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Does love reduce marks? 
The impact of girlfriends on Academic Performance 
 

I. Introduction 

Academic performance is broadly defined in the academic field. The most common used way to 

measure it is the general average of all the subjects’ final marks but there are many other important 

variables that determine it too. These alternatives are in part a response to the need of differentiation 

between outstanding students with similar marks but they are also a way of capturing other significant and 

relevant parameters. Graduation Honors (Suma and Magna Cum Laude) and if ever failed a subject are 

some of the most frequent used ones.  

All of the previous mentioned variables are easy to qualify, measure and rank; but the question is: 

Which are the factors that determine them?  

Previous research and literature suggest as determinants of academic performance the study and work 

discipline, own student’s characteristics like motivation and intelligence, demographics, family 

background, parents education, peer effects, academic institution characteristics and previous stages 

performance like at middle and high school.  

Through all the literature exists a general consensus about how these different determinants impact on 

the academic performance as well as on their magnitudes. 

Awa Sakho Urien (2003) and Kirk A. Johnson (2000) agree that women have better academic 

performance as well as younger people and those with educated parents. They also show that those who 

work have a lower academic performance when incrementing work-labor hours. The magnitudes of the 

effects for both papers are almost the same and therefore I will use this later on this work as a benchmark 

value to compare with.  

My main aim for this paper then is to propose, examine and quantify the impact and direction of 

having a girlfriend as one of the determinants of universitary students’ academic performance.  

When referring to a girlfriend as a determinant there is almost no evidence of its impact and 

consequences or there are statistical reports and analysis that are not causal approaches. 
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The impact of having a girlfriend on academic performance can result in either positive or negative 

ways. 

When referring to girlfriends it is important to understand and agree in their base standards. A 

relationship with a girlfriend is a semi formalized relationship, it is considered as a previous stage to 

marriage, although most college couples do not finally get married. There is a commitment implied on it, 

that is not legal or written and has a very important weight and influence on the individuals, concerning in 

its self-evaluation, social networking and especially in their coordination of occupational, educational and 

marital plans. 

Luther B. Otto (1977) suggests that girlfriends are a key determinant in young men’s determination of 

vocational, educational, occupational and peer interaction decisions. He founds that girlfriend’s influence is 

grater than ones from best friends and parents when respecting to aspirations, career and occupation as well 

as on academic achievements. Otto puts together girlfriends and other significant people in the same 

category; in this paper I will try to isolate their impact from all others. 

My hypothesis, based on most students’ reports and stories and related literature, is that girlfriends 

have a negative impact on the different ways of measuring academic performance. I point this prediction in 

the direction that having a girlfriend adds more variables to the student’s decision making process that, in 

most cases, differ from academic oriented activities. I do not restrict the hypothesis to having a girlfriend 

actually as a determinant, I also predict the same direction respecting to the number of semesters the 

student had a girlfriend, independently from his actual situation.  

This paper could be helpful in defining admission processes and candidate profiles, structuring and 

selecting study groups and promoting or not study and other interactions between students. 

At a personal stage, this paper could be a guide to many students’ personal decisions respecting to 

starting a relationship during their university career according to their academic preferences and needs.  

When econometrically analyzed, the estimation of the causal impact of having a girlfriend on academic 

performance brings up many considerations for example endogenous variables. Is it really the girlfriend 

that impacts on the student’s academic performance or it is actually the other way round? It could be that 

the decision of starting or not a formal relationship with a girl depends on whether the student considers 

that his academic performance may be damaged by that decision or not. So if the student considers that he 
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needs to study more because his performance or scholarship is in a risky situation and then focus in raising 

his marks, he may not realize or delay that decision.  

When trying to evaluate the impact in a causal approach it is important to find a way of measure that is 

robust to this potential problem. Endogeneity is not the only possible problem when estimating, defining 

the variables in a proper way and including all the relevant ones are also some of the issues in which 

attention must be set on.  

The econometric estimation solution I propose for trying to address these issues is the Instrumental 

Variables approach.  

The instruments I selected are birth and structure physical characteristics that are constant in time, such 

as height, eye color, hair color, nose size, cheekbones size, if the student needs glasses and some bone 

structural measures. There is a large body of literature that shows how these characteristics generate 

physical attraction on the cross gender and influences mate selection.  

Singh (1993) and Rhodes (1998) find out which characteristics are more desirable for attractiveness 

and they also evaluate and test in which way and direction these characteristics impact not only in attraction 

but also on the selection of potential life partners and mate selection, like girlfriends. 

I omit women from the population because there are some body measurements that may be considered 

private for many of them, for example breast size and weight. 

 To avoid other potential problems previously mentioned, like omitted variables, many control 

variables will be included to capture other variability on academic performance, like socioeconomic status, 

demographics, parents education and previous academic achievement stages like middle and high school. 

Part of the data was generated from surveys to male students from second to fourth year and some 

other was provided by Universidad de San Andrés. I omit first year students from the population because 

they did not have final marks and general average outcomes by the time I performed the survey. 

The final estimations I obtain result to be in the line of the hypothesis when analyzed by OLS but 

change its directions when analyzed by the IV approach. This suggests the presence of endogeneity when 

estimating by OLS.     

The paper is organized in the following way: In Section II I make a review of two bodies of literature. 

The first one respecting to Academic Performance determinants and girlfriends as one of them and a 
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second one that examines the determinants of having a girlfriend by explaining and selecting the 

instrumental variables used. In Section III I describe the data characteristics and properties and how it was 

obtained. Section IV presents the Methodology and Identification Strategies and the proposed estimations. 

Section V describes the main results I obtained and their econometrical significance for making inference 

out of them and finally in Section VI I conclude. 

 

II. Related literature 

There are two main bodies of related literature. The first one refers to the determinants of academic 

performance. The second one is a literature based on the determinants of mate selection and attraction. 

These latter studies are the key point on the construction of the instrumental variables used. 

Referring to the first body of literature, Sakho Urién (2003) shows that studying as well as working are 

good for improving the academic performance for low to middle values but that this effects decreases 

significantly and changes direction when incrementing the amount of worked hours and even more when 

these two activities are done simultaneously.  

Johnson (2000) founds that peer effects and the environment in which the student is immersed is 

determinant and crucial for his academic performance. He shows how an environment of acceptance, 

intelligence, responsibility and challenges makes academic performance grow and improve. On the other 

side, if surrounded by an opposite environment, as Johnson calls an environment of violence and bad 

influences, although the student has the potential to achieve an excellent academic performance, this will be 

limited and diminished. 

Mosteirin (2008) provides a statistical prove of how violence at school causes a negative impact on 

student’s academic performance. She founds that it is especially worsen when classmates are the main 

cause of that violence.  

Other variables like age, gender, education and socio-economic background are also analyzed and 

included as determinants or controls and are a significant results in many studies. 
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There are some other papers that propose girlfriends as other academic performance determinant and 

analyze, from different perspectives, the ways and directions they impact it. 

Otto (1977) founds that girlfriends and other significant people are determinant in defining goals, 

occupational, career and, what I consider important for this paper, educational aspirations and performance.  

Otto performs his study using girlfriends and significant others like friends and family as a uniform 

category and shows how these people are relevant and impact on decisions concerning academic and 

educational fields.   

Calvo Hernandez (2003) classifies girlfriend and boyfriend relationships by same subject and year of 

study restricting the sample to couples exclusively from the same university. He surveyed college students 

and built correlation graphs between their general averages and the type of relationship they had in order to 

compare and classify them. His findings show how couples that share same subject of study have better 

academic performance than those who do not, and even better for those that study the same subject but in 

different year levels.  

There are no other attempts, to the best of my knowledge that identify the causal impact of girlfriends 

on male students´ academic performance. 

The second body of literature refers to mate selection and attraction, in particular how women chose 

their boyfriends because, although many characteristics for selection and attraction work in both directions, 

I use a sample fully composed by males. This literature is the baseline for selecting the instrumental 

variables. I try to find characteristics that explain and instrument why some students have a girlfriend and 

some others do not. 

I try to find and show evidence of characteristics that affect mate selection decisions and that may have 

an impact on academic performance but only indirectly through them. These characteristics should be 

exogenous to every male as a good way of attempting that condition. Birth and primary and secondary 

sexual characteristics that are not consequence of personal decisions but genetics and growth development 

could be good for accomplishing it, for example height. 

There is a distinction I consider important to be mentioned and is the difference between attraction and 

mate selection. When I talk about selection I refer to a person’s decision in considering other as for starting 

a relationship, as a possible life mate and as a possible wife or husband. This concept differs from 
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attraction, which is not necessary and directly associated to consider the other person as a possible 

candidate for a relationship.  

I found hard to find previous literature and studies that made this distinction and focus on those 

characteristics that determine whether or not a person selects the other, especially when trying to find 

exogenous characteristics from the individuals. Fortunately, there are some studies that examine these 

determinants. 

Singh (1993) examines the effect of some body and status characteristics making this difference 

between attractiveness and selection. He founds that, regarding females socioeconomic condition, 

education or age they felt more attracted and found more desirable for a relationship those mans who have 

waist-to-hips ratio of 0,7 or lower and higher financial status. Singh also founds that the ratio between 

shoulders and waist circumferences, what he calls “V-torso” resulted to be desirable for women, preferring 

men with bigger ratios. 

Muller (1993) examines if some birth and secondary sexual characteristics like nose, jaws and 

cheekbones sizes, if the person need glasses, weight and height are determinant for attractiveness and mate 

selection. The results and direction of the effects that Muller founds are aligned to the most important 

evolutionary theories like Darwin (1896). He founds that men with prominent nose, cheekbones and jaws 

are more desirable for relationships, as a manifestation of strong sexual secondary characteristics and the 

same happens with taller men. On the other side, his results suggest that men who weight more and use 

glasses are less desirable for women. This study was done across different countries and cultures and over a 

big number of people and the results were the same, so I expect to approach its same directions and similar 

magnitudes. 

There are other good possible Instruments provided by the literature, like facial symmetry, which also 

is related with birth, primary and secondary sexual characteristics and very significant and powerful when 

talking about attractiveness and mate selection but unfortunately requires a technology and professional 

knowledge that is above my possibilities.  

Grammer and Thorn (1994) also points in Muller (1993) direction, finding that big noses and 

cheekbones are desirable for women and that men who use glasses are less desirable compared to those 

who do not with a significant but weak effect. 
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This second body of literature has an evolutionary basis. As there may be critics on discrimination and 

ideological considerations I treat the information in a neutral way basing my suppositions impartially on 

different studies results. 

 

III. Data 

I combine administrative data provided by Universidad de San Andrés with surveyed data obtained 

from a survey conducted in the period march to may 2009 to 2nd, 3rd and 4th year students in Universidad de 

San Andrés. 

I omit first year students from the population because they did not have final marks neither other 

measure of academic performance by the time I done the survey. Around 70% of the total 325 male 

students between second and fourth year were interviewed, what includes all the possible variability 

according to main subject of study, year and possible performance qualifications as well as personal 

characteristics and types of girlfriends.  

In order to asses if the 30% non interviewed is different from the 70% interviewed I use administrative 

data to perform a mean difference test.  

Pre-university and actual characteristics information was provided by Universidad de San Andrés 

preserving the identity and confidentiality of all the students.  

The survey was designed to capture and contain a wide range of detailed information on several 

aspects related to student’s status, academic performance, the relationships with their girlfriends, 

socioeconomic condition, education, pre-treatment characteristics like performances at previous academic 

stages, motivation, peer influence and especially the information needed to build the instrumental variables. 

Some of the surveyed variables overlap administrative ones in order to check if the students answered 

accurately in the survey. See Appendix: Survey.  

As measures of academic performance I use students’ general average and if they keep their graduation 

honors. As measures of girlfriend I use if the students had a girlfriend by the time the survey was done as 

well as the number of semesters they had a girlfriend, independently from the previous situation.  
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In the module of status and academic performance I asked the students about if they had regular 

student status, their year of study, if they had lost their graduation honors, if they failed subjects, which 

main subject they study and their general average; overlapping provided administrative data. 

Those students that have a general average equal or superior to eight points over ten and have never 

failed or got a five or lower final mark in a subject will graduate with honors according to their general 

average level. Failing or getting a final mark of five points or lower will automatically restrict the student 

from achieving any honor in his graduation. 

In the module of girlfriend and how it is instrumented, the students answered about if they were in a 

relationship before entering the university, during it and currently. They were asked if they consider or 

considered that relationship serious, if it was a distance relationship, if the girl attended to their same 

university, studied the same main subject and same year of study. 

Variables used for building the instruments were based on questions regarding eye color, natural hair 

color, if they need glasses or contact lenses, their weight, height, if they had any plastic surgery, shoulders, 

waist and hips circumferences. Students were also observed to determine if they had prominent nose, 

cheekbones and jaws, classifying them by using pictures and descriptions of what is and what is not 

considered prominent by women about men in previous relevant works that analyzes it. 

In the module of socioeconomic status and education, financial assistance level, in which 

neighborhood they live (classified high or medium according to their local tax level), if they live with their 

parents, if they work, the approximate distance in kilometers to the university, if they assisted to a private 

high school and if they own a personal car were some of the questions. Respecting to education, I included 

in the survey questions about their parent’s education, in particular if they are graduated from university, 

the student’s performance at high school and how many languages they speak. 

Finally, in the motivation and peer influence module, the survey contains information about whether or 

not the students manifest they want to continue studying a master degree, if they practice any sport or other 

extra-curricular activity regularly and if they considered that at least fifty percent of their main friends 

group currently has a girlfriend. 
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There were no cases were students deny answering any particular question, even no student denied 

participating in the survey if asked to. When comparing the overlapped information no significant 

differences were found, what suggests that the students provided accurate information. 

III.1. Descriptive Statistics 

The percentages of male and female students are 55% and 45% respectively, around 7% of them are 

not considered regular students as a consequence of a poor academic performance and around 36% of them 

had fail a subject at least one time.  

As can be seen in Table 1, the average general average is seven points out of ten and around 40% of 

the population keeps their graduation honors.  

More than 35% of the sample for all years and subjects has some financial assistance, with an average 

value of 25%. It may vary between 20% and 100% according to their skills, financial status and financial 

program in which the students participate.  

The three possible classifications I make on parents’ education are if none, one or both parents are 

graduated from university. 50% of the sample has both graduated parents and the remaining 50% is divided 

in equal parts between the remaining two categories.  

Around 50% had a girlfriend by the time the survey was done and more than 70% of them, regarding 

this actual situation, had a girlfriend for at least one semester during their college studies. The average 

number of semesters with girlfriend is two.  

Tables 1 and Table 2 present summary statistics of administrative and surveyed data.  

 

IV. Methodology and Identification Strategy 

IV.1. Identification Issues 

When trying to identify the impact of girlfriends on academic performance there are some issues that 

must be taken into consideration. Some of these arise as a consequence of the nature of the problem itself, 

like variables that are difficult to measure accurately, and the others because of the methodology used for 

the analysis. 
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For instance, girlfriends were not randomly assigned to a treatment group and then there is a selection 

and decision making process that is not random and depends on several individual’s characteristics, then 

comparing and measuring differences between those who have girlfriends and those who not brings up the 

question if those individuals can be compared. Therefore, checking and controlling for several observable 

characteristics becomes important and fundamental in the analysis, because if I omit the socioeconomic 

level for instance, analyzing the decision of having or not a girlfriend as well as its relationship with 

academic performance, as impacted for this variable, will be inconsistent. 

Omitting relevant and determinant variables of academic performance will also cause inconsistent 

estimators. 

There are many other ways in which regressing having a girlfriend against general average, as a 

measure of academic performance, may arise identification issues. Not only for omitting variables as 

described before also because of the real underlining process beneath the decision making process. For 

example, those students that have low marks and are worried about failing a subject and then loosing their 

graduation honors or scholarship could stop going out and seeing with friends and meeting new people and 

start focusing on studying. Under this kind of behavior and set of new priorities and focus it is less likely to 

start a new relationship as well as making difficult to keep it if previously started. This behavior can be 

presented not only by students with low marks, in fact it is stereotypically more accused in high 

performance students. Not only with rising from low, especially when trying to keep high standard marks, 

isolation is often one of the most frequent results and consequently it is less likely to achieve social success, 

having girlfriends or keeping them. By the cases mentioned before, it is simple to notice how marks and 

other academic performance outputs can impact on student’s possibilities and decisions referring to starting 

a relationship and having a girlfriend. Although is more common to think in how having a girlfriend can 

impact on students’ academic achievements, the possibility of reversion in this causality direction is a 

problem that also needs to be considered and try to solve it. 

IV.2. Estimation Techniques and Identification Strategies 

In order to capture the impact of girlfriends on different measures of academic performance, different 

estimation methods were used. 
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The outcomes of interest for this model are students’ general average and if keeps his graduation 

honors. The differentiation point I try to make is in fragmenting the variables in order to avoid crossed 

effects not only for the regressors but also for the dependent variables. The reason why differentiating 

between having a girlfriend actually and the amount of semesters the students had one or more girlfriends 

was already addressed and reasons why the same should be done with academic performance measures are 

also intuitive. For example, a fourth year student did not have a girlfriend for his first two years and during 

that time he studied hard and got outstanding marks. After that, he met a girl and started a relationship and 

went out with her without caring about studying or marks, so he failed two subjects and lost his graduation 

honors. As in the biggest part of his career he had outstanding marks, even failing some subjects afterwards 

provides no significant effect on his general average because the low marks diffuse on it. But, if 

considering this other output of academic performance the effect could now be seen. 

Several control variables were also included to improve the estimations and, as the treatment variables 

are potentially endogenous, I contemplate and attempt to solve it by running IV estimates in addition to the 

OLS method. 

IV.2.1. Ordinary Least Squares Estimation  

The OLS estimation including control variables is: 

AcademicPerformancei  = = = =     ββββ     . GirlFriendi     +  +  +  +  γ γ γ γ .  .  .  . Xi   ++++        εεεεi                             (1) (1) (1) (1)    

Where AcademicPerformancei represents both general average and if keeps honors for student i, 

GirlFriendi represents both actual girlfriend and the number of semesters with girlfriend for student i, Xi is 

a matrix of control variables and εi is the error term that captures every other factor, observable and non-

observable, that impacts on AcademicPerformancei and are not captured by GirlFriendi and Xi.  The effect 

of girlfriends on academic performance is measured by the parameter β. 

I include the matrix set of control variables Xi because if there are any other variables that affect 

GirlFriendi and AcademicPerformancei and are not included in the regression, they will be part of the error 

term and then endogeneity issues will arise. 
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In matrix Xi I include variables respecting students’ socio economic level, measured by financial 

assistance level, the neighbor where they lives, if they live alone or with his parents, if owns car, work and 

assisted to a private or public high school. I also included main subject and year of study, parents’ 

education and students’ high school performance according to which percentile of the class, referring to 

marks, they belonged to.   

This approach do not repair and contemplate the main problems as endogeneity and do not provide a 

causal estimation. 

IV.2.2. Instrumental Variables Estimation 

In order to address this endogeneity problem I use an IV approach. 

IV uses the part of the variability in girlfriends that is not correlated with the omitted variables and 

then neither with the error term, to estimate the relationship between having a girlfriend and academic 

performance outcomes.  

Instruments should not be correlated with the error term, be exogenous, what can not be directly tested 

as a construction assumption of the model, it should be correlated with the explicative variables (actual 

girlfriend and number of semesters with girlfriend), what can be tested regressing the instruments against it 

and finally should be correlated with academic performance outcomes but only through girlfriends.  

The variables I use to instrument girlfriends are genetic and secondary sexual characteristics that 

impacts attraction and mate selection decision process relying on related literature and evolutionary 

theories. Those who have particular characteristics associated to better genetics in relation to procreation, 

breeding and resistance to environmental aggravations are supposed to be more selected.  

The selected instruments are observable characteristics that under natural alimentary conditions reach 

their maximum potential values. I assume that the population out of which the sample was taken had no 

alimentary insufficiency.   

These instruments are students’ size of cheekbones, nose and jaw, their eye and hair natural color, their 

height and bone-structural circumferences and if they use glasses. Some of these attributes can be voluntary 

altered so in the survey I asked if any of them were naturally different from actual or declared values.   

 There is no evidence that can relate directly any of these characteristics with some effect on academic 

performance neither other of its determinants. 
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As there are more than one characteristic that determines having a girlfriend, there are more 

instruments than variables to be instrumented, what makes the model be over identified. As if I discard 

some instruments potential loss of efficiency can occur, the way the econometrics deal with this is by a 

Generalized Instrumental Variable Estimation, running a two stages OLS estimation making it equivalent 

to a just identified (as many instruments as endogenous variables) Instrumental Variables Estimation but 

with no asymptotic efficiency loss. 

The first stage consists in regressing if the student has a girlfriend and the number of semesters he had 

one, the endogenous variables, against its instrumental variables and controls as shown in the following 

equation:    

GirlFriendi  ====        γ . γ . γ . γ . Xi   + φ . φ . φ . φ . Ii + εεεεi                                (2(2(2(2)))) 

Ii is a matrix that includes all the instrumental variables for each student. This matrix includes variables 

that show if the students use glasses, their height, eye and hair color, if they have prominent nose, 

cheekbones and their shoulders and hips circumferences. GirlFriendi, Xi and εi were already described in 

section IV.2.1.  

I perform an over identifying restrictions test which tests if the instruments are correlated with the error 

term, in other words, tests if any of the instruments are endogenous. The over identifying restrictions test’s 

null hypothesis is that all the instruments are conjunctly not correlated with the error term. If only one of 

them is correlated significantly, the null will be rejected and some instrument should be taken away from 

the estimation. If the instruments are highly correlated with GirlFriendi and not with the error term, then 

they might be considered good instruments and the second stage can be done as follows: 

                                                                                                                       __ 

AcademicPerformancei = = = =     ββββ      . GirlFriendi     +  γ . γ . γ . γ . Xi +  εεεεi         (3(3(3(3))))                         

                         __ 

Where GirlFriendi  are the estimations of the two regressors that resulted from Equation (2). 
 

I also perform the Hausman Test to see if substantial gains were obtained from the IV approach in 

addition to the OLS estimation.  
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V. Results 

There are two relevant ways of measuring Academic Performance: (i) Keeps Graduation Honors and (ii) 

General Average. There are also two relevant measures for being involved in a relationship: (i) Number of 

Semesters with Girlfriend and (ii) Actual Girlfriend.  

Therefore there are four relevant combinations in which these different measures of girlfriend impact 

on the different measures of academic performance. 

Before analyzing each of these interactions, I performed several tests on the Instruments used for the 

Instrumental Variables approach. As there were more instruments than endogenous variables, the 

exogeneity of the exceeding instruments can be tested by an Over Identifying Restriction Test. Either for 

General Average and Keeps Honors, the results show that no instrument was significant in explaining the 

residuals of the IV regressions and then there was no prove to show that at least one of these instruments is 

not exogenous.  

But even when instruments’ exogeneity seems to be satisfactory, it is not enough for making a good 

inference from the results because there are other conditions that the instruments need to accomplish, their 

strength for example. Therefore, I performed a Weak Instrument Test and the results supported the strength 

of the instruments. 

After checking these conditions, the other important result to check concerning the instrumental 

variables is if they are aligned with the related literature´ results and the predicted directions. 

As can be seen in Table 3 and Table 4, Prominent Jaw, cheekbones and jaws and Hips Circumference 

resulted to be econometrically significant in explaining Actual Girlfriend and Number of Semesters with 

Girlfriend and, as predicted by the literature, in a positive way. Using glasses also resulted to be significant 

in explaining the endogenous variables and, as well as predicted, in a negative way. Other important 

instruments like Height, body circumferences, eye and hair color were consistent with the predicted 

directions but they were not consistent in their econometrical significance throughout the different 

estimations. 

After performing these tests I proceeded with the mentioned analysis. When estimating by the OLS 

method, as can be seen in Table 5 ad Table 6, either including controls or not, the effects on academic 

performance outcomes are negative or, if positive, very close to cero. Under this method, the results 
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suggest that having a girlfriend and the number of semesters the student had a girlfriend during university 

tends to worsen their academic performance. None of these interactions resulted to be econometrically 

significant and are very probably under endogeneity issues. 

Estimating by OLS without controls resulted in the biggest negative magnitude impacts. These effects 

tend to increment, on the opposite direction, reaching cero when including control variables and in higher 

positive values when regressing by the IV (2SLS) method. 

While OLS predicts that the number of semesters with girlfriend lowers the probability of keeping 

graduation honors in a 3%, significant at 10%, 2SLS predicts that the impact will positively raise the 

probability of keeping them in a 4%, significant at 5%. See Table 5. 

When analyzing the impact of actual girlfriend on the same academic performance outcome, OLS 

results suggest that having a girlfriend improves the probability of keeping graduation honors in a 0,9% 

what is not negative but close to cero and with no econometric significance. On the other side, when 

estimating by 2SLS results change totally. It predicts that having a girlfriend improves keeping graduation 

honors probability in a 16,5% and significant at 5%.  

In Table 6 I present the results of the impacts of the different types of girlfriend on students’ general 

averages. In these cases the results were not econometrically significant and the magnitudes are positive but 

close to cero.  

The results suggests that when endogeneity concerns are taking into account by estimating by 2SLS 

method, the direction of the impact changes towards the opposite direction, resulting in positive values, and 

gaining econometrical significance that was not present before. These results suggest that the effect of 

having a girlfriend is actually positive and opposite to the one I hypothesized.  

The relevance of these differences and opposite direction results basically relies on whether the OLS 

and IV estimations are significantly different from each other. I perform Hausman tests in order to check if 

there are significant and systematic differences between the estimations’ coefficients.  The tests resulted in 

significant and systematic differences between the estimations’ coefficients for three out of the four 

possible combinations. The only combination where there was no significant difference between OLS and 

2SLS coefficients, as well as no econometrically significance in the individual estimation was when 

regressing General Average against Actual Girlfriend. 
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A possible explanation about why this particular combination is not relevant is because general 

average and actual girlfriend are two variables that are imprecise and disruptive respectively to quantify 

and qualify the students’ situation. If a student had outstanding marks and once got an extremely low mark, 

the effect of that bad mark will diffuse in the general average and would not be even noticed. Respecting to 

actual girlfriend, if the student had a girlfriend for seven out of eight semesters his entire university career 

was affected by having a girlfriend, but if for the moment I done the interview the student just broke up, not 

having a girlfriend will be reported but would not be representative of his case. 

The results of the difference in means test suggest that there are no significant differences between 

surveyed and non surveyed students over all the tested variables as can be seen in Table 7. This is 

important for extrapolating the results obtained for the sample to the complete male students population and 

making inference out of them. 

 

VI. Conclusion 

There are few previous studies that propose girlfriends as one of the determinants of academic 

performance. They define and treat girlfriends in different perspectives and focusing in different types of 

effects. Most of them analyze the impact of students’ actual girlfriends on their general average. These two 

variables are not precise in capturing their cross impacts and effects as a consequence of their construction. 

Literature has generally associated having a girlfriend with lower academic performances although 

some studies, changing the estimation methodology, found that there might be some types of girlfriends 

that can improve it.  

The main contributions I tried to make in this paper is in defragmenting girlfriend and academic 

performance variables into two categories each, in order to capture and differentiate other effects and 

providing an alternative estimation methodology. 

By performing Instrumental Variables estimation I found reversions in the direction and significance 

of the OLS coefficients. While OLS predicts that girlfriends will worsen students’ academic performance, 

after performing 2SLS estimations the prediction significantly and systematically changes these directions 

and significantly proposes girlfriends and the number of semesters with girlfriend as two positive 
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determinants that improve students’ general averages and the probability of keeping their graduation honors 

as measures of academic performance.  
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Table 1. Surveyed Data. Summary Statistics    

Variable Mean Standard Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Number of Semesters with Girlfriend 2.25 2.00 0.00 8.00 
Girlfriend. Actual 0.51 0.50 0.00 1.00 

Most Friends have Girlfriend 0.22 0.42 0.00 1.00 

Lives With Parents 0.83 0.38 0.00 1.00 

Practice Sports 0.86 0.35 0.00 1.00 

Works 0.24 0.43 0.00 1.00 
Distance To University in Km. 21.81 11.42 1.00 50.00 

Owns Car 0.62 0.49 0.00 1.00 
Number of Spoken Languages 2.54 0.69 1.00 4.00 

Motivation 0.73 0.45 0.00 1.00 

Use Glasses 0.32 0.47 0.00 1.00 

Blonde Hair 0.18 0.39 0.00 1.00 

Brown Hair 0.58 0.50 0.00 1.00 

Dark Hair 0.24 0.43 0.00 1.00 

Light Blue Eyes 0.24 0.43 0.00 1.00 

Green Eyes 0.17 0.38 0.00 1.00 

Brown Eyes 0.59 0.49 0.00 1.00 

Weight 71.66 8.94 54.00 105.00 

Height 178.11 6.08 164.00 193.00 

Shoulders Circumference 113.70 6.22 99.00 132.00 

Waist Circumference 81.04 10.25 67.00 105.00 

Hips Circumference 100.79 5.42 85.00 120.00 

Prominent Nose 0.32 0.47 0.00 1.00 

Prominent Cheekbones 0.42 0.49 0.00 1.00 

Prominent Jaw 0.34 0.48 0.00 1.00 

Waist to Hip Ratio 0.80 0.09 0.67 0.97 

Shoulder to Waist Ratio 1.42 0.18 1.13 1.79 
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Table 2. Administrative Data. Summary Statistics 

Variable Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Minimum Maximum 

Keeps Honors 0.40 0.49 0.00 1.00 

General Average 7.01 1.39 4.88 9.50 

Failed Subject 0.36 0.48 0.00 1.00 

Not Regular Student 0.07 0.26 0.00 1.00 

Financial Assistance Level 0.26 0.34 0.00 1.00 

High Level Neighborhood 0.63 0.49 0.00 1.00 

Mid Level Neighborhood 0.37 0.49 0.00 1.00 

Both Parents Graduated from 
University 

0.50 0.50 0.00 1.00 

One Parent Graduated from University 0.23 0.43 0.00 1.00 

No Parents Graduated from University 0.27 0.44 0.00 1.00 

Private High School 0.86 0.34 0.00 1.00 

Upper 50% of the Class at High School 0.32 0.47 0.00 1.00 

Upper 20% of the Class at High School 0.42 0.50 0.00 1.00 

Upper 10% of the Class at High School 0.26 0.44 0.00 1.00 

Law 0.02 0.13 0.00 1.00 

Business Administration 0.40 0.49 0.00 1.00 

Political Science 0.10 0.29 0.00 1.00 

Communicational Science 0.05 0.21 0.00 1.00 

Accounting 0.04 0.01 0.00 1.00 

Economics 0.30 0.46 0.00 1.00 

International Relationships 0.08 0.27 0.00 1.00 

Educational Science 0.01 0.12 0.00 1.00 

Fourth Year 0.27 1.21 0.00 1.00 

Third Year 0.30 0.64 0.00 1.00 

Second Year 0.43 0.66 0.00 1.00 

 



 23

Table 3.  First-Stage Regressions - Number of Semester with Girlfriend  

Number of Semesters with Girlfriend 
Prominent Jaw 1.149 

 (0.259)*** 
Prominent Cheekbones 0.799 

 (0.245)*** 
Prominent Nose 1.389 

 (0.255)*** 
Hips Circumference -0.219 

 (0.020) 
Shoulders Circumference 0.011 

 (0.017) 
Height -0.017 

 (0.018) 
Brown Eyes -0.092 

 (0.278) 
Green Eyes -0.289 

 (0.323) 
Dark Hair 0.104 

 (0.343) 
Brown Hair 0.125 

 (0.283) 
Glasses -1.031 

 (0.232)*** 
Constant 5.448 

 (3.958) 
 Notes: Light Blue Eyes and Blonde Hair dummy variables were dropped. The number of 
observations is 219. *significant at 10%; **significant at 5%; ***significant at 1%. 
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Table 4. First-Stage Regressions - Actual Girlfriend  

Actual Girlfriend 
Prominent Jaw 0.306 

 (0.061)*** 
Prominent Cheekbones 0.241 

 (0.059)*** 
Prominent Nose 0.348 

 (0.062)*** 
Hips Circumference -0.006 

 (0.006) 
Shoulders Circumference -0.002 

 (0.004) 
Height 0.001 

 (0.004) 
Brown Eyes 0.062 

 (0.068) 
Green Eyes 0.005 

 (0.079) 
Dark Hair -0.125 

 (0.084) 
Brown Hair -0.105 

 (0.069) 
Glasses -0.156 

 (0.057)*** 
Constant 0.842 

 (0.964) 
Notes: Light Blue Eyes and Blonde Hair dummy variables were dropped. The number of 
observations is 219. *significant at 10%; **significant at 5%; ***significant at 1%. 
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Table 5. The effect of the Number of Semesters with girlfriend and Actual Girlfriend on Keeps 
Graduation Honors 

 

Notes: Controls include dummy variables for subject and year of study, if most students' friends have girlfriends, neighborhood level, if the 
student owns a car, if their parents are graduated from university,  if they live with they parents,  if they practice sports,  if they work, if 
they assisted to a private high school,  motivation and student high school class percentile according to their general average. It also 
includes financial assistance level, the distance from their houses to the university and the number of languages they speak. Robust 
standard errors are in parentheses. The number of observations is 219. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%. 

 

 Keeps Honors 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Number of Semesters 
with Girlfriend 

-0.030 0.001 0.007 0.040       

  (0.015)* (0.011) (0.023) (0.019)**       
Actual Girlfriend      0.009 -0.002 0.093 0.165 

       (0.066) (0.052) (0.089) (0.077)** 
Constant 0.464 -3.118 0.381 -3.444 0.393 -3.110 0.349 -3.377 

  (0.050)*** (0.252)*** (0.062)*** (0.262)*** (0.047)*** (0.251)*** (0.349)*** (0.283)*** 
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes 
Method OLS OLS 2SLS 2SLS OLS OLS 2SLS 2SLS 
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Table 6. The effect of the Number of Semesters with girlfriend and Actual Girlfriend on General Average 

Notes: Controls include dummy variables for subject and year of study, if most students' friends have girlfriends, neighborhood level, if the 
student owns a car, if their parents are graduated from university,  if they live with they parents,  if they practice sports,  if they work,  if 
they assisted to a private high school,  motivation and student high school class percentile according to their general average. It also 
includes financial assistance level, the distance from their houses to the university and the number of languages they speak. Robust 
standard errors are in parentheses. The number of observations is 219. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%. 

 

 

 

 

 

 General Average 
 (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) 
Number of Semesters with 

Girlfriend 
-0.056 -0.002 0.036 0.005       

  (0.044) (0.005) (0.066) (0.009)       
Actual Girlfriend       0.208 0.020 0.312 0.037 

        (0.188) (0.026) (0.249) (0.032) 
Constant 7.134 0.681 6.926 0.593 6.903 0.657 6.849 0.593 

  (0.148)*** (0.677) (0.187)*** (0.698) (0.136)*** (0.669) (0.165)*** (0.681) 
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes 
Method OLS OLS 2SLS 2SLS OLS OLS 2SLS 2SLS 
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Table 7. Difference in Means Test 

 Non Surveyed Students Surveyed Students Total 
 Mean Mean Difference in 

Means 
Failed Subject 0.396  0.360  0.035  

 (0.047) (0.032) (0.057) 
Not Regular Student 0.075  0.054  0.020  

 (0.025) (0.015) (0.028) 
Keeps Graduation Honors 0.604  0.639  -0.035 

 (0.047) (0.032) (0.057) 
General Average 6.668  6.644  0.023  

 (0.118) (0.074) (0.135) 
Financial Assistance Level 0.226  0.296  -0.070 

 (0.033) (0.025) (0.043) 
Both Parents Graduated 0.453  0.425  0.028  

 (0.046) (0.033) (0.059) 
One Parent Graduated 0.255  0.260  -0.006 

 (0.043) (0.030) (0.052) 
No Parent Graduated 0.292  0.315  -0.023 

 (0.044) (0.031) (0.055) 
Private High School 0.934  0.922  0.012  

 (0.024) (0.018) (0.031) 
Number of Observations 106 219 325 

Notes: Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. The number of observations is 325. *significant at 10%; 
**significant at 5%; ***significant at 1%. 
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Appendix 
 
Survey 
[The survey is shown as taken, in Spanish. The underlined questions were observed and/or personally 

measured by the moment the survey was done. The bolded questions are overlapped with administrative 

data and were later compared in order to check if differences between the reported and real values existed] 

 

1) Número de legajo? 

2) Qué carrera estudiás? 

3) En que año de la carrera estás? 

4) Tenés algún aplazo? 

5) Sos alumno extracurricular? 

6) Mantenés tus honores de graduación? 

7) Cuál es tu promedio? 

8) Estabas de novio antes de ingresar a la Universidad? 

9) Por cuántos semestres estuviste de novio durante la universidad?  

10) Estás de novio actualmente? 

11) Considerás tu noviazgo actual serio? 

12) Tu noviazgo actual es a distancia? 

13) Tu novia actual concurre a la misma universidad? 

14) Tu novia actual está en tu mismo año de estudios? 

15) Tu novia actual estudia tu misma carrera? 

16) El 50% o más de tus amigos más cercanos está de novio? 

17) Qué nivel de asistencia financiera tenés? 

18) En qué localidad vivís? 

19) Vivís con tus padres? 

20) Fuiste a colegio privado? 

21) Practicás algún deporte o actividad extracurricular regularmente? 

22) Trabajás? 

23) A cuántos kilómetros vivís de la Universidad? (aproximadamente) 

24) Tenés auto propio o que puedas disponer cuando vos quieras? 

25) Cuántos idiomas, contando Castellano, hablás? 

26) Cuántos de tus padres tienen educación universitaria? 

27) Querés hacer otra carrera al finalizar la actual o un master? 

28) Usás anteojos? 

29) Cuál es tu color de ojos?  

30) Cuál es tu color de pelo? 

31) Cuánto medís?  
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32) Cuánto pesás? 

33) Circunferencia de Hombros 

34) Circunferencia de Cintura 

35) Circunferencia de Cadera 

36) Nariz prominente 

37) Pómulos prominentes 

38) Mandíbula prominente 

39) Alguna de las características personales reportadas es actualmente distinta a la natural? (te teñís el 

pelo? Usas lentes de contacto de color? Te realizaste alguna cirugía plástica?) 

 

 

 

 


