to their own actions and find thoughtful motivation within a system of 

reciprocal causation (Bandura, 1989, 1176). The main idea behind social cognitive 

theory holds that several factors such as action, the production and use of knowledge, 

personal factors, and environmental circumstances all interact and are fundamental 

causal determinants(Bandura, 1961; Bandura, 1989).  
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Bandura (1989) states that environmental agencies are the ruling force in our 

decision-making processes. He indicates, “Self-efficacy beliefs function as an 

important set of proximal determinants of human motivation, affect, and action” 

(Bandura, 1989, 1175). According to Bandura, if an individual has a stronger 

perceived self-efficacy, the farther they will reach with goal-setting. Thus, if they have 

willingly set goals for themselves, then they are more likely to be committed to 

accomplishing these set tasks regardless of any challenges and barriers that may be 

faced.   

Furthermore, Bandura (1989) insists that it requires an individual with high 

self-efficacy to remain committed and goal oriented while dealing with any traumatic 

past experiences, such as sexual assault, especially when they may have been 

compounded by failures in judgment by those who have the greatest impact on their 

self-perception, such as parents and teachers.  

An important component in social cognitive theory is an individual’s self-

perception. If an individual perceives that they have a strong self-efficacy, then they 

are more likely to anticipate that social scenarios will play out positively than those 

who perceive themselves to have poor sense of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1989). An 

individual who is confident in him/herself and perceives that he/she has a higher sense 

of self-efficacy is more likely to imagine success in challenging scenarios, thus 

causing a positive attitude and performance. On the contrary, a person who perceives 

that he/she is not efficient is more inclined to imagine and expect failed outcomes, 

ultimately producing a more negative performance.  

Structural Model of Social Cognitive Theory 

The triadic reciprocal model of social cognitive theory is composed of three 

elements; personal, behavior, and environmental (Bussey & Bandura, 1999).  
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Figure 1: Bandura (1989) Theory of Reciprocal Causation Model 

The “personal” contribution consists of one’s own standards of judgment as 

well as self-regulation (Bussey & Bandura, 1999). Cook (2009) defines self-regulation 

as “the ability to monitor and control our own behavior, emotions, or thoughts altering 

them in accordance to the demands of the situation” (pp. 352). Often,this portion of 

the model may be referred to as the “cognitive” component. This element of the triadic 

model consist of factors that include one’s own biological events, such as their 

thinking process. Additionally, the personal component of this model consists of any 

influences or past experiences that may shape or distort the individual’s thinking 

process. This portion of the model includes attitudes, knowledge, and expectations. 

However, it is important to note that the main theoretical perspective of social 

cognitive theory argues that elements of each component of the model may be 

dependent on the elements of another portion of the model. For example, expectations, 

which fall under the cognitive or personal portion of the model, are dependent on the 

familial structure and the family socioeconomic status (Bandura, 1989). 
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 Similar to the personal contribution, “behavior” refers to the actions that are 

produced from variables such as gender and the social norms society attaches to 

gender expectations. Bandura (1989) indicates that  gender influences levels of 

motivatio and other behaviors that may be shaped by socially constructed expectations 

or discrimination. Additionally, “behavior” may also be influenced by “pressures of 

less power” based on other social constructs such as race and ethnicity (Bandura, 

1986). Within this component you will find ideas such as “black consciousness” being 

examined (DuBois, 1903). Black consciousness holds that African-Americans have a 

particular  social perspective and present themselves in a manner that reflects how the 

rest of society views them (DuBois, 1903). Other populations that may feel as though 

they automatically hold low levels of power are other minority groups such as the 

LGBTQIA community and women. The negative views society generally has of this 

community may lead them to have lower self-confidence or think less of themselves, 

ultimately reflecting on their behavior in the work place or in an academic setting. 

Additionally, this portion of the model involves the skills that an individual possesses 

that may determine or affect his/her self-efficacy (Bandura, 1989). 

“Environmental” refers to the social contexts and networks that one is 

surrounded by (Bussey & Bandura, 1999). This may include socioeconomic status, 

cultural capital, social capital, and access to resources in the community, which 

ultimately affect performance, presentation, or self-perception.  

This triadic causation model holds that none of the three elements have more 

pull than the other. Instead, the contribution of each depends on different conditions, 

such as personal situations, social circumstances, constraints and opportunities.   

Social Cognitive Theory and Self-Efficacy 

Bandura (1997) states that perceived self-efficacy is a pathway by which 

different forms of social influence affect the quality of human functioning. The more 

one has accomplished, the higher level of self-efficacy the person possess, which will 

continue to develop as they continue to overcome challenges and barriers. The same 
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applies for other challenging arenas such as sports.  A study by Chase (2001) found 

that children who had a higher sense of self-efficacy were more willing to participate 

in sports given the effort that it required as well as the losses that they may encounter. 

Additionally, social modeling is another way of developing one’s self-efficacy. 

Models transmit skills, attitudes, perspectives, knowledge and strategies that an 

individual can adopt and use to build their own self-efficacy (Bussey & Bandura, 

1999). Along with adopting strategies from those who are modeling around them, 

seeing others who appear to have similar qualities as their own influences the observer 

to believe they are also capable of succeeding as well, ultimately enhancing their self-

efficacy (Bussey & Bandura, 1999).  Along with succeeding and modeling, social 

influence is a prime factor in self-efficacy. When an individual realizes that they have 

the potential to complete a given task or accomplish a goal, their self-efficacy 

increases. Finally, when one experiences immense stress, often due to personal issues, 

environmental circumstances, and other barriers, their self-efficacy is likely to 

decrease (Bussey & Bandura, 1999).  

Bandura (1989) indicated that self-efficacy beliefs determine the level of an 

individual’s motivation to accomplish a given task or goal. The more an individual 

believes in themselves and their capabilities, the more motivated they are to persist 

toward their goal when faced with challenges and barriers. An individual who does not 

believe they are capable or has self-doubts due to other circumstances is more likely to 

stall and not progress toward her/his goal. Whereas those who believe in their own 

capabilities tend to persist regardless of any past barriers or current challenges.  

Social cognitive theory states that in order for one to achieve any goal that is 

proposed, a person must first have a positive sense of self-efficacy. Within a complex 

reality, one is continuously faced with challenges and setbacks that need to be 

overcome. In order to be able to successfully navigate these adversities one must have 

a resilient sense of personal self-efficacy (Bandura, 1989). One’s self-efficacy can 

easily be challenged when difficult circumstances are taken into account, such as 
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demographic barriers, past intimate partner violence, childhood experiences, and 

current environmental situations as explored below.   

Family Influence and Self-Efficacy 

The development of self-efficacy is first influenced in the earlier stages of life. 

A child becomes aware of their own capabilities by gaining self-knowledge (Bandura, 

1989). Through the process of challenging, testing and appraising their own 

capabilities, the child becomes aware of what they are and are not capable. However, 

because they are at a young age, children rely on close adults to give approval for their 

accomplishments, making the child aware of what is done correctly and what is done 

poorly based on their parents’ response to certain actions (Bandura, 1989). Bandura 

states,  

Parents who are responsive to their infants’ communicative behavior, and 
who create opportunities for efficacious actions by providing an enriched 
physical environment and permitting freedom of movement for exploration, 
have infants who are relatively accelerated in their social and cognitive 
development (Bandura, 1989, p. 1178). 

A parent’s response allows the child to reflect on their experiences of the situation, 

and they begin to gain self-knowledge of their own capabilities depending on how the 

matter was received by the parent (Bandura, 1989). This pattern of acknowledging 

their capabilities is duplicated with other family members who are the most frequently 

encountered, such as siblings, and this perception begins to grow outward toward their 

peers as a child becomes a part of larger communities.    

Social Cognitive Theory and Social Environments 

A child’s self-knowledge is first influenced by family (National Institute of 

Health, 2006). However, as she/he begins to be surrounded by peers outside of their 

family, their self-knowledge is further influenced by other social groups (Bandura, 

1989). A significant amount of social learning occurs among peers, specifically when 

a child begins to compare their own capabilities with those of the same age group. 
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According to Bandura (1989), children are constantly in search of verification and 

appraisal in order to find personal validity.  

Social Cognitive Theory and Violence 

Traumatic events can overwhelm coping and functioning capabilities. While 

many people may rebound from violent experiences, others are not as resilient 

(Benight & Bandura, 2004).  Traumatic events such as family violence, sexual assault, 

or loss in the family lead to an increase in stress, not only from the event itself, but 

also through the adaptive strains that are left in the wake of the experience (Benight & 

Bandura, 2004)(Reeve, 2014). Having to deal with recovering one’s emotional 

equilibrium, social services, legalities, and loss of resources causes an increase in 

stress, and it requires a resilient sense of self-efficacy in order to overcome these 

experiences and move forward (Reeve, 2014). Unlike traumas that involve natural 

disasters, which may often be a one-time event, interpersonal traumatization such as 

intimate partner violence and sexual assault may often pose ongoing threats (Benight 

& Bandura, 2004). In order for the self-efficacy of victims to increase, they have to 

master skills that gradually and internally defeat the trauma they have experienced, 

such as accomplishing tasks (Reeve, 2014). As the victim begins to gain a strong sense 

of self-efficacy, they are more likely to be able to dismiss thoughts of the experience 

and persevere (Crocker & Wolfe, 2001). As efficacy increases, the victim is liberated 

of the anxiety and stress that the violent experience caused (Benight & Bandura, 

2004). However, if the victim is unable to rid herself/himself of the traumatic 

violence, efficacy and motivation are reduced (Benight & Bandura, 2004). 

The Current Study  

 This study examines its findings through the framework of Social Cognitive 

Theory. I investigate whether intimate partner violence and stranger and/or friend 

sexual assault have an effect on higher education success. The structural model of 

social cognitive theory is used to guide this study. Bandura (1989) indicates that social 

cognitive theory is composed of three elements; personal/cognitive, environmental, 
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and behavior. In references to my study, the dependent variables; GPA, self-

perception of academic ability, self-perception of academic performance and academic 

stress, will fit in the personal/cognitive. Intimate partner violence , gender, 

ethnicitywill fit into the behavior element and the other demographics such as 

socioeconomic status and family structure will fit into environment. This will be 

discussed in more detail in the methods section. Concretely, academic success can be 

measured by accounting for the respondent’s GPA. However, other forms of success 

must also be taken into consideration. Therefore, four scales were created to measure 

the more abstract forms of educational success; self-perception of academic ability, 

self-perception of academic performance, and academic stress. As mentioned 

throughout the literature and in Social Cognitive Theory, self-efficacy and stress are 

two concepts that reflect each other. This study will measure for stress, along with 

other academic abilities and pressures in order to examine whether or not self-efficacy 

is affected after measuring for violence. However, a number of other scales are 

included in order to get a more solid scope on how social cognitive theory can be 

applied when it comes to intimate partner violence and academic success. For 

example, I measured for student demographics. According to social cognitive theory, 

one element of the structural model of Social Cognitive Theory is the behaviors that 

are associated with one’s gender. Meeker & Weitzel- O’Neill (1977) indicated that in 

many cases, women and men are equal in task orientation. However, it is when social 

circumstances change that their task-orientation changes accordingly (Meeker & 

Weitzel- O’Neill, 1977). In addition, one of the most important components of student 

demographics is socio-economic status (SES). Questions regarding parental education 

and incomes were asked. Walpole (2013) indicated that higher-SES students are more 

likely to succeed in college, because they encounter different role models and are 

encouraged to reach further in their goals. This coincides with the structural model of 

social cognitive theory in the sense that an important element is environment. An 

individual’s environment plays a pivotal role in what kind of opportunities they are 

presented with and who they consider to be role models. Additionally, in terms of 
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intimate partner violence, according to social cognitive theory, when exposed to 

violence, aspects of how they view themselves will be affected while controlling for 

other variables such as socioeconomic status, gender, age, and ethnicity.   
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CHAPTER V 

METHODS 
Hypotheses 

Based on the review of literature and theoretical perspective, the following hypotheses 

are presented:  

H1: Intimate partner violence will negatively affect GPA.  

H2: Stranger/friend sexual assault will negatively affect GPA.  

H3: Parent to child violence negatively affects GPA.  

H4: Intimate partner violence will negatively affect self-perception of academic 

ability.  

H5: Stranger/friend sexual assault will negatively affect self-perception of academic 

ability. 

H6:  Parent to child violence will negatively affect self-perception of academic ability. 

H7: Intimate partner violence will negatively affect self-perception of academic 

performance.  

H8: Stranger/friend sexual assault will negatively affect self-perception of academic 

performance.  

H9: Parent to child violence will negatively affect self-perception on academic 

performance. 

H10: Intimate partner violence will negatively affect academic stress. 

H11: Stranger/ friend sexual assault will negatively affect academic stress.  

H12: Parent to child violence will negatively affect academic stress.  
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Procedure/ Data collection 

 Permission to collect data was received from the TTU Institutional Review 

Board (IRB). Students were recruited from the following undergraduate courses: 

Introduction to Sociology, Drugs & Alcohol, Contemporary Theory, Introduction to 

Anthropology, Statistics, Methods, and Family studies. Additionally, graduate 

students were recruited from the following course: Military Veterans and their 

Families. Students were given the option to participate in the study, and their answers 

were recorded anonymously. Students who opted to participate were offered extra 

credit or the option of an alternative assignment if they wished to not participate in the 

study. See Figure A for participation ratios.  

A 119-question survey was administered with questions involving childhood 

experiences with the respondent’s mother and father and current experiences with 

strangers, friends and intimate partners. Data were collected from a diverse set of 

departments including: Sociology, Anthropology, Social Work,  Psychology and 

Education. Questionnaires were administered in classes with permission from the 

instructor. Students were given information about the study, its purpose and were 

informed in advance that the questionnaire included a variety of sensitive questions 

about relationships. Students were informed that no identifiable information would be 

requested. All respondents were assured of anonymity and confidentiality. 

Missing Data 

The total number of observations was 654. The study involved deviant 

behavior, which is something that not everyone has experienced or has been a part of, 

therefore, when the question was left blank, the respondent was dropped from that 

regression, decreasing the number of observations. The number of observation differs 

for each regression because only participants who experienced that type of behavior 

were included in the analysis. For example, if you look at table 1, 654 respondents 

answered the question about gender, however, only 605 respondents answered the 
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question on ethnicity or did not answer Caucasian, Hispanic or African American, 

which automatically removed 49 cases. 

Participants 

 A total of 654 students participated. The majority of the participants were 

female (55%), and their average age was 20 years old., thus, the largest group of 

participants were college freshman., This may be due to the fact that the survey was 

administered in large introductory-level courses. According to the survey results, the 

majority of participants identified as white (58%). In order for there to be sufficient 

regressions, each category must have at least 20% participants. Although the literature 

on minorities indicates that African American and Hispanic students have different 

education outcomes, due to the fact that there were only 59 black respondents and 167 

Hispanic respondents, the two ethnicity were combined to represent non-white 

respondents, I was measuring a dominant culture (white) to a non dominant culture 

(Hispanic/ African American). Additionally, the largest category for the average 

annual family income was $60,000-$100,000. The majority of the participants 

identified as being single (58%) with the next-largest group of students identified as 

dating but not living with their partner (32%). Additionally, the survey results 

indicated that of the respondent’s’ mothers, the largest group had a bachelor’s degree 

(31%), and the next most common level of education was a technical degree (26%). 

For respondents’ fathers, the plurality of respondents indicated that their father had a 

bachelor’s degree (30%), and the next most-common level of education was a 

technical degree (22%).  
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Table 1: Demographic Characteristics 

Variable    Demographics (N)  Percent    
Gender   Male              297   45.41 
  Female              357  54.59 
Age                     Mean  (20)       
Ethnicity White                379  62.64 
  Non-white              226  37.36 
Income (Mean)      60,001 to 100,000 
Year in college  
  Freshman             258  39.21 
  Sophomore             128  19.45 
  Junior              150  22.8 
  Senior              111  16.87 
  Graduate               11  1.67 
Relationship  
  Single              376  57.49 
  Dating but not living w partner    207  31.65 
  Living with partner               49  7.49 
  Married                22  3.36 
Parent Education   
  Mother              649  31% had a bachelor’s degree 
  Father              649  30% had a bachelor’s degree 
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Data Analysis/ Measures 

Data were analyzed using both SPSS and STATA. First, demographic 

frequencies were run for the demographic variable. Next, I computed scales intended 

to measure intimate partner violence, parent-to-child violence, stranger/friend sexual 

assault, self-perception of academic ability, self-perception of academic performance, 

and academic stress. After computing the scales, Cronbach’s alpha test were run to 

determine the reliability of the scales. Borhnstedt & Knoke (1982) indicates that it is 

“a measure of internal reliability for multi-item summed index…a statistic that 

summarizes the reliability of an index” (p. 266-267). Institute for Digital Research and 

Education (2017) states that the acceptable Cronbach’s alpha value is .70. An alpha 

that is at a .70 or higher indicates that the items in the scale are “tightly connected” 

(Frankfort-Nachmias & Nachmias, 1992, pp. 438). 

Following the techniques on scales, T-tests were run to determine gender and 

race/ethnic differences based on dependent variables. Finally, OLS regression was 

used to test the hypotheses.  

 

Independent Variables 

 Socioeconomic Status (Range 0-9) 

 Student socioeconomic status was used measuring the following demographic 

questions.  The higher the socioeconomic status score the more social and economic 

resources the respondent has. 

5. Please estimate your family’s total household income before taxes for the previous 
year.  

(0) $0- $20,000 
(1) $20,001- $40,000 
(2) $40,001- $60,000 
(3) $60,001- $80,000 
(4) $80,001- $100,000 
(5) $100,001- $120,000 



Texas Tech University, Jessica Adame, May 2018 

43 

(6) $120,001- $140,000 
(7) $140,001- $160,000 
(8) $160,000 - $180,000 
(9) $180,001 and over 
 

1. Please fill in a number in each column for how much education your 
mother finished.      

(0) Grade school 
(1) Some high school 
(2) Graduated High School 
(3) Some college or technical school 
(4) Completed a Bachelor’s Degree (4 year) 
(5) Some post-graduate education 
(6) Completed a post-graduate degree (M.A., M.D., Ph.D., etc.) 
 

2. Please fill in a number in each column for how much education your 
father finished.      

(0) Grade school 
(1) Some high school 
(2) Graduated High school 
(3) Some college or technical school 
(4) Completed a Bachelor’s Degree (4 year) 
(5) Some post-graduate education 
(6) Completed a post-graduate degree (M.A., M.D., Ph.D., etc.) 

The scale for socioeconomic status was derived from two-thirds education and one-

third income. It is important to note that there is no standard measurement for 

socioeconomic status. 

 Social Desirability  

Research that uses self-report data needs to take into account the minimization 

of socially undesirable behavior by respondents.  This study used the Social 

Desirability scale.  This is a 6-item scale that has been adapted from the Crowe 

Marlowe social desirability scale by Reynolds (1982).  The scale measures the degree 

to which a respondent will tend to avoid admitting undesirable behavior, such as 

partner assault and other forms of crime.  The scale is intended to measure things that 

are slightly undesirable but true of everyone.  The higher the social desirability score 



Texas Tech University, Jessica Adame, May 2018 

44 

the less likely the respondent is to disclose undesirable information.  The range of the 

social desirability scale was from 0 to 24,  

The following statements are about you. Please read each statement and indicate how 
much you agree or disagree with it. 

(0) Strongly Disagree 
(1) Disagree 
(2) Not sure 
(3) Agree 
(4) Strongly Agree       

33. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget   
34. No matter who I am talking to I am always a good listener  
35. I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way   
36. I am always willing to admit it when I make a mistake   
37. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others. 
38. I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. 

Intimate Partner Violence 

Intimate partner violence was measured using the following questions 

assessing victimization by utilizing Strauss’ 1979 Conflict Tactic Scale.  

50: My partner insulted or yelled at me 

51: I had a bruise or felt pain because of a fight with my partner 
54: My partner pushed or slapped me 

56: My partner hit me  
58: My partner destroyed something belonging to me or threatened me 

59: I needed to see a doctor because of a fight with my partner 
 

Respondents could indicate one of the following responses: (0= this has never 

happened, 1= this has happened before). The questions were combined to form a scale. 

The range of the scale is from 0 to 6. The higher the intimate partner violence scale 

score, the more the respondent reported experienced violence. The Cronbach’s alpha 

for the scale is .775.  
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Parent-to-child Violence 

Childhood violence was measured on two separate scales one scale measured 

experiences as a child with the respondent’s mother, and a separate scale measured 

experiences as a child with the respondent’s father; both assessed the same questions. 

Childhood violence was measured using the following questions:  

Mother:  
39. Hit you or kicked you  
40. Grabbed and choked you 
41. Beat you up, hit you a lot 
42. Hit you with a hard object. 
43. Threw you down  
Father:  

44. Hit you or kicked you  
45. Grabbed and choked you 
46. Beat you up, hit you a lot 
47. Hit you with a hard object. 
48. Threw you down  
 

Respondents could choose one of the following responses: (0= this has never 

happened, 1= this has happened before). The questions were combined to form a scale. 

The range of the scale is from 0 to 10. The higher the parent to child scale score, the 

more the respondent reported experiencing violence. The Cronbach’s alpha for the 

scale pertaining to the respondents’ mothers is .743. The Cronbach’s alpha for the 

scale pertaining to the respondents’ fathers is .786.  

Stranger/Friend Sexual Assault 

Stranger/friend sexual assault was measured by utilizing Strauss’ 1979 Conflict Tactic 

Scale. Studies show that sexual assault by stranger occurs in 7% of assault incidents 

(RAINN, 2018), while 59% by friends or acquaintances (RAINN, 2018). For the 

purpose of this study, friend and stranger sexual victimization was measured together. 
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Stranger/friend sexual assault was measured in the following questions assessing 

victimization:  

How often did any of these happen to you when you were drunk, high, drugged, 
or passed out and unable to consent… 

67. Had vaginal sex with you?  
68. (If male) made you perform anal sex, meaning that they made you put 
their penis into your anus? 
69. Made you look at or participate in anal sex, meaning they put their penis in your 
anus? 
70. Made you perform oral sex, meaning they put their penis in our mouth or made 
you penetrate their vagina or anus with your mouth? 
71. Made you have oral sex, meaning that they put their mouth on your  (If male: 
penis) (If female: vagina) or anus? 

How often has someone used physical force or threats to physically harm you to make 
you… 

72. have vaginal sex 
73. {If male} perform anal sex  
74. receive anal sex 
75. make you perform oral sex 

      76. make you receive oral sex 
77. put their fingers or an object in your {if female:vagina} or anus? 
	  

How often have you been pressured to have vaginal, oral, or anal sex with someone by… 
78. Doing things like telling you lies, making promises about the future they knew   
were untrue, threatening to end your relationship, or threatening to spread rumors 
about you? 
79. Wearing you down by repeatedly asking for sex, or showing they were unhappy? 
80. Using their authority over you, for example, your boss or your teacher? 

 

The respondents chose one of the following responses: (0= this has never 

happened, 1= this has happened before). The questions were combined to form a scale. 

The range of the scale is from 0 to 14. The higher the stranger and/or friend sexual 

assault scale score, the more violence the respondent recorded experiencing. The 

Cronbach’s alpha of the scale is .859.  
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Dependent Variables 

Four dependent variables were assessed to better measure academic success: GPA, 

self-perception of academic ability, self-perception of academic performance, and 

student stress/self-efficacy.  

GPA 

Student grade point average (GPA) was measured by recording which 

numerical answer best represented a respondent’s current GPA.  

(0) 0.0  (5) 2.5 
(1) 0.5  (6) 3.0 

(2) 1.0  (7) 3.5 
(3) 1.5  (8) 4.0 

(4) 2.0 
 

Self-perception of Academic Ability 
 

Respondents self-perception of their academic ability was measured by 

referring to “The Student Adaptation to College Questionnaire” (Baker & Siryk, 1987) 

in the following questions in order to assess what they felt they were capable of 

overcoming or achieving academically.  

99. Do you often think of yourself as an outstanding student? 
100. Do you ever feel less capable academically than others at your grade level? 
101. Are you frequently concerned about your ability to do well in school? 
102. Are you often concerned that your school performance is not up to par? 
103. How much do you worry about whether other people will regard you as a success 
or a failure in your classes? 
104. Do you ever feel less capable academically than others at your grade level? 
105. Do you think of yourself as someone who can do quite well on exams and 
assignments in most of your classes? 
106. Are you frequently concerned about your ability to do well in school? 
107. Are you satisfied with your academic performance?   
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Respondents’ could choose one of the following responses on a scale of 0-81: 0= 

this has never happened, to 9= this happens very often). The questions were combined 

to create a scale. The higher the academic ability scale score, the respondent reported 

having a higher self-perception of academic ability. The Cronbach’s alpha of the scale 

is .734.  

Self-perception of Academic Performance 

 
 Respondents’ self-perception of their own academic performance was 

measured by referring to “The Student Adaptation to College Questionnaire” (Baker & 

Siryk, 1987) in the following questions that pertained to academic performance: 

108. No matter what I do, I can’t seem to do well in my courses. 
109. I see myself as largely responsible for my performance throughout my college 
career. 
110. When I do poorly in a course, it is usually because I haven’t given it my best effort. 
111. I expect to do well in my classes. 
112. I am certain I can master the skills being taught in this class.  

 

Respondents could choose one of the following responses: (0= Strongly Disagree, 

1= Disagree, 2= Agree, 3= Strongly agree).  The questions were combined to form a 

scale. The range of the scale was 0 to 15. The higher the academic performance scale 

score, the respondent reported having a higher self-perception of academic 

performance. The Cronbach’s alpha of the scale is .860.  

Student Academic Stress 

Respondents’ level of academic stress was measured with the following 

questions:  

113. How stressful is it to study? 
114. How stressful is it to do well on exams? 
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115. How stressful is it to get papers done on time? 
116. How stressful is it to have more than one test in the same week? 
117. How stressful is it to get along with family members? 
118. How stressful is it to get the grades you want? 
119. How stressful is it to talk to your professors? 

 
 Respondents chose one of the following responses on a scale of 0-63: (0=Not at all 

stressful, to 9= Extremely stressful). The Cronbach’s alpha of the scale is .856.  
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CHAPTER VI 

RESULTS 
 
 I began by analyzing bivariate relationships using STATA to assess gender and 

ethnicity differences.  

 
 
Table 2: ANOVA GPA by Gender & Ethnicity 
Gender 
          Mean   Std. Dev.  Frequency Significance  
Male        6.1535836  1.611271      293 
Female       6.6348315            1.3071074      356 
Total        6.4175655  1.4708273      649       Prob > F 0.0000*** 
 

Ethnicity 
          Mean   Std. Dev.  Frequency Significance  
White        6.6994681  1.2785824      376 
Non-white       5.9464286  1.6932432      224 
Total        6.418333  1.4912087      600     Prob > F 0.0000*** 
 

Range of GPA (0=0.0, 1=0.5, 2=1.0, 3=1.5, 4=2.0, 5=2.5, 6=3.0, 7=3.5, 8=4.0) 
 

A t-test was run to analyze differences in GPA by gender. The main effect of 

gender in college GPA was significant (prob>= 0.000). These findings indicated that 

the average GPA of female respondents was between 3.0-3.5 (6.634), while male 

respondents had an average GPA of 3.0 (6.1). 

The main effect on GPA by ethnicity was found to be significant. Whites were 

represented by 0 and non-whites (Hispanic, African-American, Asian, other) were 

represented by 1.  As stated previously, o better analyze the results, the variable of 

ethnicity was dichotomized to represent 0= Whites and 1= Non-whites. White students 

reported having higher GPA averages than non-white respondents. According to these 

findings, white respondents had a higher GPA than non-white students. The findings 

indicate that the average GPA for white students was between 3.0 and 3.5, while the 

average GPA for non-white students was between 2.5 and 3.0. This finding is 
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consistent with other research data on academic success and ethnicity (c.f. Fletcher & 

Tienda, 2010) 

 
Table 3: ANOVA Academic Ability by Gender & Ethnicity 
 
Gender 
          Mean   Std. Dev.  Frequency Significance 
Male        39.886986  13.791186      292 
Female       46.911681  13.203924      351 
Total        43.721617  13.910773      643  Prob> F 0.000*** 

 
Ethnicity 
          Mean   Std. Dev.  Frequency Significance 
White        43.235294  13.940249      374 
Non-white       44.5  14.208011      220 
Total        43.703704  14.041366      594      Prob> F 0.2895 
Range of Academic Ability scale score (0-81) 

A t-test was run to analyze differences in self-perception of academic ability 

by gender. The findings indicated that women had a slightly higher sense of their own 

academic ability than males. This finding is consistent with previous research on 

gender and academic success (Marcenaro-Gutierrez, Lopez-Agulo, Ropero-Garcia, 

2018). The scale score on academic ability ranged from 0-81. The findings indicated 

that men had an average of 39.88 on the scale, while women had an average of 46.9 on 

the academic ability scale score.  
 

However, the effect of academic ability by ethnicity was not significant. 

Whites and non-whites did not differ in their sense of self-perception of their academic 

ability. The scale score on academic ability ranged from 0-81. The findings indicated 

that men had an average of 43.23 on the scale, while non-white students had an 

average of 44.5 on the scale score. The results indicate that ethnicity did not have an 

statistically effect on academic ability.  

 
 



Texas Tech University, Jessica Adame, May 2018 

52 

Table 4: ANOVA Self-Perception of Academic Performance by Gender & 
Ethnicity 
 Gender 
          Mean   Std. Dev.  Frequency Significance 
Male        12.680135  6.2963451      297 
Female       12.467606  5.9476002      355 
Total        12.564417  6.1051078      652     Prob> F 0.6583 
        
Ethnicity 
          Mean   Std. Dev.  Frequency Significance 
White        12.079156  5.585702      379 
Non-white       12.991111  6.5778247      225 
Total        12.418874  5.9854751      604  Prob> F 0.0702
  
 

The effect of self-perception of academic performance based on gender was 

not significant. The scale score on academic performance ranged from 0-45. The 

findings indicated that males had an average of 12.68 on the scale score while females 

had an average of 12.46 on the scale score. These results indicate that academic self-

perception based on gender did not have a statistically significant effect on the 

participant’s academic success.  

The main effect of self-perception of academic performance by ethnicity was 

not significant. The scale score on academic performance ranged from 0-45. The 

findings indicate that white respondents had an average of 12.07 on the scale score 

while non-white respondents had an average of 12.99. The results indicated that there 

was no difference between white and non-white respondents’ self-perception pf 

academic performance.  
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Table 5: ANOVA Self-Perception of Academic Stress by Gender and Ethnicity 
 

Gender 
          Mean   Std. Dev.  Frequency Significance  
Male        33.477816  13.416804      293 
Female       39.16  12.638804      350 
Total        36.570762  13.294035      643       Prob> F 0.000*** 
 

Ethnicity 
          Mean   Std. Dev.  Frequency Significance 
White        36.930667  13.079784      375 
 
Non-white       35.909091  13.554925      220 
Total        36.552941  13.255269      595  Prob > F 0.3646
  
 

The effect of gender on self-perception of academic stress was found to be 

significant. According to the findings, females recorded experiencing more stress than 

their male counterparts. The stress scale score ranged from 0-63. The findings indicate 

that male respondents had an average of 33.47 on the scale score while female 

respondents had an average of 39.16 on the academic stress scale score. This is 

consistent with previous findings on stress and self-efficacy on academic success 

based on gender.  These findings may result from many factors such as gender roles, 

familial responsibilities, gender discrimination in academia and peer pressure.  

The academic stress by ethnicity was not significant. The stress scale score 

ranged from 0-63.  The findings indicated that white participants had an average of 

36.9 on the scale score while non-white respondents had an average of 35.90 on the 

academic stress scale score. The findings indicated that there was not statistically 

significant difference between whites and non-white respondents when it came to self-

perception of academic success.  
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Table 6: ANOVA Intimate Partner Violence on Gender & Ethnicity 

 

Gender 
          Mean   Std. Dev.  Frequency Significance  
Male        .87030717  1.3409663      293 
Female       .92917847  1.3241951      353 
Total        .90247678  1.331116      646       Prob> F 0.5761 
 

Ethnicity 
          Mean   Std. Dev.  Frequency Significance 
White        .77005348  1.1323001      374 
Non-white       1.0892857  1.5185169      224 
Total        .88963211  1.2985727      598  Prob > F 0.0035 
 
Intimate Partner Violence based on gender was no significant. Intimate partner 

violence had a scale range of 0-6. The findings indicate that males had an average of 

.87 on the scale score and female respondents had an average of .92 on the scale score. 

This finding is not statistically significant. However, the results indicate that there is a 

difference between white and non-white respondents. White respondents had an 

average of .77 on the scale score while non-white respondents had an average of .88 

on the scale score. This finding was statistically significant (p>0.003).  

 
Table 7: ANOVA Stranger/Friend Sexual Assault on Gender & Ethnicity 

 

Gender 
          Mean   Std. Dev.  Frequency Significance  
Male        .5862069  1.9794313      290 
Female       .95384615  1.7323249      325 
Total        .7804878  1.8605128      615       Prob> F 0.0143 
 

Ethnicity 
          Mean   Std. Dev.  Frequency Significance 
White        .70277778  1.5843922      360 
Non-white       .87142857  2.2409078      210 
Total        .76491228  1.8533674      570  Prob > F 0.2951 
 
Stranger/Friend Sexual Assault based on gender was significant (p> 0.0143). 

Stranger/friend sexual assault had a scale range of 0-10. The findings indicate that 
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males had an average of .587. This indicates that female respondents may be 

experiencing more friend/sexual assault than male respondents. However, the results 

indicate that there is a no difference between white and non-white respondents when it 

comes to stranger/friend sexual assault. White respondents had an average of .70 on 

the scale score while non-white respondents had an average of .87 on the scale score. 

This finding was not statistically significant. 

 
Table 8: ANOVA Parent-to-Child Violence on Gender & Ethnicity 

 

Gender 
          Mean   Std. Dev.  Frequency Significance  
Male        1.6027397  2.3123141      292 
Female       1.1920904  1.9212085      354 
Total        1.377709  2.1152232      646       Prob> F 0.0139 
 

Ethnicity 
          Mean   Std. Dev.  Frequency Significance 
White        1.0506667  1.8325907      375 
Non-white       1.6995516  2.2228036      223 
Total        1.2926421  2.0099366      598  Prob > F 0.0001 
 
Parent-to-child violence based on gender was significant (P> 0.0139). Parent-to-child 

violence had a scale range of 0-14. The findings indicate that males had an average of 

1.60 on the scale score and female respondents had an average of 1.192 on the scale 

score. This finding indicates that more male respondents reported experiencing parent-

to-child violence than female respondents. Additionally, the results indicate that there 

is a difference between white and non-white respondents. White respondents had an 

average of 1.05 on the scale score while non-white respondents had an average of 

1.699 on the scale score. This finding was statistically significant (p>0.003).  
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REGRESSION ANALYSIS  

OLS Regression was used to test all hyptheses. 
 

H1: Intimate partner violence will negatively affect GPA (Supported)  
H2: Stranger/friend sexual assault will negatively affect GPA (Not Supported) 
H3: Parent to child violence negatively affects GPA (Not Supported) 
 
Table 9: OLS Regression of GPA on Intimate Partner Violence, Stranger/Friend 
Sexual Assault, Parent to Child Violence, Gender, Age, Ethnicity, Socioeconomic 
Status, and Social Desirability. 
 
Variable        Coefficient  Significance 
 
Intimate Partner Violence           -.1220096           0.026* 
Scale Range (0–6) 
 
Stanger/Friend Sexual Assault   -.0450751           0.274 
Scale Range (0-14) 
 
Parent to Child Violence    -.0107015           0.759 
      
Scale Range (0-10) 
 
Gender         .430982           0.001*** 
 0 = Male   
 1 = Female 
  
Age       -.1115917          0.000*** 
 
Ethnicity      -.6424545          0.000*** 
 0 = White 
 1 = Non-White 
 
Socioeconomic Status      -.017358          0.284 
Scale Range (0-24) 
 
Social Desirability   -.0122463          0.580 
Scale Range (5-22) 
 
Constant          7.327278  0.000***    
    
Number of Observations  471 
Adjusted R-squared    0.1193 
Prob > F              0.0000***   
Significance     *p > .05; **p>.01; ***p>.001 

 
 
 

Regression analysis was used to test whether intimate partner violence, 

stranger/friend sexual assault, and parent-to-child violence affects college GPA. 
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relatable 6 illustrates the regression model that was used to test hypothesis 1, 

hypothesis 2, and hypothesis 3. Additionally, demographic variables were included in 

the regression model. The adjusted R-squared to this model is 11%, indicating that this 

model explains 11% of students’ GPA.  

As can be seen in table 6, the results of the regression found that intimate 

partner violence negatively affects college GPA. For each one-point increase in the 

intimate partner violence scale there is a decrease of .122 in the respondent GPA. This 

coefficient is significant at the .026 level. 

Respondents who had experienced some form of intimate partner violence 

were more likely to have a lower GPA than those who reported not having 

experienced intimate partner violence. However, the results of the full model indicated 

that the other two main independent variables; stranger/friend sexual assault and 

parent to child violence were not significant.  

Other variables that were found to be significant in the regression model 

included gender, age and ethnicity. That model indicated that females had a higher 

GPA than their male counterparts. As age increased, GPA decreased (p>0.000), and in 

reference to ethnicity, nonwhite respondents had lower GPAs than white respondents. 

Due to the number of independent variables used in this regression, an adjusted R- 

squared was preferred. The adjusted R-squared of this model shows that this model 

explains .11% of student GPA. The full model is significant. 
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H4: Intimate partner violence will negatively affect self-perception of academic 
ability (Not Supported) 
H5: Stranger/friend sexual assault will negatively affect self-perception of academic 
ability (Not Supported) 
H6:  Parent to child violence will negatively affect self-perception of academic ability 
(Not Supported) 
 
Table 10: OLS Regression of Self-Perception of Academic Ability on Intimate 
Partner Violence, Stranger/Friend Sexual Assault, Parent to Child Violence, 
Gender, Age, Ethnicity, Socioeconomic Status, and Social Desirability. 
 
Variable    Coefficient  Significance 
 
Intimate Partner Violence  -.1348232     0.808 
Scale Range (0–6) 
 
Stanger Friend/Sexual Assault  .52921     0.207     
Scale Range (0-14) 
 
Parent to Child Violence  .2949091     0.405       
Scale Range (0-10) 
 
Gender     6.720226     0.000***    
 0 = Male 
 1 = Female 
 
Age      .1230014     0.682      
Range 
 
Ethnicity     .2626302     0.855  
 0 = White 
 1 = Non-White 
 
Socioeconomic Status  -.1746852     0.292      
Scale Range (0-24) 
 
Social Desirability    .6395859     0.005**       
Scale Range (5-22) 
 
Constant    31.70485     0.000***       
 
Number of Observations  466 
Adjusted R-squared    0.0734 
Prob > F              0.0000***   
Significance     *p > .05; **p>.01; ***p>.001 
 

 
 

Table 7 illustrates the regression analysis that was used to test hypotheses 4, 5, 

and 6. As can be seen in table 7, hypotheses 4, 5, and 6 were not supported.  

However, consistent with table 6, gender was found to be significant. Females 

had a higher sense of self-perception of academic ability. The Adjusted R- Squared is 
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.07, indicating that this model explains 7% of participants self-perception on academic 

ability.  

 

H7: Intimate partner violence will negatively affect self-perception of academic 
performance (Not Supported)  
H8: Stranger/friend sexual assault will negatively affect self-perception of academic 
performance (Not Supported) 
H9: Parent to child violence will negatively affect self-perception of academic 
performance (Not Supported) 
 

Table 11: OLS Regression of Self-Perception of Academic Performance on 
Intimate Partner Violence, Stranger/Friend Sexual Assault, Parent to Child 
Violence, Gender, Age, Ethnicity, Socioeconomic Status, and Social Desirability. 
 
Variable    Coefficient  Significance 
 
Intimate Partner Violence  .3184012     0.172     
Scale Range (0–6) 
 
Stanger Friend/Sexual Assault -.2505229     0.154      
Scale Range (0-14) 
 
Parent to Child Violence  .1861224     0.208    
Scale Range (0-10) 
 
Gender     -.0323673     0.953        
 0 = Male 
 1 = Female 
 
Age     -.1218942     0.329      
Range 
 
Ethnicity    .5334659     0.374      
 0 = White 
 1 = Non-White 
 
Socioeconomic Status  -.0780325     0.258      
Scale Range (0-24) 
 
Social Desirability   .1479184     0.114       
Scale Range (5-22) 
 
Constant    10.65686     0.000***  
 
Number of Observations  476 
Adjusted R-squared    0.0088 
Prob > F              0.0254   
Significance     *p > .05; **p>.01; ***p>.001 
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 Table 8 illustrates the regression analysis that was used to test hypothesis 7, 8 and 9. 

As can be seen in table 8, hypothesis 7, 8 and 9 were not supported. The Adjusted R-

Squared is .0088, which indicates that this model explains .08% of students’ self-

perception on academic performance. 
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H10: Intimate partner violence will negatively affect academic stress (Not Supported) 
H11: Stranger/ friend sexual assault will negatively affect academic stress (Not 
Supported) 
H12: Parent to child violence will negatively affect academic stress (Not Supported) 
 
 
Table 12: OLS Regression of Academic Stress on Intimate Partner Violence, 
Stranger/Friend Sexual Assault, Parent to Child Violence, Gender, Age, 
Ethnicity, Socioeconomic Status, and Social Desirability. 
 
Variable    Coefficient  Significance 
 
Intimate Partner Violence  .2584544     0.628     
Scale Range (0–6) 
 
Stanger Friend/Sexual Assault .4172724     0.293     
Scale Range (0-14) 
 
Parent to Child Violence  .1362134     0.684  
Scale Range (0-10) 
 
Gender     4.960106     0.000***         
 0 = Male 
 1 = Female 
 
Age     .0897472     0.753      
Range 
 
Ethnicity    -2.134865     0.117     
 0 = White 
 1 = Non-White 
 
Socioeconomic Status  -.0570119     0.716      
Scale Range (0-24) 
 
Social Desirability   .6441246    0.002**    
Scale Range (5-22) 
 
Constant    24.71685   0.000***    
 
Number of Observations  468 
Adjusted R-squared    0.0533 
Prob > F              0.0001***   
Significance     *p > .05; **p>.01; ***p>.001 
 
 
 

 
Table 9 illustrates the regression analysis that was used to test hypotheses 10, 

11, and 12. As can be seen in 9, hypothesis 10,11 and 12 were not supported. Gender 

was found to be significant. The results of the findings indicate that females reported 
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having higher academic stress. The Adjusted R-Squared is .0533, indicating that this 

model explains 5% of students’ academic stress.  
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CHAPTER VII 

CONCLUSION 
Method Limitations  

This study produced interesting results, but they need to be approached with 

caution for the following reasons. The survey that was administered was an extensive, 

119-item questionnaire that asked respondents for standard demographic data, plus 

information about their feelings about childhood violence from either mother or father 

or both, intimate partner violence, friend or stranger sexual assault, academic progress, 

academic motivation, academic self-efficacy, and academic stress. Thus, the survey 

required a substantial amount of time to complete. Due to its extensiveness, the survey 

was administered predominately in introductory courses which had large numbers of 

students enrolled. Therefore, a majority of the students were freshman students in their 

first or second semester in college. This imposed a limitation to the study such that 

when the student’s academic progress was measured—for many, during their first 

semester—their GPA was, technically, a 0.0. Additionally, there may have been 

freshman students who felt as though it was appropriate to indicate their high school 

GPA, which essentially may be higher than a college GPA due to the intensiveness 

and high demand that college requires. Additionally those who were at the beginning 

of their college careers and those who were nearing the end would have different 

levels of academic stress, motivation and conception of self (Misra & Castillo, 2004). 

Furthermore, as mentioned above, the survey required a minimum of 15 minutes to be 

dedicated to it by the student in order for it to be completed thoroughly, leading to the 

possibility of participant fatigue.  

As part of the research analysis, incomplete questionnaires or surveys that 

misrepresented an adequate answer were pulled from the data set and were not 

included in the final calculations. One strategy used to analyze the data on ethnicity 
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was to dichotomize “ethnicity” to “white and non-white participants”. Due to the small 

number of participants who did not identify as white, it was decided that “non-white” 

included only those who reported being Hispanic or African American. This strategy 

may lead to a limitation in the results since it does not include any of the participants 

who reported an ethnicity outside of white, Hispanic, and African American. Future 

research may need a larger data set in order to be inclusive of all ethnicities. 

Additionally, as part of the regression strategy, when a respondent did not answer all 

the questions regarding those variables, their case was dropped from the regression, 

which ultimately dropped the number of observations of each analysis. 

Another limitation to this study may be the fact that it concerns questions on 

students’ self-perception of their ability and performance. It is important to note that 

this may survey was a self-reported survey. Student’s may over or understate what 

they believe about themselves.  

Additionally, although we measured adult sexual assault, we did not measure 

child sexual victimization. There is no way to determine if and how child sexual 

victimization has an effect on academic success at the collegiate level.  

Hypotheses Results 

H1: Intimate partner violence will negatively affect GPA (Supported)  
H2: Stranger/friend sexual assault will negatively affect GPA (Not supported) 
H3: Parent to child violence negatively affects GPA (Not supported) 
H4: Intimate partner violence will negatively affect self-perception of academic 
ability (Not supported) 
H5: Stranger/friend sexual assault will negatively affect self-perception of academic 
ability (Not supported) 
H6:  Parent to child violence will negatively affect self-perception of academic ability 
(Not supported) 
H7: Intimate partner violence will negatively affect self-perception of academic 
performance (Not supported)  
H8: Stranger/friend sexual assault will negatively affect self-perception of academic 
performance (Not supported) 
H9: Parent to child violence will negatively affect self-perception of academic 
performance (Not supported) 
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Discussion 
 

The purpose of this study was to examine if intimate partner violence, stranger 

and/or friend sexual assault and parent to child violence affects a student’s success in 

higher education. A number of elements of success were measured in order to evaluate 

academic performance. First, it was determined that success may be assessed 

concretely by using a student’s grade-point average. Secondly, however, student 

academic success must also be measured more abstractly. Variables such as student 

stress, self-efficacy, self-perception of academic ability and self-perception of 

academic performance were examined.  

Data were collect on student demographics. According to the findings, the 

results indicated that the majority of the respondents were white (63%), and 37% of 

the remaining participants were non-white. Non-white participants included 

Hispanic/Latino, black or African-American, Native American/ Alaska Native, Pacific 

Islander, and other. It was essential to this study that the ethnicities of the participants 

were taken into consideration. Flores & Park (2013) state that even as early as the 

college enrollment stage there are distinct differences in structural access between 

ethnicities despite “detailed precollege characteristics” such as college readiness and 

recruitment programs (pp. 139)  Flores & Park (2013) indicated that these disparities 

are endemic—even non-white students at designated minority-serving institutions lag 

behind their white counterparts. When measuring for college GPA by ethnicity, results 

indicated that non-white students had significantly lower GPAs than white 

respondents. Thus, ethnicity became a variable that factored into a student’s success. 

The findings to this study suggests that minority students still lag in college success 

possibly due to the previous research that suggests factors such as socioeconomic 

status, lack of or poor early education and a family status as first-generation college 

students, thus, facing the challenges of college on their own with little to no 

educational guidance have an effect.  

Secondly, an important demographic result that should be elaborated on is 

socioeconomic status. The plurality of the participants in this study indicated that their 
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annual family household income was $60,001 to $100,000 per year. When both of 

these variables—parents’ income and father’s and mother’s levels of education—were 

included in the analysis, the level of significance in the model continued to drop. It 

appears that even those who reported having experienced some form of violence either 

as a child or as an adult, have been successful in college and have not faced the stress, 

lack of confidence and poor self-perception of their academic ability and, ultimately, 

their self-efficacy that bedevil students of a lower socioeconomic status.  

Thirdly, table 6 which has the analysis of the affect that intimate partner 

violence, stranger and/or friend sexual assault and parent to child violence had on 

student GPA found that only intimate partner violence was significant. The results 

indicated that those who recorded that they had experienced some form of intimate 

partner violence were associated with a .12 point decrease in college GPA. Several 

conclusions can be drawn from these results. First, it indicates that intimate partner 

violence is an issue among college students. Secondly, it continues to play a role in 

academic success. Other variables that were analyzed in this finding were gender, age, 

ethnicity and income. I found that women reported having a higher GPA than their 

male counterparts. Secondly, and most interestingly, I found that older respondents 

reported having lower GPAs than younger students. There are a number of 

explanations for this finding. First, it may be a methodological issue. As mentioned in 

the methods section of this thesis, for the purpose of this study, the majority of the 

participants were from introductory sociology courses, thus the majority of them were 

young (M= 20); freshman accounted for 40% of the study’s respondent pool, 

sophomores 19%, juniors 22%, seniors 17%, and graduate students less than 2%. 

Therefore, the proportion of first-year/first-semester students was overrepresented in 

this study in relation to the university’s student population. Additionally, first-

semester students do not yet have a GPA, therefore, it may have seemed logical to 

report that they had a perfect, 4.0 score.  Secondly, many other factors may contribute 

to a lower GPA for older students. Many of them may be considered to be “non-

traditional,” having returned to school after some time away, they may have children 
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and other familial responsibilities, and they are more likely to have some form of 

financial responsibilities or barriers, any or all of which can affect their GPA. Hence, 

it is a distinct likelihood that the correlation of student age with lower GPA is an 

artifact of the study’s design rather than a reliable finding.  

 In this same model, when accounting for ethnicity, students who reported 

being non-white and who had experienced violence of this kind tended to have lower 

GPAs than those who were non-white and had not experienced this form of violence.  

Fourth, as I moved into the more abstract variables such as academic ability, 

self-perception of academic performance, and stress, I found that there was no 

significance. When accounting for academic ability and intimate partner violence, 

stranger and/or friend sexual assault, and parent to child violence. The analyses found 

that there was no statistical significance, separately and together. This can mean a 

number of things. First, that a student’s violent experiences does not affect their self-

perception in terms of what they believe they are capable of in college, or secondly, 

that other factors are more important in student success than a student’s experiences of 

violence. However, there is much room for further research in this area as to why a 

victim could have a decreased GPA yet feel equally capable of college success. 

Fifth, similar to the findings on academic ability, when measuring academic 

self-perception of academic performance and intimate partner violence, stranger/friend 

sexual assault, parent to child violence there were no significant findings. This may 

have been due to other variables that had a stronger effect on student success or simply 

that those who have experienced some form of violence did not find that their self-

perception was affected.  

Finally, the same outcome was found when examining for student stress and 

intimate partner violence, stranger/friend sexual assault and parent to child violence. 

The findings of this study indicated that student stress was not affected when 

measuring for the three main independent variables. However, gender remained 

significant when accounting for stress. This may have been an indication that 
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demographic factors were a greater cause of stress alone than violent experiences, 

ultimately affecting a student’s self-efficacy.  

Altogether, this study contributed to specific subtopics in sociology in the 

areas of violence. First, it raised a number of questions for future research in the area 

of education and family violence. It exposed gaps in how essential demographical 

variables and socioeconomic status are to higher education success, so much so that 

socioeconomic status altered the results of the study. Secondly, this study validates 

Bandura’s theory and social cognitive theory. The findings of this study echoed what 

social cognitive theory implies, that there is no single variable that affects academic 

self-efficacy. Though self-efficacy is quite abstract, this study examined several ways 

that it could be measured. Social cognitive theory indicates that self-efficacy is 

affected by stress levels and student self-perception. This study measured for student 

stress, and not only self-perception of their performance as a student but also what 

they believed they were capable of accomplishing. However, as is recognized in social 

cognitive theory, far too many aspects of social experience affect self-efficacy. To 

encompass them all would necessitate a large amount of money, resources, and 

longitudinal research design. This study utilized social cognitive theory. It implied that 

much more must be examined in order to determine student success, including such 

challenges such as intimate partner violence, stranger and/or friend sexual assault and 

parent to child violence. Future research could address other aspects of what may 

cause or depress self-efficacy, such as student networking and habits, along with the 

measures that were used in this study.   

The results of this study draw from previous research on violence and 

academic success, indicating that violence prior to or during college, whether an 

experiences of intimate partner violence sexual assault by a stranger, parent to child, 

had a negative effect on college GPA. Other forms of success that were taken into 

consideration were academic stress/self-efficacy, self-perception of academic ability, 

and self-perception of academic success. The results of this study found that student 

GPA dropped if they had experienced some form of violence as an adult, the other 
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dependent variables were not affected. However, there were yet other variables that 

did appear to affect stress/self-efficacy and self-perception. These variables included 

demographic variables such as gender and age. Altogether, these findings found some 

support for Bandura’s social cognitive theory that implies that there are a number of 

factors that play into academic performance.  

Implications  
 The results of the study led to the conclusion that intimate partner violence 

continues to be associated with negative factors in the success of college students. 

However, this study also reconfirmed that sexual assault among college students 

continues to occur. This study may provoke conversations regarding the negative 

affects that this form of victimization can have on the individual, the university and 

even the country.  

Though it is noted that this study was limited in scope and time, through the 

findings of this study it has been established that future research in this area, regarding 

this population is still needed in order to overcome the negative effects that intimate 

partner violence has on student GPA. Future research questions may include; 1)which 

form of violence is being recorded more at the collegiate level (intimate partner 

violence or childhood violence; 2) is some form of intimate partner violence 

experienced in adulthood by students who indicated having experienced childhood 

violence 3) what factors may play into students’ ability to overcome these traumatic 

events and still succeeding in college, and 4) which form of violence has a more 

profoundly negative effect when it comes to academic performance? 5) The difference 

between current and past violence an how that would effect the current results. 
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     APPENDIX B 

RELIABILITY SCALES 
Cronbach’s Alpha Scales; 

Social Desirability Scale- (0= Strongly Disagree, 1= Disagree, 2= Not sure, 3= 
Agree, 4= Strongly Agree) 
Cronbach’s Alpha= .122    Range= 0-24   Mean 2.455 
I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget.  
No matter who I am talking to I am always a good listener 
I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way. 
I am always willing to admit it when I make a mistake 
There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others 
I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. 
 
Childhood Experiences (Mother) Scale (dichotomized)- (0= This never Happened, 
1= This has happened in the past year) 
Cronbach’s Alpha= .743   Range: 0-5   Mean= 
.150 
Hit you or kicked you  
Grabbed and choked you 
Beat you up, hit you a lot 
Hit you with a hard object. 
Threw you down  
 
Childhood Experiences (Father) Scale (D)- (0= This never happened, 1= This has 
happened in the past year) 
Cronbach’s Alpha= .786   Range :0-5   Mean= 
.128 
Hit you or kicked you  
Grabbed and choked you 
Beat you up, hit you a lot 
Hit you with a hard object. 
Threw you down  
 
Conflict Tactics Scale (D)-  (0= This never happened, 1= This has happened in the 
past year) 
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Cronbach’s Alpha= .775    Range: 0-6   Mean= 
.153 
I insulted, yelled at my partner 
My partner insulted or yelled at me 
I had a bruise or felt pain because of a fight with my partner 
My partner bruise or felt pain because of a fight with me 
I pushed or slapped my partner 
My partner pushed or slapped me 
I hit my partner 
My partner hit me 
I destroyed something belonging to my partner or threatened my partner 
My partner destroyed something belonging to me or threatened me 
I needed to see a doctor because of a fight with my partner 
My partner needed to see a doctor because of a fight with me 
 
Relationship Sexual Assault Scale (D)- (0= This never happened, 1= This has 
happened in the past year) 
Cronbach’s Alpha= .841   Range 0-6   Mean= 
.115 
Exposed their sexual body parts to you, flashed you, or masturbated in front of you without your 
consent? 
Made you show your sexual body parts to them without your consent? 
Made you look at or participated in sexual photos or movies without your consent? 
Harassed you while you were in a public place in a way that made you feel unsafe? 
Kissed you in a sexual way without your consent? 
Fondled or grabbed your sexual body parts without your consent? 
 
Stranger Friend Sexual Assault Scale (D)- (0= This never happened, 1= This has 
happened in the past year) 
Cronbach’s Alpha= .859   Range: 0-14   Mean= 
.057 
How often did any of these happen to you when you were drunk, high, drugged, or 
passed out and unable to consent… 

Had vaginal sex with you?  
(If male) made you perform anal sex, meaning that they made you put their 
penis into your anus? 
Made you look at or participate in anal sex, meaning they put their penis in your anus? 
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Made you perform oral sex, meaning they put their penis in our mouth or made you 
penetrate their vagina or anus with your mouth? 
Made your have oral sex, meaning that they put their mouth on your  (If male: penis) (If 
female: vagina) or anus? 

How often has someone used physical force or threats to physically harm you to make you… 
Have	  vaginal	  sex	  

{If male} perform anal sex 
receive anal sex 
make you perform oral sex 

       make your receive oral sex 
put	  their	  fingers	  or	  an	  object	  in	  your	  {if	  female:vagina}	  or	  anus?	  
	  

How often have you been pressured to have vaginal, oral, or anal sex with someone by… 
Doing	  things	  like	  telling	  you	  lies,	  making	  promises	  about	  the	  future	  they	  knew	  were	  untrue,	  
threatening	  to	  end	  your	  relationship,	  or	  threatening	  to	  spread	  rumors	  about	  you?	  

Wearing you down by repeatedly asking for sex, or showing they were unhappy? 
Using	  their	  authority	  over	  you,	  for	  example,	  your	  boss	  to	  your	  teacher?	  

 
 
Psychological Scale - (0= This never happened, 1= Not in that year, but it happened 
before or after, 2= Once in that year, 3= Twice in that year, 4= 3-5 times in that year, 
5= 6-10 times in that year, 6= 11-20 times in that year, 7= More than 20 times in that 
year) 
Cronbach’s Alpha= .867   Range: 0-84   Mean= 
.324 
How often have any of your romantic or sexual partner… 

Tried	  to	  keep	  you	  from	  seeing	  or	  talking	  to	  your	  family/friends?	  
	  
Made	  decisions	  for	  you	  that	  should	  have	  been	  your	  to	  make,	  such	  as	  the	  clothes	  you	  wear,	  
things	  you	  eat,	  or	  the	  friends	  you	  have?	  
	  
Kept	  track	  of	  you	  by	  demanding	  to	  know	  where	  you	  were	  or	  what	  you	  were	  doing?	  
	  
Made	  threats	  to	  physically	  harm	  you?	  
	  
Threatened	  to	  hurt	  him	  or	  herself	  or	  commit	  suicide	  when	  he	  or	  she	  was	  upset	  with	  you?	  
	  
Threatened	  to	  hurt	  a	  pet	  or	  threatened	  to	  take	  a	  pet	  away	  from	  you?	  
	  
Threatened	  to	  hurt	  someone	  you	  love?	  
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{if	  applicable}	  threatened	  to	  take	  your	  children	  away	  from	  you?	  
	  
Kept	  you	  from	  leaving	  the	  house	  when	  you	  wanted	  to	  go?	  
	  
Kept	  you	  from	  having	  money	  for	  your	  own	  use?	  
	  
Destroyed	  something	  that	  was	  important	  to	  you?	  
	  
Said	  things	  like	  “if	  I	  cant	  have	  you,	  then	  no	  one	  can”?	  

 
Academic Scale-  (Scale 0-9) (0= This has never happened – 9= This happens very 
often) 
Cronbach’s Alpha= .734   Range: 0-81   Mean= 
4.845 

 Do you often think of yourself as an outstanding student 
 Do you ever feel less capable academically than others at your grade level 

 Are you frequently concerned about your ability to do well in school? 
 Are you often concerned that your school performance is not up to par? 

How much do you worry about whether other people will regard you as a success or a failure in your 
classes? 
 Do you ever feel less capable academically than other at your grade level? 

Do you think of yourself as someone who can do quite well on exams and assignments in most of 
your classes? 

 Are you frequently concerned about your ability to do well in school? 

Are you satisfied with your academic performance?   
 

Academic Self Scale- (0= Strongly Disagree, 1= Disagree, 2= Agree, 3= Strongly 
Agree) 
Cronbach’s Alpha= .860   Range: 0-45   Mean= 
2.504 

 No matter what I do. I can’t seem to do well in my courses. 
 I see myself as largely responsible for my performance throughout my college career. 

When I do poorly in a course, it is usually because I haven’t given it my best effort. 
 I expect to do well in my classes 

 I am certain I can master the skills being taught in this class.  

 
Academic Stress Scale-  (Scale 0-9) (0= Not at all stressful to 9= Extremely Stressful) 
Cronbach’s Alpha= .856   Range: 0-63   Mean= 
5.211 
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       How stressful is it to study? 

       How stressful is it to do well on exams? 
       How stressful is it to get papers done on time? 

       How stressful is it to have more than one test in the same week? 
       How stressful is it to get along with family members? 

       How stressful is it to get the grades you want? 
       How stressful is it to talk to your professors? 
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