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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to apply a diathesis-stress model to the study of 

Latino self-efficacy and college adjustment. Specifically, it was of interest to determine 

whether self-efficacy or its subcomponents would buffer Latino students from the effects 

of stress in college adjustment or its subcomponents. The sample consisted of 144 Latino 

undergraduate students. Results suggest that although self-efficacy and its 

subcomponents had a large effect on adjustment and its subcomponents, they were not 

found to buffer stress. Hence a diathesis-stress model was not supported. Academic self-

efficacy did buffer the effects of stress in predicting academic success, and was 

supportive of a partial diathesis-stress model. Implications of these findings include 

promoting the importance of having high self-efficacy and attempting to instill it in 

Latino youth through the educational system. 
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Introduction 

Historically, there have been slow increases in ±e educational attainment of 

Latino youth. Minorities, in general, have been underrepresented on university campuses. 

Those high achieving individuals who do successfully reach the university level are again 

at high risk of dropping out. According to the U.S. Census Bureau (1991), of adults 

surveyed only 9% of Latinos had attained 4 years of college compared to 22% of non-

Latinos. Being the fastest growing minority group in the country, it is imperative that 

research be focused on what can be done to remedy these Figures. Unfortunately, Latino 

academic under achievement is probably the result of a flawed system, a misguided 

population, or a combination of the two. 

The immediate goal of this study is to explore some of the various issues and 

processes that college students encounter that may be contributing to their success or 

failure. This study will focus specifically on self-efficacy, stress, and college adjustment, 

and their effects on academic success. Of particular importance is the relationship 

between self-efficacy and stress and whether that may be having an effect on adjustment 

and consequently success. 

Academic Success 

A significant body of literature explores the issue of academic success. It has been 

presented in various different forms including, achievement, invulnerability, resilience, 

adjustment, and performance. Fundamentally, these are all the same. They all attempt to 

tap into student success, or failure for that matter. When first investigating this issue, 

researchers were concerned with why some students fail. Studies were focused on the low 
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achieving students, and attempted to find answers for their performance. Concentrating 

on those students who fail undermines the importance of what can be learned from those 

students who succeed. While many of these at risk students fail, there are many who live 

in these same at risk conditions and manage to succeed in school (Arellano & Padilla, 

1996). Growing evidence suggested that research should turn to focus on those students 

who are successful, and why that might be. Hence, academic resilience has become an 

area of interest. 

Academic resilience is used interchangeably with academic invulnerability and 

these students are described as those who sustain high levels of achievement motivation 

and performance, despite the presence of stressful events and conditions that place them 

at risk of doing poorly in school and, ultimately, dropping out of school (Alva, 1991). For 

students to be categorized with a resilient label, they must first be at risk for negative 

outcomes. The at risk profile is usually associated with poverty, limited English 

proficiency, having parents who are unfamiliar with the school systems, and segregated 

schools. Not surprisingly, an elevated percentage of Latino students fit this profile. 

In a study that looked at the role of protective resources and appraisals of stressful 

events in academic success, Alva (1991) attempted to discover why some Mexican-

American high school students are successful and others are not. She found that 

protective resources, such as personal characteristics, attitudes, support and affective 

feedback, accounted for 8% of the variance in grades but was non significant. The 

appraisal variable, which tapped into students' subjective appraisals of educational 

experiences, was found to account for 14% of the variance. High achieving students 
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reported higher levels of educational support from their teachers and friends. In addition, 

they were more likely to feel encouraged and prepared for college, enjoy school and 

activities, and have fewer conflicts with other students and family. Overall, a student's 

appraisal of the school's college preparatory climate was die best discriminator of 

invulnerability (Alva, 1991). 

Arellano and Padilla (1996) followed the line of academic invulnerability 

research. Again, they stress the importance of focusing on the successful student. In this 

study, Latino university students whose parents had less than a high school degree fit the 

at risk profile, but also demonstrated that with supportive families and teachers they were 

invulnerable to the adversities of educational risk (Arellano & Padilla, 1996). Gonzalez 

and Padilla (1997) conducted a study to identify factors that contribute to academic 

resilience among Mexican-American high school students. Once again, they advocate an 

emphasis on the academically successful. Based on past literature, they designed their 

study to explore three principal variables, supportive academic environment, sense of 

belonging to school, and cultural loyalty. Results indicate that the sense of belonging to 

school variable was the only significant predictor of grades, accounting for 19.78% of the 

variance. Moreover, a supportive academic environment, sense of belonging, family and 

peer support and value placed on school were significant predictors of resilience. Cultural 

influences were not significant, but may indeed be contributing. 

In considering academic resilience, several researchers have investigated 

motivation as well. Waxman, Huang and Padron (1997), in addition to advocating 

research on successftil students, found that resilient Latino students are more motivated 
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and satisfied and have higher aspirations, academic self-concept, and perceptions of 

involvement. Gordon (1996) states that motivation is defined as the patterning of goals, 

emotions, and self-concept. Gordon's findings indicate that resilient and nonresilient 

Latino students have different motivational patterns. Resilient students have a tenacious 

cognitive pattern. The belief they have in their capability keeps them motivated. 

Nonresilient students have a vulnerable pattern. Because of neutral beliefs in their 

cognitive environment they are at risk during stressful times (Gordon, 1996). A 

motivational model of school performance was presented in Fortier, Vallerand and Guay 

(1995). In this model, perceived academic competence and perceived academic self-

determination positively influence autonomous academic motivation, which then have a 

positive effect on school performance. Results supported this model, and accounted for 

28% of the variance in performance (Fortier et al., 1995). 

Before the resilience perspective, researchers were working toward identifying 

factors associated with success and failure. Reyes and Jason (1993) studied Latino high 

school students and identified them at low or high risk for dropping out. Results suggest 

that low risk students had high satisfaction with school and high risk students had high 

gang pressure and complained more about their school environment. High school 

satisfaction may lead to reduced gang involvement. In searching for predictors of 

academic achievement for Mexican-American students, Adams, Astone, Nunez-

Wormack, and Smodlaka (1994) found that more recent immigrants performed better 

than second or third generation students. In addition, their results state that the effects of 

native language had no significant independent effect on achievement. 
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Some researchers have looked at family characteristics that might be indicators of 

success. Battle (1997) explored the role of one versus dual parent Latino households on 

academic achievement. Most people assume that dual parent homes are better, but this is 

confounded with income. They found that only when they did not control for SES did one 

parent students do significantly worse than dual parent smdents. Also, they suggest that 

one must examine the reason why these households became single parented. Fulgini 

(1997) investigated family background of immigrant families and found that first and 

second generation students from immigrant families demonstrated a stronger emphasis on 

education than third generation peers. This finding was regardless of ethnic and SES 

background. 

In exploring the issue of Latino academic success, various concepts are of 

particular importance and interest. Among these are college adjustment, stress, and self-

efficacy. Of special significance is how they might interplay and relate to each other. 

College Adjustment 

Russell and Petrie (1992) developed a new structure for researching college 

adjustment, and their theoretical model is presented in Figure 1. They found that college 

adjustment was diverse and needed a guiding structure. In their model they divided 

college adjustment into three main sections; academic factors, social factors and 

personality factors. Each of these sections is then further divided into content areas. Their 

rationale was that one must assess and evaluate students in each of these areas in order to 

get a complete picture of their strengths and weaknesses. 
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Social Adjustment Personal Adjustment Academic Performance 

Academic 
Factors 

Social 
Factors 

Personality 
Factors 

ACADEMIC ADJUSTMENT OUTCOME VARIABLES 

FACTORS PREDICTIVE OF ACADEMIC ADJUSTMENT AND SUCCESS 

Figure 1. Russell and Petrie's (1992) theoretical model of college adjustment. 
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Within the main section of academic factors the content areas that Russell and 

Petrie (1992) include are aptitude, ability, study skills, test anxiety, academic motivation, 

self-efficacy, and attribution. Aptitude and ability variables include such things as prior 

high school academic performance, scores on college admissions tests, and abilities in 

specific subject matter. In past research, these variables are amongst the ones that have 

proven to be most highly correlated with GPA in college. Conversely, not all students 

who do well in high school go on to do well in college. Vice versa, not all underachieving 

students in high school fail in college. This points to additional variables that may be 

playing a role, such as study skills and test anxiety. Differences in study skills may also 

be affecting outcomes in college GPA. Certain types of study skills may lead to deeper 

levels of information processing which in turn may lead to higher performance. Test 

anxious students may be on a path towards poor outcomes. Several researchers have 

studied academic motivation and achievement (Baker & Sryk, 1984), to find that there is 

a relationship. Similarly, Multon, Brown and Lent (1991) in their meta-analytic 

investigation, found that high self-efficacy beliefs are positively related to academic 

performance and persistence. Effort attributions for success and failure in academics also 

seem to be an active contributor. 

Within the main section of social factors that Russell and Petrie (1992) reviewed 

are life stress, social support, campus environment, work involvement, family variables, 

and academic environment. Generally, it appears as though life stress is negatively 

related to academic performance. Although little research has been done to look at the 

effects of social support on academics, its positive results in other domains suggest its 
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importance. Campus environment has been examined as place of residence, involvement 

in programs and activities on campus. Students who live on campus, and/or are involved 

in activities are the most satisfied which in some instances leads to increased academic 

achievement. Unfortunately for minority students, they in most cases are obligated by 

financial need, to seek employment during college years. Further, it appears as though 

outside employment may be detrimental to academic performance. Research looking at 

the relationship between such family variables as socioeconomic status has yielded mixed 

results. In addition, it is possible that the more the students' values, goals and attitudes 

match those of the college, the greater likelihood that they will remain in the college. 

Within the main section of personality factors that Russell and Petrie (1992) 

reviewed are personality measures, locus of control, self-esteem and trait anxiety. 

Researchers have found that some personality measures are adequate predictors of GPA. 

Some specific traits have been singled out which correlate with standardized test scores. 

In the case of locus of control, the correlations are statistically significant, but of small 

magnitude. Hence, this relationship has proven to be weak. In addition, the relationship 

between self-esteem and academic performance is also minimal. Trait anxiety and 

academic performance also appears to have inconclusive research behind it. 

Russell and Petrie (1992) in their model have assigned outcome variables to these 

three main sections. They are academic performance, social adjustment and personal 

adjustment. They suggest these to be used as indicators of academic, social and 

personality factors, although, these factors appear to be very inclusive. These sections are 

extremely broad and encompass many domains. This makes the possible utility of an 
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outcome variable somewhat more difficult. For academic performance, Russell and Petrie 

suggest that the most commonly used criteria are academic grades and graduation rates. 

For both social adjustment and personal adjustment variables complications are involved 

mainly due to operationalizing them appropriately. Outcome measures that are suggested 

for social adjustment include indexes of moral and ethical development, maturity and 

leadership abilities. Assessment of these variables has been proven to be difficult. For 

personal adjustment, outcome measures that are suggested emphasize the assessment of 

intrapersonal functioning. All in all, suggestions for outcome variables leave much room 

for confusion and question. 

Historically, in studies of academic and college adjustment researchers have 

tended to only use one outcome measure. The majority of them have chosen one from the 

academic performance area. It seems rational to do this since these measures are better 

defined, more objective, and easier to obtain than those measures assessing social or 

personal adjustment (Russell and Petrie, 1992). Moreover, it is logical to assume that 

successful students are those who have higher academic performance. Russell and Petrie 

advocate that there is an overreliance on the use of GPA as a sole academic outcome 

measure, due to its practicality. They suggest that one must assess academic adjustment 

multidimensionally, and use a range of outcome variables including those for social and 

personal adjustment. 

Stress 

Stress has long been a major focus of researchers. Along with its many years of 

investigation have come many uncertainties about the concept. Researchers have made 
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many attempts to appropriately measure stress, and thereby make it more useful. One of 

the most acknowledged of these efforts is that of Holmes and Rahe (1967). They 

developed the Social Readjustment Rating Scale, which assigns life change units (LCU) 

to stressful life events. Following this instrument, many others have been modeled after 

it. 

In the extensive Anglo research, stress has resulted to be closely related to mental 

health (Solberg, Valdez, & Villareal, 1994). Unfortunately, research covering this area 

for Latino college students has been scarce. Stress may be one of the more important 

factors playing a role in Latino college adjustment and success. Stress is one of the 

characteristics of the college experience, but excessive amounts could be having 

debilitating affects. It has been seen in past research that Latinos exhibit higher levels of 

stress when compared to Anglo students. It is hypothesized that stress may be having 

detrimental effects on students' abilities to perform at their ideal levels. It is hence 

imperative to look at this variable and determine what effects it may be having on 

students as well as what may be possibly buffering these effects. 

It is only in the last decade that diathesis-stress models have been developed for 

Latino populations. Two fundamental models are the work of Cervantes and Castro 

(1985) and that of Vega, Hough and Miranda (1985). Diathesis-stress models claim that 

mental health functions as an interaction between the amount of stress a person 

experiences and individual characteristics. These individual characteristics are expected 

to minimize or buffer a person from the negative effects of stress (Solberg, et al., 1994). 

Cervantes & Castro (1985) base their model on the relationship between psychological 



20 

stress and consequent physical or psychological illnesses. They propose some crucial 

intervening variables that may be functioning as aggravators or bufferers of the negative 

impact of exposure to stress. These variables are of particular relevance to Latino 

populations. Among these is self-efficacy. 

The other of the two fundamental models is that of Vega et al. (1985). They posit 

that certain identified variables may predispose someone for risk of mental illness. In 

addition, background characteristics may interact with stress and lead to mental illness. 

Or possibly, certain variables moderate the relationship between stress and adjustment 

(Vega et al., 1985). Within this model self-efficacy would be considered a possible 

moderating variable. 

Self-Efficacv 

In seeking a theory of behavioral change, Albert Bandura (1977) developed self-

efficacy theory. It originally was intended to be an explanatory mechanism to account for 

changes in behavior due to different methods of treatment. Bandura argued that cognitive 

processes and mechanisms are important for new behavior patterns. 

Self-efficacy theory is established on the premise that psychological procedures 

help to develop and strengthen expectations of personal efficacy or self-efficacy. 

Included in this theory are both efficacy and outcome expectations. According to 

Bandura, outcome expectancy is a person's estimate that a given behavior will lead to 

certain outcomes (Bandura, 1977). Efficacy expectations are the convictions that one can 

successfully carry out the behavior required to produce the outcome. Generally, the 

strength of one's expectations of self-efficacy will conclude whether coping behavior will 
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be initiated, how much effort will be expended, and how long these behaviors will be 

sustained in the face of obstacles and aversive experiences (Bandura, 1977). If people are 

confident in their own effectiveness, their self-efficacy will affect their likelihood of 

attempting to cope with certain situations. Many times people avoid situations they 

believe exceed their coping skills or are threatening. At the same time they may get 

involved in situations they believe they can flourish in. Hence, self-efficacy can have an 

effect on choice of activities and settings. Moreover, strong self-efficacy may also lead to 

more active efforts. Believing that one will be eventually successful may encourage one 

to put in more effort and maintain it longer. Bandura goes on to clarify that efficacy 

expectations are not the single key component. Having expectations is not enough if one 

does not possess the appropriate skills. In addition, there are behaviors that one has high 

efficacy expectations for and may not engage in due to lack of incentive. Therefore, 

Bandura determines that self-efficacy is an important factor in behavior given that one 

holds appropriate skills and incentives. 

Efficacy expectations are based on four principal information sources: (1) 

enactive mastery experience, (2) vicarious experience, (3) verbal persuasion, and (4) 

physiological and affective states (Bandura, 1997). This framework was originally 

intended to look at what behavioral changes occurred with different methods of treatment 

(Bandura, 1977). Enactive mastery experiences are the most powerful information 

sources because they are first hand, personal experiences. Success in experiences leads to 

higher mastery expectations and vice versa with failures. Vicarious experience is a less 

powerful source of information than enactive mastery experiences. Obviously, people do 
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not only obtain information from their own experiences. Modeled behavior and social 

comparison provide people with the reassurance that others can perform threatening 

activities without adverse consequences. Verbal persuasion convinces people that they 

can be successful. Verbal persuasion is often used because it is easily accessible. Along 

with vicarious experience, verbal persuasion is a weaker source of information than 

enactive mastery experience. Physiological and affective indicators also provide people 

with information on self-efficacy. Since high physiological arousal usually weakens 

performance, people associate success with low arousal. Affective indicators tend to have 

a more generalized effect on self-efficacy. 

Past research in self-efficacy has covered many fields. With respect to the Latino 

population, self-efficacy theory has also been applied in various areas. Moreover, a good 

deal of research has focused on the role of self-efficacy in academic issues (Bandura, 

Barbaranelli, Caprara, & Pastorelli, 1996; Brown, Lent & Larkin, 1989; Lent, Brown & 

Larkin, 1984; Multon, Brown, & Lent, 1991; Zimmerman, Bandura, & Martinez-Pons, 

1992). 

Lent et al. (1984) investigated the role of self-efficacy beliefs in persistence and 

success in science and engineering major college students. They found that subjects who 

reported high self-efficacy for educational requirements tended to attain higher grades 

and persist longer over the following year than those who reported low self-efficacy. 

As an extension of earlier research. Brown et al. (1989) took a closer look at the 

relationship between academic self-efficacy, aptitude and performance. They reanalyzed 

earlier data on science and engineering majors to seek interactional possibilities. That is. 
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they postulated that the influence of self-efficacy on academic performance might be 

more powerful at some levels of aptitude than at others. Brown et al. (1989) hypothesized 

that self-efficacy may be more helpful for students with low to moderate aptitudes, but 

show little effect on performance of students with high aptitude. Results supported their 

hypothesis. Students scoring in the lower ranges of aptitude, but with high self-efficacy 

beliefs, obtained GPA's that were a full standard deviation higher than those with low 

self-efficacy beliefs. Moreover, self-efficacy seemed to be unrelated to academic 

performance in high aptitude students. 

Multon et al. (1991) conducted a meta-analytic study on the relation of self-

efficacy beliefs to academic performance and persistence. They investigated 39 studies, 

ranging from elementary to college students. Their review provides evidence to support 

the hypothesis that self-efficacy beliefs are related to academic outcomes as postulated by 

Bandura's theory (1997). Effect sizes of .38 for performance and .34 for persistence, 

suggest that self-efficacy beliefs account for approximately 14% and 12% of the variance 

respectively. They also found that self-efficacy was especially facilitative for low 

achieving students. This finding is consistent with the work of Brown et al (1989). This 

may be particularly relevant for Latino students, who tend to be low achieving. 

Zimmerman et al. (1992) present a social cognitive model in which students' 

perceived self regulatory efficacy would influence their perceived self-efficacy for 

academic achievement, and their efficacy should in turn influence their personal goals 

and grade achievement. In this model, academic self-regulation has to do with the extent 

to which students are cognitively, motivationally, and behaviorally active regulators of 
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their own learning process. They direct their learning process by setting challenging goals 

for themselves, using appropriate techniques to achieve these goals, and use influences 

that motivate and guide their efforts. Subjects included ninth and tenth grade students. 

Results supported this model of academic achievement, and the data demonstrated that 

perceived self-efficacy to achieve motivates academic achievement directly. It was also 

seen that there is an indirect relationship through influencing personal goal setting. 

Of particular importance to this study is the work of Solberg. Solberg's group 

investigates Latino college adjustment. They are particularly interested in the application 

of a social cognitive theory to college adjustment. Solberg, Valdez and Villareal (1994) 

emphasize a diathesis-stress model of college adjustment. Within this model they look at 

the role of social support and stress. They hypothesize that acculturation and social 

support should affect adjustment directly, and should interact with stress in predicting 

adjustment. Findings show that social support accounted for 21% of the variance in 

college adjustment, and stress accounted for 37%. Results suggest that social support was 

directly related to adjustment, and cultural pride was not. In addition, the interaction of 

social support and stress was nonsignificant. Hence, the diathesis-stress model was not 

supported. In other words, social support was not found to buffer one from the negative 

effects of stress (Solberg et al, 1994). Following this line of research, Solberg and 

Villarreal (1997) conducted a study to examine self-efficacy, social support and stress as 

predictors of personal adjustment using a diathesis-stress framework. They 

conceptualized personal adjustment as lack of psychological and physical distress. Self-

efficacy accounted for 27% of the variance in college adjustment, and social support 
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accounted for 6%. Students who felt social support was high had lower distress ratings. In 

addition, social support was found to moderate the relationship between stress and 

distress. Moreover, high self-efficacy expectations had a positive impact on distress 

ratings. Overall, self-efficacy and social support were related to fewer symptoms, but the 

relationship did not exactly support the diathesis-stress model. 

Hypotheses 

In accordance with the preceding literature, especially the work of Solberg et al. 

(1994,1997), this study proposes to look at the issue of college adjustment and success 

within a diathesis-stress model by examining whether self-efficacy buffers students from 

the effects of stress. This study proposes to investigate college adjustment, following the 

suggestion of Russell and Petrie (1992), in terms of a multidimensional perspective. It 

will investigate not only GPA as an outcome variable but also social and personal 

adjustment. The purpose is to get a more complete and objective picture of the student, as 

opposed to the narrow, single variable that has been used in the past. It is hypothesized 

that if students are better adjusted to college, the greater adjustment will in turn positively 

affect academic success. 

Self-efficacy has shown to be related to academic success, and in this study will 

be examined as a moderator for stress. Stress is ever present in the lives of Latino 

students, yet some students overcome stress and succeed in the face of adversity. One 

possibility is high self-efficacy expectations for college adjustment variables. If students 

believe that they have the capabilities to deal with academic issues, social adjustment, 

and personal adjustment, then this may buffer them from the stresses they face in college. 
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In addition, perceived stress may be playing a significant role. If we take two students, 

one with high self-efficacy and one with low self-efficacy and the same level of stress, 

the one with higher self-efficacy will perceive the stress in a different (more positive) 

way, which will in turn affect (more positively) their college adjustment. 

It is hypothesized that (1) self-efficacy will be directly related to college 

adjustment, (2) self-efficacy will interact with stress in predicting college adjustment 

(i.e., support a diathesis-stress model by buffering the negative effects of stress), (3) the 

subcomponents of self-efficacy will also interact with stress in predicting the respective 

subcomponents of college adjustment (diathesis-stress models), and (4) academic self-

efficacy will interact with stress in predicting G.P.A. (i.e., academic success). 

Method 

Participants 

Participants were Latino undergraduate students from the University of Arizona. 

The total sample consisted of 144 students, 92 females and 52 males. Their mean age was 

21 years of age. For the purposes of this study Latino was defined as someone who is or 

has ancestors (parents, grandparents, etc.) from a Latino country of origin. This study 

included students of all class standings (i.e. freshman, sophomores, juniors and seniors). 

This decision was based on the fact that Latino students make up a small percentage of 

the student body at the university, approximately 15%. Also, it was deemed necessary to 

include everyone in order to ensure that enough participants could be collected to get 

adequate results. The mean G.P.A for the sample was 2.90. Further sample demographics 

are presented in Table 1. 
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Instruments 

A. Demographics 

A demographics information sheet led the protocol. It asked for information such 

as sex, date of birth, age, specific ethnic background (ie. Mexican or Columbian), class 

standing, generation status, socio-economic level and family income level. Sample 

percentages are presented in Table 1. 

B. Academic performance 

Participants were asked to self report their G.P.A. Specifically, they were asked 

for their G.P.A. as of the end of Fall 1997. Sample means and standard deviations are 

presented in Table 2. 

C. College Adjustment 

Academic, social and personal adjustment were measured using the Student 

Adaptation to College Questionnaire (SACQ; Baker & Siryk, 1984). The SACQ consists 

of 67 items and four subscales, academic adjustment, social adjustment, personal-

emotional adjustment, and attachment (to the institution). This study only used the 

academic, social and personal-emotional adjustment subscales, which are comprised of 

more specific item clusters. Each item is followed by a 9 point scale ranging from 1 

(disagree) to 9 (agree). Sample items include " I am meeting as many people and making 

as many friends as I would like at..." (social adjustment) and " I have been feeling tense 

lately" (personal-emotional adjustment). Cronbach's alpha, a measure of internal 

consistency, was .95 for the total scale and .90, .91 and .86 for the academic, social and 

personal-emotional adjustment subscales respectively. High scores on this scale are 
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Sample Demographic Information 
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Demographic Variable % 

Sex 

1 Male 

2 Female 

Class 

1 Freshman 

2 Sophmore 

3 Junior 

4 Senior 

Ethnic Identity 

1 Chicano/a 

2 Mexican American 

3 Mexican 

4 Latindio 

5 Cuban 

6 Ecuadorian 

7 Chilean 

8 Hispanic 

9 American Mexican 

10 Puerto Rican 

11 Bolivian 

Generation'' 

1 First 

2 Second 

3 Third 

52 

92 

31 

27 

43 

43 

7 

90 

35 

1 

1 

1 

1 

5 

1 

1 

1 

25 

72 

4 

36% 

64% 

22% 

19% 

30% 

30% 

5% 

63% 

24% 

0.7% 

0.7% 

0.7% 

0.7% 

4% 

0.7% 

0.7% 

0.7% 

17% 

50% 

3% 
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Table 1 (cont.) 

Sample Demographic Information 

Demographic Variable n % 

4 Fourth 23 16% 

5 Fifth 17 12% 

Socio-Economic Class'' 

1 Unemployed and 

Receiving Public Assistance 0 0 

2 Working Class 57 40% 

3 Middle Class 62 43% 

4 Upper Middle Class 24 17% 

5 Upper Class 0 0 

Income*^ 

1 Under $10,000 7 5% 

2 $10,000-$20,000 28 19% 

3 $20,001-$30,000 19 13% 

4 $30,001-$40,000 17 12% 

5 $40,001-$50,000 17 12% 

6 $50,001-$60,000 18 13% 

7 $60,001-$70,000 10 7% 

8 $70,001-$80,000 7 5% 

9 $80,001-$90,000 8 6% 

10 $90,001-$100,000 3 2% 

11 Over $100,000 3 2% 

Note. ''n= 141. ''n= 143. ''n= 137. 
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Table 2 

Means and Standard Deviations for Predictor and Criterion Variables 

M SD 

Academic 
Adjustment 142 26 

Social 
Adjustment 116 22 

Personal 
Adjustment 81 21 

College 
Adjustment 401 63 

Academic 
Self-efficacy 46 9 

Social 
Self-efficacy 51 11 

Personal 
Self-efficacy 37 9 

College 
Self-efficacy 134 23 

Stress 237 124 

G.P.A. 2.90 .61 
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reflective of high adjustment to college. Sample means and standard deviations are 

presented in Table 2. These scores were all significantly different from those reported for 

the normative sample of this scale. Although the differences were not very large, they 

may be indicating that this sample is different from the normative sample. This may be 

due to this sample being comprised solely of Latinos, while the normative sample was 

mainly Anglos. 

D. Stress/Perceived stress 

Stress was assessed using the Student Stress Scale (SSS; Insel & Roth, 1985). The 

SSS is a checklist that consists of 31 items. Participants were asked to check an item if 

they have experienced it in the last six months. It also asks the participant to check an 

item if they are likely to experience it in the next six months; this component was not 

used. The SSS is modeled after The Social Readjustment Rating Scale (Holmes & Rahe, 

1967), and tailored to assess student stress. High scores on this scale reflect high stress 

levels. Sample means and standard deviations are presented in Table 2. 

Perceived stress was evaluated by asking participants for each item checked, to 

rate its degree of stressfulness on a scale ranging from 1 (not very stressful) to 5 (very 

stressful). High scores on this scale are also reflective of high perceived stress. 

E. College Self-Efficacy 

Self-efficacy was assessed using the College Self-Efficacy Instrument (CSEI; 

Solberg, O'Brien, Villareal Kennel & Davis, 1993). This instrument consists of 21 items 

categorized into three subscales, academic self-efficacy, social self-efficacy and 

roommate self-efficacy. This study will not use the roommate self-efficacy subscale. 
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Items are phrased to follow the statement: "How confident are you that you could 

successfully complete the following tasks: and are rated on a 10-point scale ranging 

from l(not at all confident) to 9 (extremely confident). Sample items include "Do well on 

your exams" (academic self-efficacy) and " Make new friends at college" (social self-

efficacy). For reliability, coefficient alpha was used to estimate internal consistency at .88 

for each subscale and .93 for the total scale score. The CSEI also demonstrated good 

convergent and discriminant validity (Solberg et al., 1993). To assess personal self-

efficacy, a personal self-efficacy subscale was developed to follow the format of the 

CSEI and parallel the content of the SACQ personal adjustment subscale. High scores on 

this scale reflect high levels of college self-efficacy. Sample means and standard 

deviations are presented in Table 2. 

The final instrument, a questionnaire comprised of the above instruments, was 5 

pages in length and took approximately 30 minutes to complete. 

Procedure 

Participants were asked to join the study on a volunteer basis, although they were 

compensated five dollars for their participation. They were recruited from class 

announcements. Latino oriented university clubs, organizations, fraternities and 

sororities, minority service centers, as well as from individual contacts. Participants were 

either (1) handed a questionnaire which was picked up at their next scheduled meeting, 

(2) instructed to deliver their completed questionnaire to a specified office in the 

psychology building, or (3) given and returned their completed questionnaire to a contact 

person at campus service centers. 
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Missing Data 

Originally, 159 participants made up the total sample. Of these, 15 had to be 

omitted due to vast amounts of missing data (e.g., instruments answered incorrectly, or 

only partially answered). This brought the valid total to 144. Within this total, 46 had 

missing data points were distributed across 37 different variables and appeared to be 

random. Participants usually had only one or two missing data points each, and no more 

than three, with the exception of one participant who had six (mostly demographic 

information). 

Missing demographic variables were treated as missing data points and the case 

was excluded from the analyses for that variable. For missing variables that were part of a 

subscale, the mean for that participant on that subscale or item cluster was averaged with 

the mean for all participants on that item. This score was imputed for the missing data 

point. This procedure was conducted for each individual missing data point. 

There were 10 instances where participants had a double response for one item. 

These appeared to be at random and were all different variables. Responses from other 

items in the subscale or in the item cluster were used to decide which was the correct 

answer. Based on this information, one tended to be a clear answer. 

In addition, in the SACQ there were two items on the social adjustment subscale 

that instructed the participant to omit them if they did not have a roommate or live in a 

dormitory. Because 63% of the sample omitted one and 58% the other, these two items 

were excluded from the social adjustment subscale and the total scale scores. Including 

them would have caused unjustified discrepancies in scores among participants. 
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Results 

In order to test the hypotheses. Statistical Analysis Systems (SAS) was used to 

conduct a series of hierarchical regressions. To test hypothesis (1) a hierarchical 

regression tested the main effect of self-efficacy on college adjustment. Self-efficacy was 

entered first. Results of hierarchical regression analysis 1 are presented in Table 3 in 

conjunction with analysis 2. An examination of the beta weights indicates that college 

self-efficacy (P= .75, R~change= -56) accounted for a significant amount of the variance in 

college adjustment. 

In order to test hypothesis (2), a hierarchical regression was conducted to test the 

diathesis-stress model. Self-efficacy was entered first, then stress, followed by the 

interaction of self-efficacy and stress. Results of hierarchical regression analysis 2 are 

presented in Table 3. A total of 57% of the variance was accounted for by the combination 

of variables utilized. An examination of the beta weights indicates that college self-

efficacy (P= .75, R"change= -56) accounted for a significant amount of the variance in 

college adjustment. Conversely, stress ((3= -.02, R"changc= 01) and the interaction 

between college self-efficacy and stress (P= -.08, R"change= -00) did not account for 

significant amounts of unique variance. Hence, the diathesis-stress model was not 

supported (i.e., self-efficacy did not prove to buffer the negative effects of stress). 

To confirm that the interaction term actually did not account for a significant 

amount of the variance, and that results were not due solely to preceding variables using 

it up, a second analysis was conducted entering the interaction term first, followed by 

stress and self-efficacy. In this instance, the R^changc for the interaction term still remained 
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Table 3 

Hierarchical Regression Analyses 1 & 2: For College Adjustment by College Self-

EfFicacv and Stress 

Source P T R''Total R~Change 

College Self-efficacy .75 6.94*** .56 .56 

Stress -.02 -.08 .57 .01 

College Self-efficacy 
X Stress -.08 -.31 .57 .00 

Note. ***g <.001. 
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at .00. Although, the R"ciumge differed for stress and self-efficacy, with stress accounting 

for more variance when entered before self-efficacy. This suggests that they are 

accounting for shared variance, and not unique variance. 

In order to test hypothesis (3), a series of dimension specific hierarchical 

regressions were conducted to indicate whether subcomponents of self-efficacy would 

interact with stress in predicting the respective subcomponents of college adjustment. 

This model was broken up into three components. First, academic self-efficacy was 

entered, followed by stress, followed by the interaction of academic self-efficacy and 

stress to predict academic adjustment. Results of hierarchical regression analysis 3 are 

presented in Table 4. A total of 60% of the variance was accounted for by the variables 

used. Academic self-efficacy ((3= .89, R~change= -59) accounted for a significant amount of 

the variance. Stress (P= .29, R~change= 01) and the interaction between academic self-

efficacy and stress (P= -.38, R"change= -01) did not account for significant amounts of 

unique variance. In a second regression, social self-efficacy was entered followed by 

stress, followed by the interaction of social self-efficacy and stress to predict social 

adjustment. Results of hierarchical regression analysis 3 are presented in Table 5. A total 

of 38% of the variance was accounted for by the variables used. Social self-efficacy (P= 

.47, R"change= -38) accounted for a significant amount of the variance. Stress (P= -.34, 

R"change= -00) and the interaction between social self-efficacy and stress (P= .32, R"change= 

.01) did not account for significant amounts of unique variance. In a third regression, 

personal self-efficacy was entered followed by stress, followed by the interaction of 

personal self-efficacy and stress to predict personal adjustment. Results of hierarchical 
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Table 4 

Hierarchical Regression Analysis 3: For Academic Adjustment by Academic Self-

Efficacy and Stress 

Source P T R TouU R change 

Academic Self-efficacy .89 8.55*** .59 .59 

Stress .29 1.25 .60 .01 

Academic Self-efficacy 
X Stress -.38 -1.68 .61 .01 

Note. ***E <.001. 
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Table 5 

Hierarchical Regression Analysis 3: For Social Adjustment by Social Self-Efficacv and 

Stress 

Source P T R Total ^ Change 

Social Self-efficacy .47 3.53*** .38 .38 

Stress -.34 -1.23 .38 .00 

Social Self-efficacy 
X Stress .32 1.18 .39 .01 

Note. ***g <.001. 
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regression analysis 3 are presented in Table 6. A total of 49% of the variance was 

accounted for by the variables used. Personal self-efficacy (P= .74, R"change= -45) 

accounted for a significant amount of the variance. Stress (P= .09, R"change= 03) and the 

interaction between personal self-efficacy and stress (P= -.27, R^change= -00) did not 

account for significant amounts of unique variance. It is of interest to note that some of 

these analyses accounted for more variance than others in predicting their criterion 

variable. That is the analyses for academic, personal, and social adjustment accounted for 

60, 49, and 38 percent of their variance respectively. 

To test hypothesis (4) another hierarchical regression was conducted to test 

whether academic self-efficacy would interact with stress in predicting academic success 

(i.e. G.P.A.). Academic self-efficacy was entered first, followed by stress, followed by 

the interaction of academic self-efficacy and stress. Results of hierarchical regression 

analysis 4 are presented in Table 7. A total of 19% of the variance was accounted for by 

the combination of variables utilized to predict G.P.A. The beta weights show that 

academic self-efficacy (P= .66, R"change= -13), stress (P= .73, R"change= -01) and the 

interaction between academic self-efficacy and stress (p= -.85, R^change= -04) each 

accounted for a significant amount of the variance. A path analytic model is presented in 

Figure 2 to better illustrate the findings. The nature of the interaction was of particular 

interest. Table 8 shows the respective G.P.A.s for the high versus low academic self-

efficacy groups and stress groups. These high versus low groups were created using a 

median split academic self-efficacy and stress. For those with low stress, G.P.A. differs 

depending on academic self-efficacy level. Those with high academic self-efficacy had a 



40 

Table 6 

Hierarchical Regression Analysis 3: For Personal Adjustment bv Personal Self-EfFicacy 

and Stress 

Source P T R XotaJ R change 

Personal Self-efficacy .74 5.85*** .45 .45 

Stress .09 0.37 .48 .03 

Personal Self-efficacy 
X Stress -.27 -1.14 .48 .00 

Note. *»»£ <.001. 
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Table 7 

Hierarchical Regression Analysis 4: For G.P.A by Academic Self-Efficacv and Stress 

Source P X R Xotal R change 

Academic Self-efficacy .66 4.46*** .13 .13 

Stress .73 2.22* .14 .01 

Academic Self-efficacy 
X Stress -.85 -2.66** .18 .04 

Note. *E <.05. **£<.01. ***£ <.001. 
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Stress 

G.P.A. Academic 
Self-Efficacy 

Figure 2. Path-analytic model; Influence of academic self-efficacy, and stress on G.P.A. 

to 



Table 8 

Nature of the Interaction Between Academic Self-Efficacy and Stress in Predicting 

G.P.A. 

Academic Self-Efficacy 

Low High 

Low 

Stress 

High 

n= 35 3
 

II
 

U
) 

0
0
 

M= 2.70 M= 3.27 
SD= .58 SD= .48 

II c
 n= 29 

M= 2.72 M= 2.92 
SD= .57 0

0
 

D
 

II 
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higher G.P.A. (M= 3.27) than those with low academic self-efficacy (M= 2.70) (a full 

standard deviation higher). For those with high stress, G.P.A. differs depending on 

academic self-efficacy in the same way, but to a lesser degree (i.e. the difference in 

G.P.A. between high (M= 2.92) and low (M= 2.72) academic self-efficacy is less). 

As with analysis 2, a second analysis was conducted entering stress first, followed 

by academic self-efficacy, followed by the interaction, to determine whether stress would 

account for additional variance. When entered first stress accounted for more variance, 

yet academic self-efficacy remained the dominant variable in predicting G.PA. This 

suggests that they are accounting for some shared variance, and not unique variance. 

Significant correlations for demographic variables with predictor and criterion 

variables were few (see Table 9). Results indicate that males are higher in personal self-

efficacy than females (r= -.22, p < .01). Age was correlated with academic adjustment (r= 

.22,2 < .01), and G.P.A. (r= .32, p < .01). Student class level was correlated with college 

adjustment (r= . 17, p < .05), academic self-efficacy (r= . 19, p < .05), college self-efficacy 

(r= .16, p< .05), stress (r= -.21, p < .05), and G.P.A. (r= .28, p < .01). Socio-economic 

class was correlated with academic self-efficacy (r= .23, p < .01), social self-efficacy (r= 

.24, p < .01), and college self-efficacy (r= .23, p < .01). And income was correlated with 

personal adjustment (r= .17, p < .05), and college self-efficacy (r= .18, p < .05). Because 

there were no high significant correlations for any of the demographic variables (i.e. sex, 

age, class, ethnic identity, generation status, income or socio-economic class) with 

predictor or criterion variables, no further analyses were conducted using demographic 



Table 9 

Correlations for Demographic Variables with Predictor and Criterion Variables 

Sex Age" Student Gener- Socio- Income'^ 
Class ation'' econ. 

Class*^ 

Academic 
Adjustment -.00 .22** .16 -.06 .07 .13 

Social 
Adjustment -.13 -.05 .15 -.12 .16 .12 

Personal 
Adjustment -.15 .09 .09 -.08 .08 .17* 

College 
Adjustment -.10 .12 .17* -.10 .11 .17 

Academic 
Self-efficacy -.13 .14 .19* -.05 .23** .17 

Social 
Self-efficacy -.07 .05 .14 -.09 .24** .15 

Personal 
Self-efficacy -.22** .09 .07 -.10 .09 .13 



Table 9 (cont.) 

Correlations for Demographic Variables with Predictor and Criterion Variables 

Sex Age" Student Gener- Socio- Income'' 
Class ation'' econ. 

Class*^ 

College 
Self-efficacy -.16 .11 .16* -.09 .23** .18* 

Stress .05 -.09 -.21* .14 -.09 -.04 

G.P.A. -.01 .32** .28* .05 .05 .07 

Note. ''n= 143. ''n= 141. "n= 143. ''n= 137. 

*2< .05. **2< .01. 
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variables as predictors. Additional data on socio-economic class and income is presented 

in the Appendix. 

The correlation matrix of predictor and criterion variables. Table 10, reveals that 

the adjustment and self-efficacy variables are highly and significantly correlated. 

Conversely, stress and G.P.A. are not as highly or significantly correlated with the 

adjustment and self-efficacy variables. The results of the correlation matrix show that the 

variables stress and perceived stress were highly correlated (r= .94, p < .01). Based on 

this result, the perceived stress hypotheses, which were identical to the stress hypotheses, 

were not carried out into hierarchical regression analyses. Rather, only the analyses for 

stress were conducted. 

Discussion 

This purpose of this study was to apply a diathesis-stress model to the study of 

Latino self-efficacy and college adjustment. Specifically, it was of interest to determine 

whether self-efficacy or its subcomponents would buffer Latino students from the effects 

of stress in college adjustment or its subcomponents. 

As postulated in hypothesis 1, college self-efficacy was directly related to college 

adjustment. As college self-efficacy goes up college adjustment also goes up. It accounts 

for a large portion of the variance in college adjustment. Students' beliefs in their abilities 

to succeed in college have a significant impact on their adjustment. This finding is similar 

to those found by Solberg, et al. His group had looked at social support, stress and 

college adjustment in one study and self-efficacy, social support, stress and personal 



Table 10 

Correlation Matrix of Predictor and Criterion Variables 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Academic 
Adjustment ~ 

2. Social 
Adjustment .37** --

3. Personal 
Adjustment .69** .45** --

4. College 
Adjustment .86** .73** .86** -

5. Academic 
Self-efficacy.77** .39** .54** .70** --

6. Social 
Self-efficacy.36** .62** .43** .57** .52** -

7. Personal 
Self-efficacy.52** .36** .67** .62** .59** .50** 

8 9 10 11 

oo 



Table 10(cont.) 

Correlation Matrix of Predictor and Criterion Variables 

\ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 IT 

8. College 
Self-efficacy.64** .56** .65** .75** .83** .84** .82** -

9. Stress -.29**-.14 -.37** -.31**-.27** -.19* -.30** -.30** ~ 

10. Perceived 
Stress - 40** - 28** - 49** - 45** - 36** - 25** - 39** - 39** 94** 

11.G.P.A. .34** .12 .20* .29** .36** .16 .05 .23**-.21* -.24** -

Note. *g < .05. **E < .01. 
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adjustment in another. This study found that self-efficacy was directly related to college 

adjustment, which follows the pattern of Solberg's studies. 

The diathesis-stress model was not supported, as was the expectation of 

hypothesis 2. College self-efficacy did not buffer Latino students from the negative 

effects of stress in college adjustment. Although college self-efficacy did account for a 

large portion of the variance in college adjustment, when stress and the interaction 

between college self-efficacy and stress were included they did not add much to the 

model. This indicates that college self-efficacy is the dominant variable to consider, an 

extremely important finding. The lack of support for the diathesis-stress model parallels 

the findings of Solberg et al. (1994, 1997). This consistent lack of support for a diathesis 

stress model may be suggesting several things. First, it is possible that the measurements 

being used for these variables are inappropriate ones. They may not be operationalizing 

the concepts adequately. Second, it is possible that this relationship simply does not exist. 

Given that it seems so plausibly true, it is difficult to accept this possibility. It seems 

more likely that the model needs adjustment. For example, replacing self-efficacy with 

another variable since self-efficacy has proven to not buffer. An interesting thing to note 

is the relatively smaller amount of variance that stress accounted for in relation to past 

literature. Stress has tended to account for more variance in other studies of college 

students. Although some of the variance for stress was shared with other variables, the 

score was still lower than reported in the literature (Solberg et al, 1994, 1997). It is 

possible that the measure of stress used did not adequately tap into the actual levels of 

stress in this sample. 
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The subcomponents of college self-efficacy and college adjustment also did not 

support a diathesis-stress model, as postulated in hypothesis 3. The subcomponent 

college self-efficacy variables tended to be the dominant and important variables in 

predicting the respective subcomponent college adjustment variables. Yet, academic self-

efficacy, social self-efficacy, and personal self-efficacy did not buffer the effects of stress 

in academic, social, or personal adjustment respectively. It is of interest to note that some 

of these analyses accounted for more variance than others in predicting their criterion 

variable. In other words, the analysis for academic adjustment accounted for the most 

variance, followed by the analysis for personal adjustment, followed by the analysis for 

social adjustment. This finding is consistent with Russell and Petrie (1992), who stated 

that there are more complications in attempting to operationalize social and personal 

adjustment appropriately, than academic adjustment. Assessment of social and personal 

adjustment has proven to be more complex, than simply using G.P.A. for academic 

adjustment (Russell and Petrie, 1992). Moreover, the pattern of a lower stress 

contribution to the variance than in the literature was also consistent across these 

analyses. The results of these hypotheses portray the same pattern as that of hypothesis 2, 

most likely because they are simply a break down of it. 

In hypothesis 4, a diathesis-stress model was supported to some degree in 

predicting academic success (i.e., G.P.A.). Again, academic self-efficacy seemed to be 

the dominant variable. All in all, high academic self-efficacy is related to more academic 

success. This finding confirms that of Lent et al. (1984) who found that those with high 

self-efficacy for educational requirements tended to attain higher grades than those with 
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low self-efflcacy did. Moreover, this finding also confirmed that of Multon et al.'s (1991) 

analytic study that found that self-efficacy is positively related to academic outcomes 

such as performance (including G.P.A.) and persistence. 

Originally, hypothesis 4 stated that academic self-efficacy would moderate stress 

in academic success. A diathesis-stress model was not entirely supported, in that the 

interaction was a unique one. It appeared that during low stress periods, high academic 

self-efficacy was related to higher G.P.A. than low academic self-efficacy. During high 

stress periods, this finding was less pronounced, yet those with high academic self-

efficacy still had a higher G.P.A. than those in the low academic self-efficacy groups. 

Hence, higher academic self-efficacy was more beneficial either way. As postulated by 

the buffer model, there should have been a larger difference in G.P.A. levels between 

high and low academic self-efficacy groups at the high stress levels. Hence, as a 

consequence of these results, the hypothesis should be changed to read that stress might 

moderate the effects of academic self-efficacy on academic success. This way of 

interpreting the results was presented in Figure 2. In speculating about the meaning of 

these results, it may be feasible to say that stress (especially in large amounts) may 

debilitate a student's ability to have high academic self-efficacy, which will in tum effect 

academic success. Possibly the key in periods of high stress is not to have high academic 

self-efficacy alone, but rather in combination with something else, as Bandura (1977) 

postulates. His premise is that self-efficacy is an important factor in behavior given that 

one holds other components such as appropriate skills and incentives. These possible 

additional components may serve to strengthen the role and effects of academic self-
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efficacy on academic success. It will be imperative to decipher what the possible 

components might include. 

Additional findings, other than those of the main hypotheses, were as follows. 

Males were found to have higher personal self-efficacy than females. It is possible that 

the Latino male students were less apt to endorse an item that reported that they were 

having emotional difficulties due to cultural influences. Additionally, age was found to 

have a moderate positive relationship with academic adjustment and G.P.A. This finding 

most likely has to do with several older students who were included in the sample. It is 

well known that older returning students tend to do better academically because of their 

higher dedication and focus in school. These outliers probably account for the higher 

academic adjustment and G.P.A. Furthermore, student class level was found to have a 

relationship with college adjustment, academic self-efficacy, college self-efficacy, stress 

and G.P.A. The positive relationship with college adjustment, academic self-efficacy, and 

college self-efficacy can probably be associated with higher levels of experience. Seniors 

feel more confident in themselves than freshmen, given their extensive knowledge of the 

environment and how it works. The positive relationship with G.P.A. may also simply be 

that seniors have had more of an opportunity to, understand what is expected of them, or 

bring up their grades, than freshmen. This experience may also explain the negative 

relationship with stress. Freshmen may encounter more stress than seniors given their 

unfamiliarity with the environment. Moreover, socio-economic class had a positive 

relationship with academic self-efficacy, social self-efficacy and college self-efficacy. 

Income also had a positive relationship with personal adjustment and college self-
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efficacy. Although moderate, a student's high perception of their class and income may 

be having a positive effect on some of these variables. In addition, the high, significant 

correlations between the college adjustment and college self-efficacy variables may be 

indicating that they are measuring similar constructs, which could be problematic. If they 

are tapping into the same things then that might be why they are accounting for the same 

variance. It is essential to determine whether these variables are actually measuring 

similar constructs. 

Limitations 

One of the important limitations of this study was that it did not utilize a random 

sample. Random selection was not used, rather participants included students who 

volunteered. Although actions were taken at the point of data collection to attempt to 

include students of various majors, interests, and backgrounds, due to the lack of a 

random sample, it is difficult to determine whether this sample is representative of the 

Latino population at the University of Arizona. In addition, it is also complex to 

determine whether this sample is representative of the Latino college student population 

in the United States. Another important limitation of this study was its use of a 

questionnaire data collection method. This questionnaire method involved obtaining self-

report data from participants. Because participants themselves completed all of the 

questionnaires, results could include a certain level of bias and/or social desirability. In 

addition, only one measure was used for each of the variables evaluated. It may have 

been beneficial to obtain multiple measures of these different variables. The multiple 

measures should also include multiple methods of data collection, other than self-report. 



55 

Another possible limitation may have been the potential effects that compensation may 

have had on participant responses. They may have felt inclined to respond in a certain 

direction because of the compensation involved. 

Future Directions 

Given that results ranked so highly for the effects of self-efficacy on adjustment, 

it is important to determine who has this characteristic, especially within the Latino 

population. The possibility exists that self-efficacy is a characteristic of a college student 

(i.e., successful student). It is considered by many that college students are already 

successful students because they have defied the odds and made it to this level. Maybe 

self-efficacy is necessary in order to be successful. It is of interest to find out how early 

self-efficacy is detectable. Research should be done to conclude whether younger 

students at the high school, junior high or even elementary school levels exhibit self-

efficacy. If some do, research should be done to determine whether it is the ones who do 

that go on to college. If this proves to be true, then it is imperative to find out whether 

self-efficacy can be taught, as well as finding a way to teach it to those who do not 

naturally have it. 

Discovering that it is those who have self-efficacy who go on to college, and that 

it can be taught, would pave the way for a variety of intervention programs. Knowing 

what one of the key components is to college adjustment and success would facilitate 

instilling it into the mentality of future generations. This could have particular 

implications for its incorporation into the educational system and school programs. As 

Bandura (1977) postulated, self-efficacy information sources include, among other 
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things, vicarious experience, and verbal persuasion. These two elements could easily be 

the foundation for a program that would instill self-efficacy into young students. 

Teachers, counselors and specific program leaders could work together to attempt to 

change the behaviors of Latino youth. Additionally, instructions and suggestions could 

also be given to parents who have a strong impact, especially on Latino youth. Parents 

could possibly even form part of the team at schools to work in conjunction with staff. 

Given the influence that Latino parents have on their children, and the respect that these 

children have for their parents, it is imperative to get parents involved. 

Generally, it is a possibility that the measures employed to investigate variables 

are deficient in some way. This study is no exception. Researchers should continually 

search for superior measures for their variables. In this case, researchers should especially 

look for measures that are developed especially for the Latino population. As discussed 

earlier, it is suggested that multiple measures by used. In terms of future considerations 

for another study of this nature, it would be helpful to use things such as peer ratings, in 

which a more objective score could be obtained. Or, also more objective, behavioral 

ratings should be used, in which the behaviors of the participant could be observed and 

rated. 

Furthermore, some population comparisons should be made. Because this study 

investigated a sample comprised of Latino students, it would be of interest to determine 

what differences might be found in an Anglo student population. Knowing what results 

would be produced in testing a diathesis-stress model with Anglo students may uncover 

important cultural implications, which can not be determined here due to lack of a 
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comparison group. In addition to comparing across cultures, making comparisons within 

the population would be important. Of special interest would be a comparison of a 

diathesis-stress model for low and high academic achievers. Since it has been the finding 

of Brown et al. (1989), and Multon et al (1991) that self-efficacy was especially 

facilitative for low achieving students, research should be conducted to find what the 

differences are and whether one group can be taught the other's positive characteristics. 

In conclusion, the purpose of this study was to apply a diathesis-stress model to 

the study of Latino self-efficacy and college adjustment. Specifically, it was of interest to 

determine whether self-efficacy or its subcomponents would buffer Latino students from 

the effects of stress in college adjustment or its subcomponents. Results suggested that 

although self-efficacy and its subcomponents had a large effect on adjustment and its 

subcomponents, they were not found to buffer stress. Hence a diathesis-stress model was 

not supported. What was significant and unique was the extent to which academic self-

efficacy buffered the effects of stress in predicted academic success. This hypothesis was 

supportive of a partial diathesis-stress model. Implications of these findings include 

promoting the importance of having high self-efficacy and trying to instill it in Latino 

youth through the educational system. 
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Appendix A 

Further Socio-Economic Class and Income Data 

Table A1 

Crosstabulations for Colleee Self-Efficacv bv Levels of Socio-Economic Class 

Level of 
Socio-Economic 
Class" n 

College Self-Efficacv 

M SD 

1 Unemployed and 
Receiving Public 
Assistance 0 

2 Working Class 57 127.89 23.77 

3 Middle Class 62 135.82 25.19 

4 Upper Middle Class 24 142.86 13.18 

5 Upper Class 0 ~ ~ 

Note. ''n=143. 
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Table A2 

Crosstabulations for College Self-EfFicacv by Levels of Income 

Level of College Self-EfFicacv 
Income'' n M SD 

1 Under $10,000 7 133.29 13.52 

2 $10,000-$20,000 28 132.32 24.81 

3 $20,001-$30,000 19 125.95 20.63 

4 $30,001-$40,000 17 137.44 24.60 

5 $40,001-$50,000 17 137.29 25.47 

6 $50,001-$60,000 18 129.94 25.34 

7 $60,001-$70,000 10 149.97 16.13 

8 $70,001-$80,000 7 145.43 17.78 

9 $80,001-$90,000 8 138.95 13.92 

10 $90,001-$100,000 3 142.33 8.50 

11 Over $100,000 3 143.33 10.69 

Note. ''n=137. 
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