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ABSTRACT

EXAMINING RELATIONSHIPS AMONG FACULTY-STUDENT INTERACTIONS,
ACADEMIC SELF-EFFICACY, SELF-REGULATION, AND ACADEMIC
ACHIEVEMENT OF UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS

Michelle A. Gnoleba, MAIS
George Mason University, 2015

Thesis Director: Dr. Anastasia Kitsantas

The present study focused on undergraduate college students (N = 214) with the aim to
(a) investigate relationships among faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy,
self-regulation and academic achievement and (b) examine if there were differences
between White, Asian, African-American, and Hispanic students. Participants’
perceptions of faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, self-regulation and
academic achievement (GPA) were assessed through surveys. These target variables were
hypothesized to be correlated and serve as significant predictors of GPA. Significant
differences were also expected among the racial groups. Results indicated that there were
positive relationships between faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, self-
regulation, and GPA. Faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy and self-
regulation served as significant predictors of GPA. As expected, there were group

differences among White, Asian, African-American, and Hispanic students for faculty-



student interactions, academic self-efficacy, and GPA. Educational implications and

directions for future research are discussed.



INTRODUCTION

A great number of people are attending college more than ever before.
Specifically, over 19.9 million people enrolled into college in the year of 2012 which was
about a 37% increase since the year of 2000 (Snyder & Dillow, 2013). However,
increased access to higher education does not necessarily equate to equitable college
graduation rates among different racial groups. Research examining the achievement gap
has been extensively studied and dates back to the Equality of Educational Opportunity
report from 1966. Research in this area shows that African Americans, Hispanics, and
Native Americans currently have lower college graduation rates than White and Asian
students (Bensimon, 2005). Unfortunately, these patterns of inequality are evident at two-
year, four-year, public, private institutions and even minority serving institutions
(Bensimon, 2005). The majority of college retention research has focused on full time,
traditional, undergraduate students, with a six year completion time frame.

In addition, few institutions have nearly closed the achievement gap between
underrepresented minority (URM) and non-underrepresented minority students (non-
URM) (Lynch & Engle, 2010). The question is what, if anything, are institutions that
have closed the achievement gap doing differently than institutions who have not? The
following study investigated the relationship between faculty-student interactions, self-

efficacy, self-regulation and academic achievement.



Equity Scorecard Perspective
Since retention and academic achievement are pressing issues in higher education
research, many scholars look at the issue from a variety of angles. Estela Bensimon and
the Center for Urban Education (CUE) argued that achievement disparities may be the
problems of educators and policy.
Bensimon (2005) argued:

That is, individuals—the ways in which they teach, think students

learn and connect with students, and the assumptions they make

about students based on their race or ethnicity—can create the problem of

unequal outcomes. Such individuals, if placed in situations where they

learn the ways in which their own thinking creates or accentuates

inequities, can also learn new ways of thinking that are more equity

minded. Individually and collectively, campus members can be the

creators of the conditions that result in unequal and or equitable outcomes.

(p. 103)
Bensimon and the CUE focus on institutional accountability when addressing the
achievement disparities, and they emphasize the importance of faculty-student
interactions in relation to academic achievement. Faculty-student interactions are the
formal and informal interactions that occur between faculty and students. These
interactions can take place inside and outside of the classroom. Quality faculty-student

interactions can also build academic self-efficacy and within students. Academic self-



efficacy is the belief that people hold about their ability to complete an academic task or
goal. With encouragement from faculty, students can gain more academic self-efficacy
and achieve at high levels. In addition, self-regulation is the idea that students are
responsible for their own learning and it has strongly been linked to academic self-
efficacy and academic achievement. Faculty can also create environments which promote
academic self-efficacy and self-regulation thus promoting academic achievement.

Another aspect of the Equity Scorecard Process is the concept of cognitive frames
which are bodies of knowledge that educators unconsciously use to make everyday
decisions about students. Cognitive frames are problematic when automatic, negative
judgments are made towards certain groups, and when stereotypes are the primary source
of a person’s initial judgment.

Bensimon has identified diversity, deficit, and equity as the three cognitive frames
that educators may use while working with students. Educators and institutions, who are
guided by a diversity cognitive frame solely focus their attention on the demographics of
a student body in terms of interracial contact and human relations (Bensimon, 2005). The
diversity cognitive frame seems fully beneficial to students, however it doesn’t fully
address the academic achievement disparities between different racial groups.

The deficit cognitive frame focuses on the negative assumptions of students and
disregards the ways in which an institution can promote academic achievement for all
students (Bensimon, 2005). The danger with this cognitive frame is that some educators
may view academic achievement and low retention rates as natural and unchangeable.

Bensimon (2005) noted that “It can be also conveyed in well-meaning, but pessimistic



attributions, such as concluding that students cannot be expected to overcome the
disadvantages of poverty and under preparation; therefore, unequal outcomes are to be
expected” (p.102). The deficit cognitive frame contributes to achievement disparities
because the ways in which educators connect with students may promote unequal
outcomes. For example, if educators are guided by the deficit mindset, then they may not
make an extra effort to guide students with historically lower academic success because
of low academic expectations, thus promoting the achievement gap.

An educator who is guided by a cognitive frame of equity intentionally focuses on
the academic outcomes of African-American, Hispanic, and Native-American students
(Bensimon, 2005). These individuals are also aware of the inequalities from a historical
standpoint. Individuals who are guided by a cognitive frame of equity recognize that
there are achievement disparities between non-URM and URM students. Educators who
adopt the equity cognitive frames recognize that the expectations from educators and
institutions influence the success of students, and that institutions should be held
accountable for educational outcomes. Institutions who are guided by the cognitive frame
of equity will most likely close the college achievement gap (Bensimon, 2005).

Equity scorecard process. Bensimon and the Center for Urban Education
proposed the Equity Scorecard process as a possible solution to close the college
achievement gap between non-URM and URM students. The Equity Scorecard Process
includes four phases that aid institutions in closing the achievement gap. CUE provides
tools to help institutions monitor student outcomes and finds new ways to address the

achievement gap from an institutional standpoint. The Equity Scorecard process goes



beyond common practice of reporting data. Instead they recommend best practices for an
institution’s unique needs. During the process, the Center for Urban Education provides
the evidence team with quantitative and qualitative data from students to aid in finding
solutions for equity.

The Equity Scorecard approach takes the focus away from students and it inspires
faculty and staff to concentrate on the ways in which they can promote a successful
environment for learning. The Equity Scorecard process is successful because the CUE
encourages institutions to prioritize the educational outcomes of underrepresented
minority students. Institutions that have prioritized academic achievement have seen
significant changes in the academic success rates of their students (Bensimon, 2005).
Connecting the Achievement Gap to the Proposed Study

The achievement gap continues to be an issue in education and it is essential to
study potential factors that may promote academic achievement. The current study
examines the relationship between faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy,
and self-regulation, and how these factors predict academic achievement for college
students. Aspects of faculty-student interaction that were investigated included (a) career
guidance, (b) off-campus interactions, (c) approachability, (d) accessibility, (e) negative
experiences, () respectful interactions, (g) caring attitude, and (h) connectedness. By
investigating the target variables, a goal was to learn how they can contribute to finding
effective ways to close the achievement gap. The study also investigated if quality
faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, self-regulation can provide a possible

explanation about institutions that have successfully closed the achievement gap between



non-URM and URM students. Research questions include: (a) Do faculty-student
interactions, academic self-efficacy and self-regulation account for a significant amount
of variance in GPA and (b) Are there group differences in these effects? Chapter 2
provides an extensive literature review on how the target variables are related to
academic achievement. The synthesis graphic illustrates how the factors such as faculty-
student interactions, academic self-efficacy and self-regulation, interchangeably influence

behavior such as academic achievement (Bandura, 2001).

Academic Self-efficacy
and Self-regulation

(Personal Factors)

Faculty-Student
Interactions
(Environmental Factors)

Academic Achievement
(Behavior)

Figure 1. The Relationships among Faculty-Student Interactions, Academic Self-Efficacy,
Self-Regulation, and Academic Achievement (Bandura, 2001).



Significance of the Study

Academic achievement is a significant topic in the field of higher education
because it is essential for faculty and student affair professionals to be aware of the
important influence that they may have on a student’s achievement. According to the
historic American Council on Education student personnel point of view (1949), student
affairs professionals and faculty have the responsibility to support students and promote
holistic development. Institutions of higher education should also be held accountable for
academic achievement. Institutions that have closed the achievement gap between non-
URM and URM students have made academic achievement and retention an institutional
priority (Harris & Bensimon, 2012).

It is also necessary to address core issues that may promote or prevent student
achievement. With a better understanding of the influences of academic achievement then
educators can find effective solutions that aim towards graduation parity. There are a
variety of perspectives such as the Equity Scorecard Process and the Campus Climate
Perspective that discuss potential ways to close the achievement gap. The Equity
Scorecard Process encourages educators to use a cognitive frame of equity while working
with students in order to promote an environment where all students are expected to
achieve (Harris & Bensimon, 2012). Similarly, the Campus Climate Perspective places
on an emphasis on providing a warm climate for all students because sense of belonging
is a key factor in academic achievement (Gusa, 2010). The current study may serve as an

additional perspective in that if educators ensure quality faculty-student interactions,



build academic self-efficacy in students and promote self-regulated environments then it
may aid in closing the achievement gap.

Additionally, the current study separately examines White, Asian, African-
American and Hispanic students. This is significant because different groups of students
may rely and benefit from different factors compared to other groups and different racial
groups may need different types of interventions to promote academic achievement. For
example, self-regulation may be a significant predictor of GPA for African-American
students while academic self-efficacy may be a significant predictor of GPA for Asian
students. If educators are aware of group differences then they can create interventions
which specifically address the needs of specific groups of students.

The research is also significant because it highlights the potential impact that an
educator can have on a student’s success. Previous literature has indicated that quality
faculty-student interactions have a positive relationship with academic achievement
(Micari & Pazos, 2012). Educators have the ability to empower students to make them
successful. This research will highlight the importance of educators and how much of an
influence that they may have on students’ academic achievement. By empowering
students, educators can potentially increase self-efficacy within students which may
shape students’ collegiate experience. The study also highlights how a student’s mindset
may influence their experience and the ways in which faculty can shape their mindset as

well.



Key Terms

For the purposes of this study, the following key terms were used. These terms
were selected to facilitate the understanding of educational psychology and higher
education research:

Faculty-Student Interactions: Faculty-student Interactions as defined by Cokley,
Komarraju, Rosales, Pickett, and Patel (2007) are the everyday interactions that a student
has with a faculty member. Different aspects of faculty-student interaction include (a)
career guidance, (b) off-campus interactions, (c) approachability, (d) accessibility, (e)
negative experiences, (f) respectful interactions, (g) caring attitude, and (h)
connectedness.

Academic Self-efficacy: Self efficacy is defined by Bandura (1977) as "the belief
in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to manage
prospective situations” (p.193). Academic self-efficacy is specific to beliefs in academia.
The study analyzed the relationship between academic self-efficacy, faculty-student
interactions, self-regulation, and academic achievement.

Academic Achievement: Academic achievement is defined by grade point average
(GPA). A GPA of at least 2.0 is classified as good academic standing (Micari & Pazos,
2012). In addition, students reported questions regarding their most frequent grade, grade
for the most challenging course, assignment preference, and class work preference.

Underrepresented minority students (URM): EdTrust, a non-profit education
advocacy group, has classified underrepresented students as African-Americans,

Hispanics, and Native-Americans (EdTrust, 2000).



Non-Underrepresented minority students (non-URM): EdTrust (2000) has defined
non-URM students as White and Asians.

Self-regulation/Perceived responsibility for learning: Perceived responsibility for
learning is defined as the perceived accountability that a student has on their academic

achievement (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2007).
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LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, literature on faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy,
self-regulation and how they relate to academic achievement is reviewed. The literature
review summarizes relevant studies and discusses the ways in which it supports the
current study.

Faculty-Student Interactions and Academic Achievement

Many scholars agree that quality faculty-student interactions are essential for
academic achievement (Hsiesh, Sullivan, & Guerra, 2007; Komarraju & Bhattacharaya,
2010; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt, 2005; Micari & Pazos, 2012; Pascarella, 2006).
Research indicates that aspects such as approachability and accessibility facilitate quality
relationships between faculty and students. Approachability and accessibility involve
faculty who are accessible inside and outside of the classroom, respond promptly to
student emails, have regular office hours, and more. Kuh (2008a) argued that faculty-
student interactions consists of many facets such as, faculty-student research teams,
working with faculty on activities other than course work (e.g., program activities,
student club activities), discussing course grades, and receiving prompt academic
feedback. In sum, quality faculty-student interactions increase the likely-hood of

academic achievement (Pascarella, 2006).
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Previous literature has indicated that faculty-student interactions and mentoring
have an impact on learning and academic achievement (Komarraju & Bhattacharaya,
2010; Micari & Pazos, 2012; Hsiesh, Sullivan, & Guerra, 2007). Bond (2015)
investigated the effect of faculty-student interactions on the academic achievement and
the persistence of Hispanic students. Social capital models were the foundation of the
study and factors such as perceptions of belonging and social engagement were
investigated. Bond (2015) found that students’ interactions with faculty had a significant
but small impact on GPA. Generally speaking, students who interacted with faculty
outside of class had a higher GPA. The results in the study are consistent with the
hypothesis of the current research study that faculty-student interactions have a positive
relationship with academic achievement.

Furthermore, Crisp and Cruz (2009) found that African-American and Hispanic
college students who were in a mentoring program had higher GPA and retention
compared to students who were not in the program. Another study discovered that
African-American and Hispanic students who were mentored obtained more college
credits compared to students who were not (Campbell & Campbell, 2007). These results
suggest that mentoring relationships significantly impact academic achievement for URM
students. Crisp and Cruz (2009) and Campbell and Campbell (2007) specifically
addressed the relationship between mentoring and the influence that it has on the
academic achievement of Hispanic and African-American students. Students who had
quality mentoring relationships with faculty had higher GPAs and more academic

persistence compared to students who did not have those opportunities. In general, the
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studies had consistent findings with previous studies in that mentoring resulted in higher
GPAs and more college credits. These studies support the rationale for the current study
because they show the link between mentoring and academic achievement.

Moreover, Komarraju, Musulkin, and Bhattacharya (2010) examined eight
different components of student-faculty interactions (respect, guidance, approachability,
guidance, caring, interactions outside of the class, connected, accessible, and negative
experiences) as predictors of students' academic achievement and motivation. The
researchers hypothesized that there would be a positive relationship between the seven
aspects of faculty-student interaction, student success, and motivation. They also
hypothesized that negative experiences of faculty-student interaction would have a
positive correlation with the lack of motivation in students.

Participants included 242 undergraduate students from a mid-size, Midwestern,
public university. Researchers implemented the Student Professor Interaction Scale, the
Academic Motivations Scale, and the Academic Self-Concept Scale. Data were analyzed
using correlation and regression to examine the eight types of student-faculty interactions
as the predictors and academic self-concept, intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation,
amotivation, and GPA as outcomes variables. Researchers discovered that students who
perceived their faculty as approachable, respectful, and available for frequent interactions
outside of class were more likely to report being more confident of academic skills and
feeling academically motivated. In contrast, students who felt alienated or distant from
professors experienced a lack of motivation (Komarraju, Musulkin, & Bhattacharya,

2010). The results highlighted that faculty-student interactions have a psychological

13



influence on students’ academic performance. When students perceived faculty as
approachable, their academic confidence and motivation significantly increased.

The results of Komarraju, Musulkin, and Bhattacharya (2010) are consistent with
Bond (2015) because both studies indicated that positive faculty-student interactions
promote academic achievement in students. Bond (2015) had less of an emphasis on the
impact of faculty-student interactions on academic achievement and focused more on the
implication of social models. However, Komarraju, Musulkin, and Bhattacharya (2010)
investigated different components of faculty-student interactions and as a result found the
different ways in which faculty-student interactions have a positive relationship with
academic achievement. The current research study has similar goals as Komarraju,
Musulkin, and Bhattacharya (2010) because there is an emphasis on the different types of
faculty-student interactions and its relationship with academic achievement.

Additionally, Micari and Pazos (2012), assessed the impact that faculty-student
interaction has on a challenging science course. Previous literature suggests that the way
students feel about their relationship with their professor has a strong impact on their
outcome of a challenging course and about college in general. Kuh and Hu (2001)
conducted a large multi-institutional study and found that positive informal student-
faculty interaction impacted student retention among first-year college students. Informal
faculty-student interaction is defined as more spontaneous and gradual, while formal
faculty student-interaction are those that are officially organized or sanctioned by the
university such as the classroom setting (Thomas, Wolters, Horn, & Kennedy, 2014).

While there is substantial literature on faculty-student interactions, little research has

14



investigated this relationship based on specific types of courses college courses. The
researchers examined Organic Chemistry as a case study. Organic Chemistry has been
cited as one of the most challenging courses in the science curriculum (Grove,
Hershberger & Bretz, 2008). The researchers hypothesized that there would be a positive
relationship between faculy-student relationship and students' academic performance and
confidence.

Participants included 113 undergraduate students at a mid-sized, mid-western
university who were currently taking or had recently taken the course. Data for this study
was collected among students in six different organic chemistry courses with four
different professors. The study used a questionnaire containing 12 Likert-style items to
assess students' perceptions of their relationship with their professors, confidence in the
course, and sense of science identity. The researchers focused on variables that were
deemed important by faculty-student interaction literature which included (a) status as a
role model, (b) ease for asking for help, (c) and students’ sense that they are respected by
their professor (Komarraju, Musulkin, & Bhattacharya, 2010). Science identity and
confidence focused on the sense of belongingness in science, value placed on doing well
in science, confidence with coursework, and course success.

Student performance was measured using a standardized z-score based on the
student’s final grade in the course. Linear regression analysis was used to test if there was
a positive relationship between faculty-student interaction and students’ performance in
the course. Previous GPA was a predictor to account for the possible impact that faculty-

student interaction had on academic achievement. Gender and minority status were also
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included as covariates in the analysis. The standardized final grade was tested as the
outcome variable. Results indicated that faculty-student interaction was a significant
predictor of final grades. To test for the positive relationship between faculty-student
interaction and students’ confidence in the course, linear regression analysis was
conducted. Faculty-student interaction served as the predictor and confidence was the
outcome variable. Previous GPA was included as a predictor to account for the
relationship of faculty-student interaction on academic achievement. Gender and race
were also included. Results indicated that faculty-student interaction was a positive
predictor of confidence. However, faculty-student interaction failed to predict science
identity. These findings are consistent with the previous studies discussed because they
display the positive relationship between faculty-student interaction and academic
success. The current study involves assessing whether faculty-student interactions have a
positive relationship between academic self-efficacy, and academic achievement.

Micari and Pazos (2012) considered faculty-student interactions as
approachability, accessibility, and mentoring. The difference between Micari and Pazos
(2012) and the previous studies discussed was that it specifically addressed the
relationship of faculty-student interaction in relation to academic achievement in a
science course as opposed to academic achievement in general. The current study will
take the same approach as the majority of faculty-student interaction research and
investigate academic achievement in general.

In addition, Roberts and Styron (2010) discovered that the quality of faculty-

student interaction had a positive effect on students’ efforts in college which in turn
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positively affected their college satisfaction and learning gains. Interactions such as
conducting research with faculty have been related to academic achievement, particularly
for African-American students (Kim & Sax, 2009). These previous findings support
Roberts and Styron’s (2010) research that students who are more involved with campus
activities, such as interacting with faculty, will be more likely to persist academically.

In sum, the majority of studies that investigate faculty-student interactions have
discovered that it promotes academic achievement. Some studies focused on academic
persistence, while some were interested in learning more about different factors that
influence academic achievement. The current study examined the relationships among
faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, self-regulation, and academic
achievement. In addition, it was hypothesized that faculty-student interactions, academic
self-efficacy, and self-regulation were significant predictors of academic achievement
Self-Efficacy and Academic Achievement

Bandura (1997) defined self-efficacy as people’s belief that they can complete a
specific task or goal. Bandura (1977) suggested that vicarious learning (learning a
behavior by modeling another person) and verbal persuasion (encouraging people that
they can complete a task) were two essential sources of self-efficacy. An individual with
high levels of self-efficacy for a particular task is more likely to persist and do well
compared to an individual who has low levels of self-efficacy. Researchers have found
that self-efficacy has been linked to academic success (Chang, 2005; DeWitz, Wossley,
& Walsh, 2009; Santos & Reigados, 2002). Furthermore, self-efficacy serves as robust

theory in predicting student academic performance (Lent & Hacket, 1987; Siegel,
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Galassi, & Ware, 1985). In sum, students with higher levels of self-efficacy typically
succeed at higher levels compared to students with lower levels of self-efficacy.

DeWitz, Woosley, and Walsh (2009) investigated the association between
Frankl's concept of the purpose of life (1963, 1969) and Bandura's theory of self-efficacy
(1997, 2001) as a predictor of students who have a desire to stay or leave college.
Previous studies have found self-efficacy as a strong predictor of collegiate and academic
success. The researchers hypothesized that self-efficacy beliefs in regards to college
success are significantly associated with the purpose of life. The researchers also
hypothesized that individuals who scored higher on the measures of self-efficacy would
report a significantly higher purpose of life.

Participants included 344 undergraduate college students at a large Midwestern
University. Demographic data revealed that 68% of participants (n = 233) were female
and 32% (n = 111) were male. The majority of the sample self-identified as White
(76.2%; n = 262). In addition, the majority of students were first-year students (79.3%; n
= 273).

Researchers implemented the College Self-Efficacy Inventory (Solberg, O'Brien,
Villerreal, Kennel, & Davis, 1993); the Scale of Perceived Social Self-Efficacy (Smith &
Betz, 2000); the General Self-Efficacy Subscale of the Self-Efficacy Scale (Sherer et al.,
1982); and the Marlowe-Crown Social Desirability Scale (Crown & Marlow, 1960). All
of the variables of self-efficacy were significantly and positively correlated with the
purpose of life. Self-efficacy was the most significant predictor for purpose in life. The

study gave support to the idea of creating interventions based on self-efficacy for student
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retention and success. A goal of the current study is to investigate the relationship
between self-efficacy and academic achievement.

Additionally, Hsieh and Sullivan (2007) addressed students' efficacy and goal
orientation in college. The researchers investigated how students with varying self-
efficacy levels and academic standing differ in academic standing, academic goals, and
college achievement. Previous literature have defined the completion of a bachelor’s
degree as a goal, and that motivation heavily influences a student's desire to graduate.
The researchers were specifically interested to see if there were differences in students'
self-efficacy beliefs and on the perceptions of goal setting.

Participants included 112 undergraduate students from a large, metropolitan,
Hispanic Serving Institution in the Southwest. Students completed the Patterns of
Adaptive Learning Survey (PALS) (Midgley, Maecher, & Urdan, 1993), and the Goal
Orientation Inventory (Elliot & Church, 1997). An ANOVA was conducted using self-
efficacy scores as the dependent variables and the two groups of students (good academic
standing and academic probation) as the independent variable. Results indicated that
students' self -efficacy judgments were significantly higher for students who were in
good academic standing than those who were on academic probation. Hsieh, Sullivan,
and Guerra (2007) and DeWitz, Woosley, and Walsh (2009) both supported the notion
that students with higher self-efficacy succeed academically. The current study also
hypothesizes that there will be positive relationship between academic self-efficacy and

academic achievement.
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Furthermore, Vuong and Tracz (2010) analyzed the effects of self-efficacy on
academic success of first-generation college sophomore students. A considerably large
group of students who experience high attrition rates are college sophomores. This
phenomenon is known as the “sophomore slump” (Feldman & Newcomb, 1969). First
generation sophomore students experience many challenges in higher education, and the
researchers were interested in seeing how self-efficacy may play a role in academic
success for these students. Researchers were interested in learning if academic
achievement and persistence rates are a function of self-efficacy and whether there are
differences in mean academic success and persistence rates between first generation and
other generation students.

The participants consisted of college students from 5 of the 23 California State
University campuses. Students completed the College Self-Efficacy Inventory (Zajacova,
Lynch, & Espenshade, 2005). Multiple linear regressions indicated that both GPA and
persistence rates were functions of self-efficacy. There were also significant differences
between first generation and second generation college students. First generation students
had lower GPAs compared to second generation students. Overall, the results of the study
didn't find that first-generation sophomore students had different perceptions of self-
efficacy compared to second-generation sophomore students. Vuong and Tracz (2010)
specifically addressed the sophomore student population, however the researchers found
similar findings to the DeWitz, Woosley, and Walsh (2009) and Hsiesh, Sullivan, and
Guerra (2007) that students with higher levels of self-efficacy also had higher levels of

academic achievement.
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Lastly, Chang (2005) investigated the effects of self-efficacy and stress on the
academic performance of minority students. The study was unique in that it investigated
academic self-efficacy as opposed to self-efficacy in general. A large meta-analysis of
studies which investigated self-efficacy concluded that academic self-efficacy measures
were stronger predictors of academic outcomes and general self-efficacy measures were
less closely associated (Multon, Brown, & Lent, 1991). Previous research has indicated
that immigrant born and minority students may have stress as a dominant factor
influencing academic outcomes due to acculturation pressures (Mena, Padilla, &,
Maldonado, 1987). Many studies have investigated how stress and self-efficacy
independently influences education outcomes. The researchers hypothesized that both
academic self-efficacy and stress would have an effect on all outcomes, with higher
levels of self-efficacy and lower levels of stress leading to higher academic outcomes.

Participants included 107 undergraduate first-year students. The participants were
mainly non-traditional, minority, and immigrant students. The researchers used a portion
of the College Self-Efficacy Inventory (Solberg, O'Brien, Villareal, Kennel, & Davis,
1993) to assess college self-efficacy. The Academic Milestones Scale (Lent, Brown, &
Larkin, 1986) was also administered to participants. The research conducted a factor
analysis that revealed a moderate to strong negative correlation between each stress and
self-efficacy factor. The results suggested that stress and self-efficacy are related but
distinct constructs. Also, self-efficacy was the single strongest predictor of academic
outcomes for students. The difference between Chang (2005) and the previous studies

discussed is that it specifically addressed non-traditional, minority, and immigrant
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students, however results supported the positive relationship between self-efficacy and
academic achievement.
Faculty-Student Interactions and Self-Efficacy

Previous research has indicated that quality faculty-student interactions also
increase self-efficacy within students. Specifically looking among Hispanic students, a
mentoring program found that frequent contact with one’s faculty mentor was related to
higher levels of self-efficacy (Santos & Reigados, 2002). In addition, Komarruju,
Muslikin, and Bhattacharya (2010) found that students’ academic self-concept, a
construct that is similar to self-efficacy, was strongly related to their relationship with
faculty. The researchers discovered that students who perceived their faculty as
approachable, respectful, and available for frequent interactions outside of class were
more likely to report being more confident of academic skills and feeling academically
motivated.

Vogt (2008) had similar findings in a survey of 1,300 undergraduate students at a
large state university. Students who reported better relationships with faculty gained more
academic self-efficacy. Students were more likely to feel that they made strides in math,
science, problem-solving ability, general intellectual ability, and career development.
Additionally, a study that looked specifically at elementary school students found that
teacher modeling and feedback behaviors significantly increased student’s academic self-

efficacy (Schunk, 1989).
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Self-Regulated Learning

Self-regulated learning is the concept that students become responsible for their
own academic learning (Zimmerman, 2006). Self-regulated students approach their
learning tasks with discipline and confidence ensuring that their assignments are
completed to the best of their abilities. Self-regulated students succeed academically
because they are accountable for their academic success and overcome academic
obstacles. Being proactive, seeking help, setting goals, and self-monitoring are a few
characteristics of a self-regulated student. These characteristics enable students to be self-
aware, knowledgeable, and persistent with their academic success. Another important
feature of self-regulated learning is the “self-oriented feedback” loop. During the
feedback loop, students monitor their learning strategies and assess if they should be
altered or strengthened. In general, self-regulated learners also seek out opportunities to
learn and self-regulate when they find it to be the most beneficial for their success.

Researchers assess perceived academic responsibility as a way to assess for self-
regulation. The Perceived Responsibility for Learning Scale (Zimmerman & Kitsantas,
2005) examined whether participants perceived students or teachers as responsible for
academic achievement.

Perceived responsibility has been examined in relation to other variables such as
homework completion. Zimmerman and Kitsantas (2005) developed a reliable academic
responsibility measure and examined self-efficacy as a mediator for learning and
academic achievement. In addition, the researchers were also interested in the relation

between assigned homework experiences on students’ perceived responsibility as well the
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self-efficacy of their learning. Zimmerman and Kitsantas (2005) proposed a path analysis
model and hypothesized that students’ homework reports would predict their self-efficacy
for learning beliefs which would predict GPA. The researchers argued that students who
are able to successfully complete homework are also expected to grow in their sense of
self-efficacy about learning on their own (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2005). In addition,
homework is expected to enhance students’ perceived responsibility for academic
outcomes which is expected to predict academic achievement. Schunk and Zimmerman
(1994) hypothesized that self-efficacy beliefs predicted perceived academic responsibility
because since students are able to self-regulate their learning then they may also perceive
themselves as more responsible for their academic outcomes than instructors.
Furthermore, the researchers hypothesized that prior academic GPA would predict GPA
and that high achieving students were predicted to have higher self-efficacy beliefs about
their learning.

Participants included female high school students (n = 180). The sample was
racially and ethnically diverse: 44% White, 14% Black, 27% Hispanic, and 15%
Asian/other. The average age of participants was 16 years old. Participants were given a
personal data questionnaire, a homework survey, a Self-efficacy for Learning Form, and
the Perceived Responsibility for Learning Scale. General results indicated that the paths
from the quality of homework to self-efficacy for learning, self-efficacy to perceived
responsibility, and GPA were statistically significant and substantial in size. Paths
between homework and perceived responsibility and self-efficacy and GPA were

significant but smaller in size. Correlation analyses revealed that all variables
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significantly predicted GPA at the end of the semester. The current study assesses the
relationship between academic self-efficacy and perceived academic responsibility. The
researcher hypothesizes that there will be a positive relationship between academic self-
efficacy and perceived academic responsibility. The difference between Zimmerman and
Kitsantas (2005) and the current study was that homework was not investigated but
instead faculty-student interactions.

A few years later, Kitsantas and Zimmerman (2009) conducted a study with
college students on the mediating role of self-regulatory beliefs as a continuation from
the study previously discussed. The purpose of the study was to test the generality of the
previous findings to male and female college students. Participants included 223 college
students. The sample was less diverse compared to the sample in Zimmerman and
Kitsantas (2005). Participants were given a personal data questionnaire which also assed
SAT scores, a homework survey, the quality of homework scale, the Self-efficacy for
Learning Form, and the Perceived Responsibility for Learning Scale. Grades were
obtained from school records at the end of the semester.

There were no significant differences for any of the variables between male and
female college students. Correlation analyses revealed that all variables significantly
predicted student grades at the end of the academic semester. Grades also correlated with
SAT scores which indicated that the SAT measure is a reliable predictor of academic
success in college. Path analysis indicated that the quality of homework to self-efficacy
for learning, self-efficacy to perceived responsibility, and of quality homework to grades

were statistically significant and substantial. In sum, the findings provided a great fit to
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the previous study on high school girls (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2005). The current
study also investigates the relationship between self-regulation and academic
achievement but with non-URM and URM college students.

Self-Regulated Learning and Faculty-Student Interactions

In Self-regulated learning, students become the agents of their academic success.
Classroom environments where the teacher prescribes and the student performs, does not
support self-regulated learning (Boekaerts, 1997). Alternatively, classroom environments
which are engaging have the potential to stimulate the development of self-regulated
learning. In terms of distance education, Willis (2001) argued that faculty are responsible
for creating environments which promote self-regulated learning. Dabbagh and Kitsantas
(2004) also linked the seven competencies of web-based learning (Thatch & Murphy,
1995) to ways that faculty can promote self-regulation within students.

A year later, Young (2005) examined how faculty-created classroom
environments affect students’ motivation to learn and self-regulate. Young (2005)
hypothesized that classroom-environmental factors on motivation will be mediated by
students’ perceived academic responsibility. Participants included undergraduate college
students from a marketing course (n = 257). Participants completed a survey which
assessed self-regulated learning, self-efficacy, motivation, and classroom environment.
Path analysis revealed direct paths between intrinsic motivation and self-regulation. The
results were consistent to the literature (Meece, Blumenfeld, & Hoyle, 1998; Nolen,
1988; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990) and provided insight to faculty about the way in which

the faculty-created classroom environments can promote self-regulated learning. The
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current study will emphasize the importance of faculty-student interactions on self-
regulation, self-efficacy, and academic achievement.

Similarly, a study conducted by Miller, Heafner, and Massey (2009) specifically
investigated how minority high school students (African-American; 93%) responded to
increased academic expectations from teachers. Students were given an intervention that
focused on strategies to promote self-regulation. The intervention included increased
expectations specifically for reading, writing, collaboration, and multi-day assignments.
After the intervention, participants were interviewed and the interviews focused on the
motivational, affective, and cognitive components of self-regulated learning
(Zimmerman, 2000). Results indicated that after the intervention, students responded
positively to the higher academic expectations. In addition, students had high confidence
in their academic abilities. Despite the difficulties and frequent failures in their
assignments, none of the students selected the lowest self-efficacy rating. The students
also predicted that their next test grade would be higher than the previous test grade.
Results also indicated that students who were lower performers offered more reasons for
avoiding their homework tasks. The lower performers lacked many self-regulatory
strategies to complete homework. Even though Miller, Heafner, and Massey (2008)
specifically addressed minority high school students, the summarized studies supported
the notion that faculty also have the ability to create environments that promote self-

regulation.
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Self-Regulated Learning and Self-Efficacy

Social cognitive theory proposes that self-efficacy is a key variable that affects
self-regulation (Zimmerman, 1998). Students with higher self-efficacy are more likely to
challenges themselves academically, persist in times of academic difficulty which leads
to higher level of academic achievement. According to Schunk and Ertmer (1999),
“Individuals acquire information to appraise efficacy from their performances, vicarious
(observational) experiences, forms of persuasion, and psychological responses (e.g.,
sweating, heart rate) (p.255). Self-efficacy is proposed to affect self-regulation in a set of
phases. In the forethought phase, students enter a learning situation with varying levels of
self-efficacy. During performance control, students use self-regulatory strategies as they
engage in a task. Self-regulatory strategies are selected by students based on their
knowledge of the strategy, the perceptions that they have about a strategy and their
efficacy for using them effectively (Zimmerman, 1998). In the self-reflection phase,
students evaluate their progress. Perceived progress strengthens self-efficacy which
enhances learning. However, perceptions of little progress do not diminish self-efficacy
especially if a student acts proactively and seeks a more effective strategy (Schunk,
1996).

Extensive research has supported a link between self-regulation and self-efficacy.
An early study conducted by Sawyer, Graham, and Harris (1992) trained fifth and sixth
grade students on self-verbalizing a writing compositions strategy and on self-regulation.
The researchers found that self-regulation training was more effective and increased self-

efficacy within students. A decade later, Schunk and Ertmer (1999) examined how goals
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and self-evaluation affect self-efficacy and self-regulatory strategies. Participants (n =
44) included students enrolled in an introductory computer course. Students were placed
in conditions which assessed either process goals (techniques students’ use to learn
knowledge) or product goals (rate or quantity of work to be completed). Results showed
that students who received process goals rated self-efficacy and self-regulation
competence higher compared to students who received product goals. Also students who
self-evaluated frequently reported higher levels of self-efficacy. Sawyer, Graham, and
Harris (1992) and Schunk and Ertmer (1999) both support that self-efficacy and self-
regulation have a positive relationship.

Additionally, Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons (1990) assessed 90 elementary,
middle and high school students from academically gifted and non-academically gifted
schools. The researchers were interested in investigating the relationship of students’
academic self-efficacy in predicting self-regulation strategies for learning. Students were
interviewed on self-regulated contexts and they were also given a verbal self-efficacy test
and a mathematical self-efficacy test. Results indicated that students vary widely in their
perceptions of academic self-efficacy and self-regulation. High school students had
higher levels of mathematical self-efficacy compared to middle school and elementary
school students. Also middle school students had higher levels of mathematical and
verbal self-efficacy compared to elementary students. The researchers predicted these
findings due to the growing knowledge of mathematical and verbal knowledge from
middle school to high school. Furthermore, students who were from the gifted schools

had significantly higher levels of self-efficacy and self-regulation compared to students
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who were not from gifted schools. As predicted, the number of self-regulated strategies
were related to student grade level. Lastly, regression analysis revealed that students’
reliance on adults (generally parents) for assistance was negatively correlated to
mathematical efficacy and verbal efficacy. However, seeking assistance from peers was
positively correlated to verbal self-efficacy. Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons (1990) and
the previous studies discussed all support the notion that self-efficacy and self-regulated
are positively related.

A few studies have investigated the relationship between self-efficacy and self-
regulation and academic achievement in minority students. Schultz (1993) conducted a
correlation study which examined the relationship between socioeconomic advantage,
achievement motivation (self-regulation and self-efficacy), and academic performance of
African-American and Hispanic students. Participants (n = 130) were in the fourth
through sixth grade. Students responded to the Achievement Motivation Inventory, a
scale that was validated by the researchers and inspired from Harter (1981) and Gottfried
(1990). Academic performance was measured by the Basic Achievement Skills
Individual Screener (Sonnenschein, 1983). Results indicated that socioeconomic
advantage, was significantly correlated with mathematics and reading. Higher
achievement motivation (self-regulation and self-efficacy) was significantly related to
better math and reading performance. Even though Schultz (1993) examined self-
regulation and self-efficacy specifically for young minority students, there was still a link
between self-efficacy, self-regulation, and academic achievement. Moreover, Britner and

Pajares (2001) investigated whether science motivation beliefs of middle school students
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(n = 262) vary depending on gender or race/ethnicity. The researchers also investigated if
there were links between academic self-efficacy and self-regulation. Results revealed that
African-American students reported stronger task goals, while White students had
stronger self-efficacy and sense of achievement. Girls reported stronger self-efficacy and
self-efficacy for self-regulation which lead to higher science grades. In addition, self-
efficacy and self-concept predicted achievement in science of African-American students.
Even though the Britner and Pajares (2001) did not directly find a link between academic
self-efficacy and self-regulation in minority students, the majority of studies support the
notion that academic self-efficacy and self-regulation have a positive relationship with
high academic achievement.
Self-Regulated Learning and Academic Achievement

Previous studies have found links between self-regulation and academic
achievement (Simons & Beukhof, 1987). An early study by Zimmerman and Martinez-
Pons (1986), correlated high school students’ academic strategies with their academic
track placement. The sample (n = 80) included students who were in the lower track and
advanced track. The researchers found that students who were in the advanced track
reported significantly greater use of self-regulation strategies compared to students in the
lower academic track. Students in the lower academic track reported several common
non-self-regulated habits. These responses included reactive statements (i.e., | just do
whatever my teachers tells me) and will power statements that lacked strategy (i.e., If 'm
having difficulty, motivating myself to complete my homework, I just work harder). The

results suggested that students in the lower track didn’t exceed as highly compared to
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students in the higher track due to the lack of self-regulated strategies. To establish
further validity of student reports of self-regulated use, high school teachers were asked
to rate their students’ self-regulatory strategies in a follow up study (Zimmerman &
Martinez-Pons, 1988). The high school teachers were given Likert-based surveys which
focused on observable learning strategies and intrinsic motivation displayed during class
and homework. The students’ mathematics and verbal standardized test scores and the
teacher ratings were analyzed through multivariate analyses. Results indicated that the
Self-Regulated Learning factor accounted for nearly 80% of variance. These results from
both studies indicated a strong link between self-regulated learning and academic
achievement. The current study also investigates the link between self-regulation and
academic achievement in addition to taking academic self-efficacy and faculty-student
interactions into account.

A few studies have investigated the relationship of self-regulation and academic
achievement with underrepresented minority students. Bembenutty (2007) used (n = 364)
college students enrolled in an introductory psychology class. Students responded to the
Academic Delay of Gratification Scale (Bembenutty & Karabenick, 1998), the
Movational and Use of Learning Questionnaire (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie,
1993) and academic performance was measured by final course grades. A goal of the
study was to examine whether gender and ethnic differences existed in the relationships
between academic achievement, self-regulation learning and motivation, and delay of
gratification. However, the researcher stated that the outcome of the study didn’t quite

achieve that goal. Bembenutty (2007) suggested that further research should investigate
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the target variables with minority students. The difference between the current study and
Bembenutty (2007) is that the current study examined group differences between White,
Asian, African-American, Hispanic students while investigating the relationship between
faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, self-regulation, and academic
achievement.
Differences in URM Students

Since there is a lack of research that investigates URM students’ faculty-student
interactions, academic self-efficacy, self-regulation, and academic achievement, studies
rarely investigate the differences between URM students also. Too, studies tend to put
underrepresented groups within the same category. In addition, some studies will
examine the differences between non-URM and URM students as two groups
(Bembenutty, 2007; Robetrs & Stryton, 2010). In order to better understand the
relationship between these constructs it is essential for researchers to separate the
different groups to learn if there are significant differences between URM groups. In
addition, many studies investigating the target variables examine African-American and
Hispanic students separately and do not compare both groups (Close & Solberg 2008;
Ong, Phinney, & Dennis, 2006; Santos & Reigadoes, 2002). Even though African-
American and Hispanic students are rarely compared, previous literature have found
positive relationships between faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, self-
regulation, and academic achievement in general. The researcher predicts a positive
relationship between faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, self-regulation,

and academic achievement.
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Faculty-Student Interactions, Academic Self-Efficacy, Self-Regulation, and
Academic Achievement

The literature review discussed the ways in which faculty-student interactions,
academic self-efficacy, self-regulation, and academic achievement are connected.
Literature suggests that there is a strong link between faculty-student interactions and
academic achievement. Previous studies have indicated that students who report quality
interactions with faculty achieve at high levels (Bond, 2015; Komarraju, Musulkin, &
Bhattacharya, 2010; Micari & Pazos, 2012). Some of the literature examined the different
types of faculty-student interactions and there were positive relationships with academic
achievement. Quality interactions with faculty also promote self-efficacy within students.
The literature supports the notion that faculty have the opportunity to increase self-
efficacy within students. In addition, students with higher levels of self-efficacy achieve
at higher levels compared to students with lower self-efficacy (DeWitz, Woosley &
Walsh, 2009; Roberts & Styton, 2010).

There is extensive literature on the relationship between self-regulation and self-
efficacy. Previous literature has supported the notion that students who are disciplined
self-regulators also have high levels of self-efficacy and academic achievement.
Furthermore, perceived academic responsibility, a way to assess self-regulation, was a
common factor in students who succeed academically (Kitsantas & Zimmerman, 2005;
Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2009). Literature on faculty-student interaction and self-
regulation supported the idea that faculty can promote self-regulation within students.

The previous studies support the rationale for the current study because they have
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supported the notion that faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, self-
regulation, and academic achievement have a positive significant relationship. The
current study hypothesized that faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, and
self-regulation will account for a significant amount of variance in student academic
achievement because of the connection that has been made in previous literature. The
current study investigated the following research questions:

1) Do faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, and self-regulation

account for a significant amount of variance in student academic

achievement?

2) Are there differences between White, Asian, African-American, and Hispanic

students?

The researcher hypothesized that there will be positive significant relationships
between faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, self-regulation, and
academic achievement. Faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy and self-
regulation are hypothesized to be significant predictors of academic achievement. In
addition, it is hypothesized that there will be group differences between White, Asian,

African-American, and Hispanic students in the targeted outcomes.
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METHODS

Participants and Setting

Undergraduate students (n = 214) from a large research institution in the east
coast were included in the study (see Table 1). Participants included first-year students
(16.70%), sophomores (13.90%), juniors (34.70%), and seniors (34.30%). The sample
was racially diverse; White (56.50%), Asian (15.30%), African-American (15.70%), and
Hispanic (11.60%). Students had an average of 75.42 credits and an average GPA of

3.34.
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Table 1

Demographics

Frequency/Percentage M/SD

Variables
Gender
Male 53 (25.00%)
Female 154 (74.50%)
Age 23.26 (5.75)
Classification
Freshman 36 (16.70%)
Sophomore 30 (13.90 %)
Junior 75 (34.70%)
Senior 74 (34.30%)
Race
White 122 (56.50%)
Asian 33 (15.30%)
African-American 34 (15.70%)
Hispanic 25 (11.60%)
Average number of 75.46 (37.63)
credits
Grade Point Average 3.34 (.71)

In addition, the sample reported an average of a C+ (M=2.62) as the most

challenging course grade, An A- (M=3.92) as the least challenging course grade and a B+

(M=3.59) as the most frequent course grade (see Table 2). Furthermore, participants’

preferred individual work (70.70%) and performed best on papers (50.20%). Participants
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who didn’t complete the survey past the personal data questionnaire were excluded from

the data analyses.

Table 2

Means and Standard Deviations for Responses pertaining to Grades, Assignment
Preference, and Work Preference

M/SD Frequency/Percentage

What is the grade  2.62
for your most (.96)
challenging

course?

What is grade for ~ 3.92

the least (.33)

challenging course

What are your 3.59

most frequent (.54)

grades?

Do you perform Exams 47 (21.80%)
best on exams, Papers 108(50.00%)
papers, or both? Both 55 (25.50%)
Do you prefer Group 32 (14.80%)
group work, Individual 156(72.20%)
individual work or Both 22 (10.20%)
both?

The researcher contacted a number of academic departments and inquired if the online
survey could be sent out via department listserv. The researcher composed an email

invitation for students to ensure that each participant received the same description about
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the survey. The online survey was entitled as “The Collegiate Experience” and described
by the researcher as a way to learn more about the college experience. Departments that
accepted the researcher’s request sent email invitations to their students and encouraged
them to participate in the survey. The researcher also attended cultural student club
meetings to recruit participants. Students who were interested in participating were
emailed the survey link. Participants completed the secure survey hosted through

Surveymonkey.com before being taken to an online debriefing statement.

Measures

A personal data questionnaire was given to participants. The personal data
questionnaire assessed gender, race/ethnicity, classification, GPA, questions about their
grades and work preference.

The College Academic Self-efficacy Scale (CASES) was used to assess the
academic self-efficacy of students (Owen & Froman, 1988). The scale included 33-items
and utilized a 5-point Likert scale from “very little confidence” to “no confidence at all.”
Sample items included “taking well and organized notes during a lecture” and
“participating in class discussion.” CASES had a Cronbach alpha of .85.

The Student-Professor Interaction scale (Cokley, Komarraju, Rosales, Pickett &
Patel, 2007) was a 40-item scale used to assess the various types of faculty-student
interaction (Owen & Froman, 1988). The scale utilized a 7-point Likert scale and
response options ranged from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). There were nine

subscales and sample items with the Cronbach alpha of each subscale follows: (a) career
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guidance (4 items; At least one of my professors has provided me with guidance in
developing my career goals, and my professors have encouraged me to succeed in
achieving my academic dreams a = .83), (b) off-Campus interactions (3 items; | have a
positive relationship with a professor outside the classroom a = .73), (c) approachability
(4 items; | feel comfortable approaching professors to discuss my grades and class work
a =.86), (d) validity Scale (3 items; I work harder to succeed in a class if | know my
professor genuinely cares about me a.= 76), (e) accessibility (4 items; Professors are
available when I need guidance or assistance o = .87), (f) negative experiences (4 items;
My professors seem distant and uninterested to me o = - .76), (g) respectful interactions
(7 items; Professors value my contributions and opinions, and when | interact with my
professors I feel s/ he truly listens to me a = .89), (h) caring attitude (3 items; | believe
that there is at least one professor who cares about my well-being o = .85), and (i)
connectedness (3 items; I feel a bond with one or more faculty o = .86).

The Perceived Responsibility for Learning Scale (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2005)
was used to assess whether the participants perceived students or teachers as responsible
for learning outcomes. The scale included 18 items and utilized a 7-point Likert scale
from “mainly the teacher” to “mainly the student.” Sample items included “being
unprepared participant perceived students are more responsible for learning outcomes
compared to teachers. The scale had a Cronbach alpha of .90.

Data Analysis Approach
SPSS was used for data analyses. Correlations and descriptive statistics were run

to determine if any relationships existed between the variables, one-way ANOVAs were
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run to test for significant differences based on racial group, followed by Tukey Post-hoc
analyses to compare group differences. Lastly, multiple regressions were run to test
whether faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy and self-regulation served as
significant predictors of academic achievement.

The overall goal of the study was to determine if faculty-student interactions,
academic self-efficacy, and self-regulation account for a significant amount of variance in
academic achievement (GPA). Another goal of the study was to examine the
relationships between faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, self-regulation,
and academic achievement.

The study also sought to determine if there were individual group differences
between URM students (i.e., African-American and Hispanic students) and non-URM
students (i.e., White and Asian students).

The purpose of the present study was two-fold. The goal was to: (a) examine the
relationships among faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, self-regulation,
and academic achievement and (b) assess if there were group differences between the

different ethnic groups for the targeted variables.

41



RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics were analyzed with SPSS 2.0. Table 2 provides the means
and standard deviations of the measures that were used in the study by race. White
students reported higher quality interaction with faculty members compared to Asian,
African-American, and Hispanic students. In addition, there were group differences in
faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, self-regulation, and GPA.
Correlation Analyses

In order to examine the relationships between faculty-student interactions,
academic self-efficacy, self-regulation, and GPA a Pearson Correlation analyses was
conducted. Table 4 includes the details of each relationship. Results indicated that there
were statistically positive relationships between faculty-student interactions and academic
self-efficacy, (r = .32, p < .01), faculty-student interactions and self-regulation (r = .19, p
<.01), and faculty-student interactions and GPA (r = .31, p < .01). There was a positive
significant relationship between career guidance and academic self-efficacy (r = .27, p
<.01), career guidance and self-regulation (r = .23, p <.01), and career guidance and GPA
(r=.29, p <.01). Results also indicated that there were significant positive relationships

between off-campus interactions and academic self-efficacy (r = .24, p <.01).
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In addition there were also positive significant relationship between
approachability and academic self-efficacy (r = .34, p <.01), approachability and self-
regulation (r = .20, p <.01), and approachability and GPA (r = .26, p <.01). There was
also a positive significant relationship between validity and GPA (r = .14, p <.01),
accessibility and academic self-efficacy (r = .26, p <.01), accessibility and self-regulation
(r=.21, p<.01), and accessibility and GPA (r=.31, p <.01). There were negative
significant relationships between negative experiences and academic self-efficacy
(r =-.31, p <.01), negative experiences and self-regulation (r = -.28, p <.01), and negative
experiences and GPA (r = -.26, p <.01). There were significant positive relationships
between respectful interactions and academic self-efficacy (r = .28, p <.01), respectful
interactions and self-regulation (r = .28, p <.01), and respectful interactions and GPA (r =
.34, p <.01).

Caring attitude and academic self-efficacy were significantly and positively
correlated (r = .29, p <.01), as well as caring attitude and self-regulation (r = .20, p <.01)
and caring attitude and GPA (r = .22, p <.01). There was a positive relationship between
connectedness and academic self-efficacy (r = .29, p <.01), connectedness and self-
regulation (r = .18, p <.05), and connectedness and GPA (r = .26, p <.01).

Lastly, there was a positive relationship between academic self-efficacy and self-
regulation (r = .18, p <.01) and academic self-efficacy and GPA (r = .37, p <.01). There

was also a positive significant relationship with self-regulation and GPA (r = .25, p <.01).
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Table 3

Pearson Correlation Matrix among Faculty-Student Interactions, Academic Self-Efficacy, Self-Regulation, and Grade Point

Average (GPA)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1) Faculty-Student
Interaction )
2) Career Guidance a7 -
3) Off-Campus - -
Interactions 58 43 -
4)Approachability 68" 47" 317 -
5) Validity 39~ A7t 21 .07 -
6) Accessibility 767 567 27" 617 227 -
7) Negative - - o .
Experiences =27 =37 -04 -39 .10 -.45 -
8) Respectful - o . x . o .
Interactions g4 54 .18 .63 .20 .79 -51 -
9) Caring Attitude 71 .60™ 407 457 207 527 -34™ 50T -
10)Connectedness 7= ga  5g™ 5™ 26™  52% 257 47™ 64T -
11) Academic Self- 327 277 24™  34™ 05 26 -31" 287 277 29% -
Efficacy
12) Self-Regulation 197 23" A1 .20™ .02 217 -287 28" 20" .18 19" -
13) GPA .30™ 29" A2 267 147 317 -267 347 217 267 377 257 -

Note. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p<.0001



ANOVA

In order to address group differences, a series of one-way ANOVAs were used to
assess racial group differences of faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy,
self-regulation, and GPA. Table 4 provides the ANOVA results by student race. The
hypothesis was partially supported because there were group some differences between
faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, self-regulation, and GPA.

Overall one-way ANOVAs indicated that there were group differences in faculty-
student interactions, F(4, 232) = 2.53, p <.05; caring attitude F(4, 218) = 2.91, p < .05;
self-efficacy, F(4, 220) = 2.75, p < .05, and GPA, F(4, 230) = 2.64, p < .01. Even though
White students had higher means for faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy,
self-regulation, and GPA, Tukey tests revealed that there were no significant differences
between White, Asian, African-American, and Hispanic students.

A one-way ANOVA was performed to determine if there were group differences
in career guidance. Results indicated that there were statistically significant group
differences, F(4, 212) = 3.89, p <.01. Tukey tests revealed that White students (M =
5.24) had significantly higher perceptions of career guidance from faculty than Asian
students (M = 4.75), p < .05.

In addition, a one-way ANOVA revealed that there were racial group differences
in the negative experiences with faculty, F(4, 218) = 5.43, p < .001. Tukey tests showed
that White students (M = 2.45) had significantly lower perceptions of negative
experiences from faculty than Asian students (M = 3.33), and African-American students

(M = 3.24).
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A one-way ANOVA revealed that there were no group differences in self-
regulation. However, Tukey tests revealed that White students, (M = 5.34) reported
higher levels of self-regulation compared to Asian students (M = 4.84), p < .05.

Lastly, there were no group differences for off-campus interactions, F( 4, 215) =
1.37, p = .25); approachability, F(4,217) = 1.41, p = .23); validity, F(4,218) =2.41,p =
.05; accessibility, F (4,217) = 2.34, p = .06); respectful interactions, F(4,215) = 1.99, p
=.09; connectedness, F(4, 216) = 1.94, p =.10 and self-regulation, F(4,208) = 2.27, p =

06).
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Table 4
Means and Standard Deviations for Variables in the Study Race

Race
White Asian African- Hispanic
(n=122) (n= American (n=25)
33) (n=34)
M SD M SD M SD M SD F
Variables
Faculty-Student 5.03 .70 486 .62 4.80 .86 4.60 .60 2.53*
Interactions
e Career Guidance 5.23 138 475 1.30 4.51 1.56 4.39 1.34 3.89**
e Off-Campus 3.52 1.70 3.73 1.36 3.14 1.74 2.86 1.25 1.37
Interactions
e Approachability 5.46 1.24 521 1.08 5.13 1.24 5.29 1.11 1.41
e Validity 5.44 1.29 539 1.00 4.95 1.14 4.90 .90 2.41
e Accessibility 5.49 1.02 526 .90 5.00 1.15 5.12 1.03 2.34
e Negative 2.45 1.25 333 157 3.24 1.57 2.36 1.02 5.43***
Experiences
e Respectful 5.80 .83 562 .74 5.39 .86 5.62 .76 2.00
Interactions
e Caring Attitude  5.84 114 520 121 571 1.04 5.46 .89 2.90*
e Connectedness 4.72 153 427 1.60 4.39 1.41 3.90 1.31 1.95
Academic Self-Efficacy 3.91 .53 358 .78 3.71 .76 3.65 .59 2.75*
Self-Regulation 5.34 .79 485 .82 5.07 1.21 5.26 75 2.27
GPA 3.48 .60 321 .92 3.15 .95 3.18 43 2.65*

Note. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p<.001



Regression Analyses

To examine if faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, and self-
regulation predicts GPA a series of regression analyses was conducted. Table 5 provides
each regression model by full sample and race. The hypothesis was supported because
faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, and self-regulation predicted GPA.
Results indicated that 19% of the variance in student GPA was accounted for by faculty-
student interactions (5 = .17, p < .01), academic self-efficacy (# = .28, p <.001), self-
regulation (8 = .16, p < .01), for the full sample, F (3, 211) = 16.44, p <.001, R?=.19.
Academic self-efficacy accounted for the most variance compared to faculty-student
interactions and self-regulation.

For White students, faculty student interactions (# = .36, p <.001) accounted for
20% of the variance, F (3, 109) = 8.90, p <.001, R 2=.20. For Asian students, academic
self-efficacy accounted for 33% of the variance, (f = .56, p <.01). In addition, results
indicated that academic self-efficacy (5 = .42, p < .05) and self-regulation (5 = .54, p <
.01) accounted for 39% of variance in African-American students, F (3, 27) =5.78, p <
.01, R?=.39). Self-regulation accounted for the most variance compared to academic self-
efficacy for African-American students. Results also indicated that faculty student
interactions (# = -.46, p < .05) and self-regulation (5 = .43, p <.05) accounted for 42% of
variance in Hispanic students, F (3, 18) = 4.42, p <.05, R? = .42). Faculty-student
interaction was the strongest predictor for Hispanic students. However, academic self-

efficacy (6 = .47, p = .05) was close to significance.
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Table 5

Regressions Results Predicting Grade Point Average of Undergraduate College

Students
Variable Faculty- Academic Self-
Student Self-Efficacy  Regulation
Interactions
Full Sample B 17 28 16
(n=214)
t 2.50** 4.00%** 2.43**
R? 19
White B .36 .16 .03
(n=122)
t 3.86*** 1.73 .28
R? .20
Asian B .03 .56 -.23
(n=33)
t 13 2.82** -1.32
R? 33
African- B 16 42 54
American
(n=34)
t 1.05 2.76* 3.51**
R? .39
Hispanic B -.46 .05 43
(n=25)
t -2.37* 24 2.32*
R? 42

Note, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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DISCUSSION

Correlation analyses revealed a series if positive correlations between faculty-
student interactions, academic self-efficacy, self-regulation, and grade point average. The
positive correlation that was found between faculty-student interactions and academic
self-efficacy aligned with the results of previous studies (Komarruju, Muslikin, &
Bhattacharya, 2010; Santos & Reigados, 2002; VVogt, 2008).The previous research
supports the notion that positive faculty-student interactions can potentially increase
academic self-efficacy within students. There were also positive correlations between
eight of the nine faculty-student interaction subscales (i.e., career guidance, off-campus
interactions, approachability, validity, accessibility, respectful interactions, caring
attitude, and connectedness) and academic self-efficacy. There was a negative correlation
between the negative experiences with faculty subscale and academic self-efficacy. Since
faculty may have great influence on students’ academic self-efficacy, it is necessary to
ensure that interactions are worthwhile. Unfortunately, studies have rarely investigated
the link between faculty-student interactions and self-efficacy and it is an area that can be
further investigated.

Results also revealed that there were positive correlations between faculty-student
interactions and self-regulation. This finding also aligns with previous studies that

investigated the link between faculty-student interactions and regulation (Meece,
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Blumenfeld, & Hoyle, 1998; Nolen, 1988; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Young, 2005).
There were also positive correlations between eight of the nine faculty-student
interactions subscales (i.e., career guidance, off-campus interactions, approachability,
validity, accessibility, respectful interactions, caring attitude, and connectedness) and
self-regulation. The negative experiences faculty-student interaction subscale negatively
correlated with self-regulation. These results indicate that faculty may potentially have
the ability to promote self-regulation within students. Faculty can also create
environments which can promote self-regulated learning (Willis, 2001). Classroom
environments where students have high expectations from faculty and feedback can
promote self-regulation within students.

There was also a positive correlation between faculty-student interactions and
academic achievement (GPA). Eight of the nine faculty-student interaction subscales
positively correlated with GPA, while the negative experiences subscale negatively
correlated with GPA. A number of studies have found this same relationship (Hsiesh,
Sullivan, & Guerra, 2007; Komarraju & Bhattacharaya, 2010; Kuh et al, 2005; Micari &
Pazos, 2012; Pascarella, 2006). These findings support the notion that the engaging
experiences that students have with faculty can increase academic achievement and that
negative experiences with faculty may negatively impact academic achievement. GPA
was self-reported. For reliability of reported GPA, participants answered a series of
following questions pertaining to grades. Results indicated that was a positive correlation
between faculty-student interactions and most frequent course grade and faculty-student

interactions and most challenging course grade. In addition, there was a negative
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correlation between negative experiences with faculty and frequent course grades. The
results support the idea that quality faculty-student interactions promote higher courses
grades which in turn leads to a higher GPA.

Results indicated there was a positive relationship between academic self-efficacy
and self-regulation. These results are also consistent with previous studies (Sawyer,
Graham & Harris, 1992; Schunk, 1996; Schunk & Ertmer, 1999; Zimmerman, 1998).
Social cognitive theory also proposes that self-efficacy is a key variable that influences
self-regulation. The results suggest that students who have more academic confidence
also feel more accountable for their academic success. If faculty promote academic self-
efficacy within students then self-regulation can be a potential outcome. In addition, the
results also indicated that there was a positive academic self-efficacy and GPA, which is
also consistent with previous studies (Chang, 2005; DeWitz, Wossley, & Walsh 2009;
Santos & Reigados, 2002). When students have confidence that they can succeed
academically, then they are more likely to do so.

In addition, there was a positive relationship between self-regulation and GPA.
This finding was also consistent with previous studies (Bembenutty, 2007; Simons &
Beukhof, 1987; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1988). Students who perceive themselves
as more accountable for their academic success will most likely have higher levels of
academic achievement.

Regression analysis was used to test for the amount GPA variance that was
accounted for faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, and self-regulation.

For the full sample, faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, and self-
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regulation predicted GPA, with academic self-efficacy as the strongest predictor.
Previous studies haven’t investigated the combination of the variables. However, it was
expected that the variables predict GPA because faculty-student interactions, academic
self-efficacy, and self-regulation are positively correlated with GPA.

However, there were differences in the regression results when the regression
addressed specific racial groups. For White and Hispanic students, faculty-student
interactions was a significant predictor of GPA. Faculty-student interaction is a part of
campus climate and the results suggest that White and Hispanic students may benefit
more from quality faculty-student interaction. For the Asian students, academic self-
efficacy significantly predicted GPA. The data suggests that academic self-efficacy may
be a strong determining factor of academic achievement.

Results indicated that self-regulation significantly predicted GPA for African-
American students. The finding mirrors the Bembenutty (2007) study because
underrepresented minority students benefited greatly with high levels of self-regulation.
However, the results in Bembenutty’s study were not separated by specific
underrepresented minority groups. In addition, faculty-student interaction was a
significant predictor of achievement for Hispanic students. These findings align with
previous literature which indicated that Hispanic students who were in mentoring
programs excelled academically (Campbell & Campbell, 2007; Crisp & Cruz, 2009).
Even though the data indicates that faculty-student interactions predicted GPA for

Hispanic students, it also predicted GPA for the full sample of participants.
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In order to test for group differences, a series of one-way ANOVAs were
conducted. The one-way ANOVA revealed that there were group differences in faculty-
student interactions, academic self-efficacy, and GPA. However, Tukey post-hoc
revealed that there were no significant group differences between White, Asian, African-
American, Hispanic students. Tukey test may not have had significance because of lack
of statistical power.

Tukey test indicated that White students had significantly higher perceptions of
faculty-career guidance compared to Asian students. Faculty-student interaction was used
as an indicator of campus climate for the current study. These findings align with
research investigating perceptions of campus climate of Asian students. Previous studies
indicated that Asian students report having a colder campus climate compared to White
students (Ancis, Sedlacek, & Mohr, 2000; Hurtado, 1992; Thile & Matt, 1995).

In addition, there were group differences in the perceptions of negative
experiences from faculty. Tukey tests revealed that White students had significantly
lower negative experiences than Asians students and African-American students. This
finding align with previous studies in that Asian and African-American frequently report
feeling isolated and having negative experiences with professors at predominately white
institutions (Ancis, Sedlacek, & Mohr, 2000; Gusa, 2010; Nettles, Thoney & Goman,
1986; Suen, 1983). Tukey did not reveal significant differences between Hispanic
students and White students. This finding conflicts with previous studies because Asian,
African-American, and Hispanic students typically report a chilly campus climate

compared to White students (Ancis, Sedlacek, & Mohr, 2000).
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There were no group differences in self-regulation, however Tukey tests indicated
that White students reported higher levels of self-regulation compared to Asian students.
Previous studies mainly investigated the self-regulation of students without separating
different racial groups. This finding may suggest that White students perceive themselves
as more accountable than teachers for their academic success.

Implications for Practice and Key Recommendations

The results indicated that faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, and
self-regulation are significant predictors of GPA. There were also group differences in the
student perceptions of faculty student interactions. In order to close the achievement gap
between non-URM and URM students, institutions can ensure that students are in an
environment which fosters quality faculty-student interactions, encourages a self-regulated
environment, and promote academic self-efficacy within students. There are a number of
ways that an institution can promote an environment which fosters quality faculty-student
interactions, academic self-efficacy, and self-regulation.

The findings of the current study tie in with the Equity Scorecard Process because
the findings highlight that quality faculty-student interactions can potentially promote
academic achievement. The Equity Scorecard argued that educators can create
environments that create or eliminate the achievement gap (Bensimon, 2005). The theory
places an emphasis on faculty-student interactions and how they can potentially impact
academic achievement and ultimately retention. The Equity Scorecard also noted that
achievement gap disparities may also be a result of institutional policy and culture.

Results of the current study indicate that faculty-student interactions have a positive
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relationship with academic self-efficacy, self-regulation, and academic achievement. Just
as the Equity Scorecard, the results of the current study also indicate that quality faculty
can create environments where students are empowered to do well academically. Eight of
the nine faculty-student interaction subscales positively correlated with academic self-
efficacy, academic achievement, and self-regulation. These subscales included (a) career
guidance, (b) off-campus interactions, (c) approachability, (d) validity, (e) negative
interactions, () accessibility (g) respectful interactions, (h) caring attitude and (i)
connectedness.

Negative Interactions with faculty was the only subscale that negatively correlated
with academic self-efficacy, self-regulation, and academic achievement. In addition,
White students reported significantly lower perceptions of negative experiences with
faculty compared to Asian and African-American students. This finding aligns with the
Equity Scorecard theory because it highlights that the assumptions and interactions that
educators may have about certain groups of students may negatively contribute to
academic achievement and ultimately the achievement gap. Similarly, the Campus
Climate perspective places an emphasis on the importance of a warm campus climate for
academic achievement. Typically, Asian, African-American and Hispanic students report
a chilly campus climate compared to White students (Gusa, 2010). The current findings
align with the campus climate perspective because the Asian, African-American and
Hispanic students reported more negative experiences with faculty members. In order to
address these issues an institution should emphasize on the importance of faculty-student

interactions and a warm campus climate for all students. Below are key recommendations
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about the ways in which an institution can create environments which fosters academic
achievement.

Workshops for faculty during faculty orientation. Regression results indicated
that in the full sample, quality faculty-student interactions predicted GPA. Since faculty-
student interaction may potentially impact GPA, then it may be beneficial for an institution
to emphasize the importance of faculty-student interactions during faculty orientation.
During faculty orientation, there can be series of workshops geared towards learning more
about the ways in which quality faculty-student interactions may significantly impact a
students’ collegiate journey. The workshops can first occur during faculty orientation and
related topics also be offered through an institutions center for faculty advancement
throughout the year. As an incentive for attending after faculty orientation, faculty can
enroll in a drawing to potentially receive additional grant funds to conduct research.

Results also indicated that self-regulation predicted GPA. The workshop series can
also go into detail about how faculty can create environments which encourage self-
regulation in students. If faculty learn more about the ways in which they can create
environments that promote self-regulation, then it can potentially promote academic
achievement in the classroom. There are a series of instructional teaching models that can
be taught during the workshop series. For example, Butler’s (1998) strategic content
learning technique (SCL) relies on scaffolding principles that promote self-regulation. The
SCL approach encourages support from faculty and it is geared towards an individual’s
needs. The SCL approach was developed in tutoring sessions with college students (Schunk

& Zimmerman, 1994). The self-monitoring instructional teaching model is another model
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that can be taught during the series. This teaching model is derived from metacognitive
views of self-monitoring, operant views of record keeping, and social cognitive of self-
efficacy (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1994). The SCL approach and the self-monitoring
instructional model are two of the many self-regulation strategies that can be taught to
faculty during the workshop series. Institutions that have revamped their faculty
orientation have seen how it has been a benefit to the institution overall (Welch, 2002).
Incorporating workshops that emphasize the importance of self-regulation, academic self-
efficacy, and faculty-student interactions during faculty orientation can create a student-
centered school environment.

Incorporating faculty-student experiences in the curriculum. Since results
indicated that faculty-student interactions predict GPA then institutions can encourage
more opportunities for students to work closely with faculty by incorporating these
opportunities in the curriculum. For example, faculty-student research teams or faculty-
student projects can be a part of graduation requirements and students will have to engage
in at least one opportunity. Learning outcomes such as building self-regulation and
academic self-efficacy can be a part of the faculty-student engagement experience. The
Undergraduate Research Opportunity, UROP, of 1989 is an example of an initiative that
focused on increasing faculty-student research opportunities. During the student-faculty
research experience, students had an opportunity to have present research at conferences
and symposiums with their teams in addition to possibly publishing articles. Students who
were apart of the UROP program had higher persistence rates in college, higher retention

and higher GPA (Hippel, 1998). UROP is an example of a program that is designed to
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connect faculty and students. If more faculty-student research opportunities are created and
if it eventually becomes a graduation requirement, then students will have the opportunity
to work closely with faculty during their collegiate journey.

Semester evaluations that inquire about faculty-student interactions. Along the
same lines, questions regarding faculty-student interactions can be a part of semester
evaluations. If an institution adopts a campus culture which has an emphasis on faculty-
student interactions and a self-regulated learning environment, then an institution can
assess if the workshop series and student-faculty opportunities are effective. Institutions
can then create other initiatives based on survey responses. In addition, assessments such
as the survey from the current study should be given to senior students before graduation.
The survey will provide a summary about the perceptions that students have about faculty-
student interactions, academic self-efficacy, self-regulation, and academic achievement. At
the end of the survey, open ended responses can allow for students to discuss their overall
experience with faculty, how it contributed to their academic success, and their
suggestions.

Campus climate committees for a chilly campus climate. Results noted that
White students reported significantly lower perceptions of negative experiences with
faculty compared to Asian and African-American students. In addition, White students
reported higher perceptions of faculty career guidance compared to Asian students. These
results indicate that chilly campus climate may be an issue for minority students. A possible
way to foster a warmer climate is to create an environment where students have a sense of

belonging. Groups such as campus climate committees can aid in finding ways to create an
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environment where students can feel welcome because sense of belonging is linked to
academic achievement (Gusa, 2010). The campus climate can consist of faculty members
from different areas on campus in addition to a few student representatives. As a
committee, they can directly address the lack of sense of belonging that some minority
students may feel and create initiatives that can address the issue. The committee can also
work directly with the center for faculty advancement, residence life, student activities, and
other departments that frequently work with students and provide workshops that
encourage constituents to create a welcoming environment for all students.

Open discussions regarding campus climate. The multicultural department can
also play a large role at addressing the campus climate issues. While the campus climate
committee focuses on how departments can create welcoming environments, the
multicultural department can coordinate town hall meetings for students where they can
discuss their experiences with other students. The facilitator can express that it is an open
space and discuss the ways in which the institution wants to create a warm environment
for all students. In addition, the multicultural department can create cultural events where
students and faculty can come together to learn more about different cultures. In order to
address the core issues of a chilly campus climate there can be a liaison from the
multicultural department that works closely with the campus climate committee to provide
information about the student experience, thus creating initiatives that directly address core

issues.
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Limitations

Since the study was conducted at an undergraduate research institution, the results
cannot be generalized to other grade levels. Also, correlation is not causation. The results
that were based from the correlations cannot make inferences about the population. Instead
it can only make speculations about the relationship of two variables. However, the
ANOVAs and the regressions can make inferences about the different student groups. In
addition, the sample sizes for each group were unequal. White students consisted of the
majority of the sample and it may have influenced the findings.

The survey consisted of approximately 100 questions. Survey fatigue may have also
influenced the survey responses. Survey fatigue research indicated that longer surveys may
have lower response rates (Porter, Whitcomb,& Weitzer, 2004). Students who did not
answer past the personal data questionnaire were removed from the analyses. If the survey
was shorter, then more students may have taken and completed the entire survey. Lastly,
GPA was self-reported and may not have served as an accurate representation of a student’s
true GPA.

Future Research

As mentioned in the limitations, future research can investigate this topic while
looking at elementary school, middle school, high school, or graduate school students. It is
expected for the results to be similar to the findings from the current study. For example,
Kitsantas and Zimmerman (2009) investigated the influence of self-regulation on academic
achievement of high school students and have found that students who were high self-

regulators had higher grades and this finding aligned with Zimmerman and Kitsantas
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(2005) who investigated elementary school students. Additional, a longitudinal approach
can be used in future research. Starting from elementary school, researchers can see if
similar trends appear throughout a student’s academic journey.

Self-regulation research rarely examines URM students and the results of the
current study indicate that self-regulation predicts the academic achievement of some
groups URM students more than others. Along the same lines, the results indicate that there
are differences in faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, self-regulation, and
academic achievement between White, Asian, African-American and Hispanic students.
Since there were group differences, future research should separately investigate and
compare the different racial groups of students to further examine the uniqueness of each
racial group.

There is also lack of research that investigates Native-American students with the
target variables. Originally, the researcher wanted to include Native-American students,
however only one participant self-identified as Native-American and they were dropped
from the analyses due to a small sample size.

Lastly, student engagement with faculty may vary by racial group. Certain groups
of students may likely come to faculty for questions while some students may come as an
attempt to build rapport with a faculty member. There may be differences depending on
racial group and future studies can investigate how it may influence perceptions of faculty-

student interaction.
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Conclusion

In conclusion, an institution has the ability to emphasize and prioritize what is
important in campus culture. Institutions that have closed the achievement gap between
non-URM and URM students have prioritized retention and have seen positive changes
Harris & Bensimon, 2007). In the current study faculty-student interactions were a
representation of campus climate and this study highlighted that faculty can create
encouraging environments which foster academic self-efficacy, self-regulation, and
academic achievement.

Faculty-student interactions, academic self-efficacy, and self-regulation, were all
significant predictors of academic achievement for the full sample. However, when
multiple regression results were separated by race it became easier to see which factors
significantly predicted academic achievement for some groups more than others. If
educators are aware of the factors that promote academic achievement for specific groups
of students then interventions can be informed based on the needs of students. For example,
multiple regression analysis indicated that self-regulation and academic self-efficacy
accounted for 39% of variance in GPA for African-American students. With this
information, interventions that are geared towards promoting academic achievement for
African-American students can teach self-regulation techniques such as time-management
and goal-setting. Each racial group has differences and academic interventions may vary
depending on the student. Academic self-efficacy served as the strongest predictor of

academic achievement for the full sample. This finding highlights the importance of
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believing in the self and faculty can empower students by letting them know that they
believe in their success.

An institution that wants to close their institution’s achievement gap can create
programs and initiatives which directly addresses academic success for each specific group
of students. It may not take one program or one initiative to transform an entire institution’s
retention rates. However, every effort may potentially contribute to finding a solution to

the achievement gap.
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APPENDIX A

Personal Data Questionnaire:

Sex:
Male Female
Age:
Race:
____ White ____ Black/ African American
____Hispanic ____Asian

Classification:
_ Ityear 2" year _ 3year

4" year

Email Address:

What is your grade point average?

How many credits have you earned?

What was the grade for the most challenging course?
What was the grade for the least challenging course?

What grades do you most frequently get in courses?
Would you say that you do best on exams, papers, or both?

Do you enjoy group work or individual work?
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APPENDIX B

College Questionnaire:

DIRECTIONS. We are interested in learning more about you to help us improve our program.
Your responses are strictly confidential and will not be shown to others. Do not sign your name.
We hope you will answer each item, but there are no penalties for omitting an item.

Male Female Age
Estimate your current grade point average

How much confidence do you have about doing each of the behaviors listed below?
Circle the letters that best represent your confidence.
A B C D E

Quite « » Very
A Lot CONFIDENCE Little

—
o
—
w
—
é
@D

. Taking well-organized notes during a lecture.

. Participating in a class discussion.

. Answering a question in a large class.

. Answering a question in a small class.

. Taking “objective” tests (multiple-choice, T-F, matching)
. Taking essay tests.

. Writing a high quality term paper.

. Listening carefully during a lecture on a difficult topic.

. Tutoring another student.

10. Explaining a concept to another student.

. Asking a professor in class to review a concept you don’t understand.
12. Earning good marks in most courses.

13. Studying enough to understand content thoroughly.

14. Running for student government office.

15. Participating in extracurricular events (sports, clubs).

16. Making professors respect you.

17. Attending class regularly.

18. Attending class consistently in a dull course.

19. Making a professor think you’re paying attention in class.
20. Understanding most ideas you read in your texts.

O©ooO~NownpkhwnNBE

>>>>>>>>>>>>>>P>P>P>P>P>P
s llvsovioviioviosRosAveRvelvelveRveRve Bve Mve Mvs Mve R ovRov oy
O0000000000000000000
OO00O0O0D0O00000000000000
MMMMMMMMMMmMmMmMmMmMMMmmm
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21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

Understanding most ideas presented in class.

Performing simple math computations.

Using a computer.

Mastering most content in a math course.

Talking to a professor privately to get to know him or her.

Relating course content to material in other courses.

Challenging a professor’s opinion in class.

Applying lecture content to a laboratory session.

Making good use of the library.

Getting good grades.

Spreading out studying instead of cramming.

Understanding difficult passages in textbooks.

Mastering content in a course you’re not interested in.
Thanks for your help!
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APPENDIX C

Perceived Responsibility for Learning Scale

How well students study and learn in school may be partly due to their teacher and
partly due to their own efforts. Next to each of the activities listed below, write one of
the following numbers indicating who is more responsible: the teacher or the student.
For example, regarding question number 1 below, if you believe that when a student is
unprepared for a test, the student is slightly more responsible than the teacher, puta 5 in
the space next to the question.

The Teacher Both The Student
Equally
mainly  definitely more  slightly more slightly more  definitely more  mainly
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Who is more responsible:

1. for a student being unprepared for a test?
2. for a student being motivated to learn in school?
3. for a student not finishing homework assignments?
4. for a student doing well on a test?
5. for a student being unprepared to participate in class?
6. for a student writing assigned papers well?
7. for a student understanding assigned homework readings
8. for a student not understanding a class discussion?
9. for a student understanding the teacher’s lecture
10. for a student fooling around in class?
___11. for a student not taking notes in class?
___12. for a student doing homework assignments correctly?
___13. for a student being interested in school?
14. for a student remembering information from assigned readings?
____15. for a student non concentrating in class?
____16. for a student not valuing good grades in school?
__17. for a student giving extra effort when needed?
____18. for a student just going through the motions without really trying in class?
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19. for a student seeing school as important to his or her future success?
20. for a student receiving poor grades in school?
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APPENDIX D

Student-Professor Interaction Scale (SPIS)

Instructions: Listed below are a number of items concerning how you perceive your interactions with professors. Read each item and
indicate to what degree it reflects how you feel most of the time, using the 7-point scale below. Base your responses on your interactions
with college professors.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree  Somewhat Neither Somewhat Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Nor Agree Agree
Disagree

1. | feel that one or more professors are supportive of me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. | believe that there is at least one professor who cares about my well-being. 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. | believe there is a professor who is concerned about my future. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. | feel that professors generally care about me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. I have spent time with professors outside an academic setting. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. | have a positive relationship with a professor outside of the classroom. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. | have interacted with professors off campus. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. Professors initiate contact with students after class. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7




T.

9. Professors have encouraged me to go to graduate or professional school. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. At least one or more professors have provided me with guidance in developing my career 1 2 3 5 6 7
giéll\s/lly professors have encouraged me to succeed in achieving my academic dreams. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. My professors provide information about career and academic options. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. My professors demonstrate familiarity with my culture. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
14. | feel connected with faculty. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15. | have faculty that I can identify with on campus. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
16. | feel a bond with one or more faculty. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17. I am comfortable approaching professors. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
18. | feel comfortable approaching professors to discuss my grades and class work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
19. | feel comfortable asking my professors questions about concepts that are not clear. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
20. | have not felt intimidated by my professors. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
21. Professors are accessible outside of class. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
22. Professors are available when | need guidance or assistance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
23. My professors make time to talk to me when needed outside of class time. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
24. Although professors are busy, | can talk to one or more of them whenever | need to. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
25. Professors show respect for all students in the classroom. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
26. My professors are clear about expectations regarding coursework. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
27. When | interact with my professors | feel s/he truly listens to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
28. My professors are alert and attentive when | approach them. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
29. When | interact with my professors | feel s/he cares about my question or problem. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7




¢l

30. Professors show respect for ethnic minority students. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
31. When | interact with my professors | feel understood. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
32. My professors value my contributions and opinions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
33. My professors seem comfortable interacting with students outside of their racial/ethnic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
giloul\r/)ly professors seem distant and uninterested to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
35. Professors do not value talking with students outside of the classroom 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
36. | do not believe my professors treat me fairly. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
37. | feel isolated from my professors. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
38. The quality of my relationships with professors impacts my academic performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
39. I work harder to succeed in a class if | know my professor genuinely cares about me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
40. 1 think a positive relationship with a professor would enhance my experience at this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

school.




APPENDIX E

Informed Consent Form

RESEARCH PROCEDURES

This research is being conducted to study the collegiate experience. If you agree to
participate, you will fill out an online survey which may take anywhere from 15-30
minutes.

RISKS

There are no more than minimal risks associated with this study.

BENEFITS

By participating in the study, you will be contributing to the fields of higher education
and educational psychology.

CONFIDENTIALITY

The data in this study will be confidential. Your name will not be included in any of the
data reported.

PARTICIPATION

Your participation in this study is voluntary and you may withdraw at anytime. If you
decide to withdraw out of the study, there are no penalties to you or any other parties.
CONTACT

Michelle Gnoleba at George Mason University is conducting this research study. She
may be reached at mgnoleba@gmu.edu for questions pertaining to the study. You may
also contact faculty member and Chair of this thesis project, Dr. Anastasia Kitsantas, at
akitsant@gmu.edu. You may contact the George Mason University Office of Research
Subject Protections at 703-993-1000 if you have questions or comments regarding your
rights as a participant in the research. This research has been reviewed according to

George Mason University procedures governing your participation in this research.
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CONSENT 1 have read this form and agree to participate in this study.

Name: Date:
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APPENDIX F

IRB Approval Document

/ Office of Research Integrity and
GEORGE Assurance
Research Hall, 4400 University Drive, MS 6D5, Fairfax, Virginia 22030
UNIVERSITY Phone: 703-993-5445; Fax: 703-993-9590

DATE: April 28, 2015

TO: Anastasia Kitsantas

FROM: George Mason University IRB

Project Title: [739285-1] Examining the Relationships among Faculty-student
Interactions, Self-efficacy, Self-regulation, and Academic
Achievement of undergraduate students

SUBMISSION TYPE: New Project

ACTION: DETERMINATION OF EXEMPT STATUS
DECISION DATE: April 28, 2015

REVIEW CATEGORY: Exemption category # 2

Thank you for your submission of New Project materials for this project. The Office of Research
Integrity & Assurance (ORIA) has determined this project is EXEMPT FROM IRB REVIEW
according to federal regulations.

Please rememberthat all research must be conducted as described in the submitted materials.

Please note that any revision to previously approved materials must be submitted to the
ORIA prior to initiation. Please use the appropriate revision forms for this procedure.
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If you have any questions, please contact Lorna Richards at (703) 993-4121 or
Iricha22@gmu.edu. Please include your project title and reference number in all
correspondence with this committee.

This letter has been electronically signed in accordance with all applicable regulations, and a copy is retained within
George Mason University IRB's records.
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