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Abstract

Intimate partner violence (IPV) and firearm violence are two persistent public health issues in the
United States. Because more women experience [PV than men, and more men own firearms than
women, more research is needed to examine the association between in-home firearm accessibility
and physical IPV among female college students. This study examined the factors associated with
physical IPV among 427 unmarried, heterosexual, female college students in Florida. Cross-
sectional data were collected from Fall 2012 to Summer 2013 using an internet-delivered
questionnaire. The outcome was self-reported physical IPV, and the primary predictor was in-home
firearm access. Binary logistic regression with backwards listwise entry method was applied fitting
age, ethnicity, race, relationship status, residency status, sorority affiliation, having >4 binge
drinking episodes, and experience of unwanted sex. Over 10% of participants reported
experiencing physical IPV, 19.0% had in-home firearm access, and 8.2% reported unwanted sex.
The final logistic regression model indicated that participants with in-home firearm access
(OR=2.54, p=0.011), in a single, committed/steady relationship (OR=2.35, p=0.023), and those
who experienced unwanted sex (OR=1.18, p<0.001) had significantly greater odds of experiencing
physical IPV compared to their reference categories. Findings from this cross-sectional study
suggest that female college students in situations prone to IPV may involve the presence of a
firearm. Alternatively, findings may suggest that those who experienced IPV may seek security by
having access to a firearm in their homes. Future research is needed to examine this relationship
and develop appropriate IPV prevention interventions for female college students.
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Introduction Organization [WHO], 2024). PV
encompasses  physical, sexual, and

Intimate partner violence (IPV) is a psychological aggression, stalking, and

pervasive and persistent public health issue in
the United States (U.S.), affecting millions of
individuals each year. An intimate partner
refers to a current or former dating partner or
spouse (Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention [CDC], 2024a; World Health

controlling behaviors (CDC, 2024a; S. Smith
et al., 2018; WHO, 2024).

An estimated 111.1 million people in the
U.S. encountered IPV in 2016-2017 (Leemis
et al., 2022). Women are disproportionally
affected, with national estimates suggesting
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that over 47.3% (59 million) of women and
44.2% (52.1 million) of men in the U.S. have
reported experiencing some form of IPV in
their lifetime (Leemis et al., 2022). Among
women, a substantial percentage (i.e., 72.3%)
reported that their IPV experiences began
before the age of 25 years, underscoring the
heightened  vulnerability = of  young
individuals (Leemis et al., 2022). Research
among young individuals echoes this
concern. Specifically, more than 25.6% of
female college students (i.e., ages between
18-24 years) indicated experiencing sexual
victimization and 14.8% reported physical
IPV in the past 12 months (Blasdell et al.,
2021).

The consequences of IPV extend well
beyond the immediate physical harm.
Physical and neurological injuries (Esopenko
et al., 2024; Pebole et al., 2024), chronic
illnesses (Chandan et al., 2021; Goldberg et
al., 2021), reproductive health complications
(Agarwal et al., 2023), and femicide (Garcia-
Vergara et al., 2022) have all been associated
with IPV. Mental health outcomes are
similarly profound, including elevated risk
for depressive symptoms, perinatal-related
depression, insomnia, and post-traumatic
stress disorder (Gibson et al., 2024; Naismith,
Ripoll-Nuiie, & Henao, 2024; Paulson,
2022).

Research has identified that [PV
victimization is associated with a number of
factors including heavy alcohol use (Shorey,
Dunsiger, & Stuart, 2024; Holmes et al.,
2020), prior sexual violence exposure
(Caamano-Isorna et al., 2021), staying away
from on-campus housing (Marco, Gracia, &
Lopez-Quilez, 2018), being a member of a
sorority (Franklin, 2016; Hoxmeier et al.,
2023), and being in an unmarried/cohabiting
relationship (Johnson et al., 2015; Lafontaine
et al., 2021; Rhoades, Stanley, & Markman,
2012; Rhoades et al., 2010). Specifically, the

unmarried/cohabiting female college
students are vulnerable to physical [PV
victimization (Johnson et al.,, 2015),
especially if they are sorority members
(Franklin, 2016; Hoxmeier et al., 2023)
and/or have attachment insecurity and
expectation of perfectionism during the
relationship (Lafontaine et al., 2021). Yet,
considerations about the impact of collective
risk factors, including in-home firearm
access on physical [PV victimization among
female college students was lacking.
Firearms, when present in the context of
[PV, significantly escalate the risk of non-
fatal injuries or fatal outcomes (Spencer &
Stith, 2018; Giffords Law Center, 2025).
Research indicates that over 50% of intimate
partner homicide cases (Adhia et al., 2021)
and 92% of murder-suicide cases of intimate
partners (Violence Policy Center, 2020)
involved firearms. About 4.5 million women
have been threatened with a firearm by an
intimate partner (Sorenson & Schut, 2018),
adversely impacting their well-being and
mental health (Lynch & Logan, 2018).
Firearm culture in the U.S. complicates
efforts to reduce IPV-related firearm
violence. Firearm access is deeply embedded
in American identity, often associated with
self-defense, freedom, tradition, and
autonomy (Azrael et al., 2017; Parker et al.,
2017). Approximately 42% of U.S.
households reported having a firearm
(Schaeffer, 2024), and most current firearm
owners were raised in households with
firearms present (Parker et al., 2017). Both
men (40%) and women (25%) own firearms
(Shaeffer, 2024) for different reasons,
including protection, hunting, and sport
shooting (Azrael et al., 2017; Parker et al.,
2017), as well as a sense of belongingness,
safety, and control (Buttrick, 2020). While
some women report keeping firearms for
personal safety, research suggests that access



Figure 1. Conceptual Framework of Physical IPV Victimization
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to these weapons may increase
vulnerability — particularly when the firearms
are stored loaded and easily accessible
(Horowitz, 2017).

Interestingly, among college students,
68.8% reported storing firearms at their
permanent residences, usually within an
hour’s drive from the campus, while 4.3%
owned a firearm on or near campus (Adams,
Gong, & Heinze, 2024). Specifically, college
students who had perceived risks or
experienced physical assaults (Adams, Gong,
& Heinze, 2024), or had prior experience
with firearms, (Price & Khubchandani, 2022)
were more likely to own a firearm. Although
these studies identified firearm ownership,
the study focusing on firearm in-home access
was lacking. Additionally, it was not clear
how intimate relationship type (i.e.,
heterosexual ~ or  homosexual), and
relationship/cohabiting status (i.e.,
committed/steady relationship or not) impact
physical IPV, especially in the presence of
firearms.

Despite growing research on I[PV and
firearms (Lynch & Logan, 2018; Yelland et
al., 2010), few studies have explicitly focused

on unmarried, female college students—a
population at heightened risk for both [PV
victimization and exposure to household
firearms. As seen in Figure 1, the authors
developed a conceptual framework based on
the literature to frame and justify variables
examined in the current study. This
conceptual framework illustrates that
physical IPV victimization against female
college students could be influenced by
participants ~ circumstances  such  as
sociodemographic,  relationship  status
(Brown & Bulanda, 2008; Lafontaine et al.,
2021), being a sorority member (Franklin,
2016; Hoxmeier et al., 2023) and residential
characteristics (Tsui & Santamaria, 2015;
Marco, Gracia, & Lopez-Quilez, 2018) in the
presence of potential risk factors (i.e., in-
home firearm access (Adams, Gong, &
Heinze, 2024), alcohol consumption
(Bonnesen & Swartout, 2024; Johnson et al.,
2015; Shorey, Dunsiger, & Stuart, 2024;
Holmes et al., 2020), and prior unwanted
sexual advances (Caamano-Isorna et al.,
2021)).

This study aims to fill the gap by: (1)
identifying characteristics of female college



students who reported in-home firearm
access and experienced physical IPV; and (2)
examining if in-home firearm access and
other covariates are associated with physical
[PV among this population.

Methods

Study participants were undergraduate
students enrolled in an introductory health
education course at a Florida university. As
reported in other parallel studies (Menn et al.,
2020, Menn et al., 2021; M. Smith et al.,
2017), data were collected over three
academic semesters between Fall 2012 to
Summer 2013 and used a cross-sectional,
internet-delivered questionnaire. The
questionnaire consisted of approximately 30
close-ended items about demographic
information and self-report measures relating
to firearms in the home, sexual violence,
physical violence, and relationship status.
Participants were required to acknowledge an
embedded information sheet to indicate
consent to participate in the study prior to
being able to access the questionnaire. The
online questionnaire took participants about
15 minutes to complete. Participation in this
study was voluntary, and participants could
withdraw from the study at any time. The
University of Florida Institutional Review
Board approved all components of the study.

Approximately 1,002 participants
initiated the questionnaire. Given the study’s
focus on heterosexual, unmarried, female
college students, participants were omitted
for being men (n=423), outside of the age
range of 18 to 24 years (n=31), married
(n=8), and homosexual/bisexual/asexual
(n=27). Of the remaining 513 women,
additional participants were omitted for
missing data on race and ethnicity (n=53),
sorority affiliation (n=7), experience with
IPV (n=15), and firearm access in the home

(n=10). Cases were omitted using listwise
deletion. Characteristics of the women
included in the study (n=427) were compared
to those omitted from the study due to
missing data (n=89) using chi-square tests
and independent sample t-tests. Women
omitted from the analyses were significantly
older (age 20.5 vs. 19.9 years) and a
significantly larger proportion were Hispanic
(50.0% vs. 16.9%). The resulting analytic
sample included 427 heterosexual female
college students who were unmarried.

Measures
Outcome variable

Physical IPV. Physical IPV served as the
outcome variable in this study. Participants
were asked: “Has an intimate partner EVER
hit, slapped, pushed, kicked, or hurt you in
any way?” Response choices for this question
included “no” and “yes.” This item was asked
verbatim from the 2007 Behavioral Risk
Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS)
Intimate Partner Violence segment (CDC,
2007).

Primary predictor variable

In-Home Firearm Access. Firearm access
was the primary predictor variable included
in analyses. Participants were asked about
firearm access using an item from the 2004
BRFSS Firearms segment (CDC, 2004).
Participants were provided with the
following text for context about firearm
access, “Please include weapons such as
pistols, shotguns, and rifles; but not BB guns,
starter pistols, or guns that cannot fire.
Include those kept in a garage, outdoor
storage area, or motor vehicle” (CDC, 2004).
Participants were asked, “Are there any
firearm kept in or around your home?”
Response options for this question included
“no” and “yes.”



Other covariates

All covariates included in the current
study, and described in detail below, were
guided by conceptual framework depicted in
Figure 1.
Binge Drinking. Participants identifying as
female were asked to report the number of
times they consumed four or more alcoholic
beverages in a single sitting within the two
weeks prior to survey completion (CDC,
2024b). This was a continuous variable
indicating the number of times the participant
binge-drank in the past two weeks. Priory
literature has found a positive association
between alcohol consumption and physical
IPV (Bonnesen & Swartout, 2024; Shorey,
Dunsiger, & Stuart, 2024; Holmes et al.,
2020).

Unwanted Sexual Activity. Participants were
asked: “Has anyone EVER had sex with you
after you said or showed that you didn’t want
them to or without your consent?” Response
choices for this question included “no” and
“yes.” This variable has found to be
positively associated with IPV (Caamano-

Isorna et al., 2021)

Personal Characteristics. Other covariates
included socio-demographic variables such
as aged 18-24 years, ethnicity (i.e., Hispanic
or not), race (i.e., White, Black, another race),
relationship status (i.e., single/not dating,
single/dating, committed/steady relationship)
(Brown & Bulanda, 2008; Johnson et al.,
2015), reside on campus (no, yes) (Tsui &
Santamaria, 2015; Marco, Gracia, & Lopez-
Quilez, 2018), and affiliated with a sorority
(no, yes) (Franklin, 2016; Hoxmeier et al.,
2023).

Statistical Analysis

All statistical analyses for this descriptive
study were performed using SPSS (version
29). Descriptive analyses were calculated for
all study variables. Sample characteristics
were then compared across in-home firearm
access and physical IPV to identify bivariate
differences, respectively. Pearson’s chi-
squared tests were wused to identify
proportional differences for categorical
variables. Independent sample t-tests were
used to identify mean differences for
continuous variables. A binary logistic
regression with backwards listwise entry was
fitted to identify factors associated with
physical IPV experiences. Never
experiencing physical IPV served as the
reference group. To find the most
parsimonious model explaining factors
associated with physical IPV, all variables
were included in the initial model, and non-
contributing variables were omitted from the
model at each iteration until a final reduced
model was achieved. At each iteration, the
least statistically significant variable (i.e.,
with the largest p-value) was omitted and the
model was refitted. Both the initial and final
models are reported.

Results

Table 1 reports sample characteristics by
firearm access and physical IPV experiences.
Of the 427 participants, 10.1% reported
experiencing physical [PV, and 19.0%
reported that a firearm was kept in or around
their primary residence. On average,
participants were aged 19.93 (£1.26) years.
Most participants self-identified as non-
Hispanic (83.1%) and White (71.7%). About
half of the participants (50.6%) were single
and not dating, 35.1% were in a committed
and steady relationship, and 14.3% were
single and dating. Most participants lived oft-
campus (80.3%) and were not aftiliated with



Table 1. Participant Characteristics by Firearm Access and Physical IPV Experiences
Firearm Access in the Home Physical IPV Experiences
No Yes No Yes
Total (n= (n= (n= (mn=  yor
(n=427) 346) 81) v’ ort P 384) 43) t P

Experience Physical . .
PV 7.88 0.005

No 89.9% 91.9%  81.5% -- --

Yes 10.1% 8.1% 18.5% -- --
Access to Firearm in B . 788 0.005
the Home

No 81.0% -- -- 82.8%  65.1%

Yes 19.0% -- -- 17.2%  34.9%

19.93 19.87 20.16 19.88 20.35

Age @126) | 120) (2151 W60 OBy wreey 18Y 0.078
Hispanic 0.60 0.440 0.29 0.591

No 83.1% 83.8%  80.2% 82.8%  86.0%

Yes 16.9% 16.2%  19.8% 17.2%  14.0%
Race 14.69 0.001 1.26 0.534

White 71.7% 67.6%  88.9% 71.6%  72.1%

African American 14.5% 16.8% 4.9% 14.1%  18.6%

Another Race 13.8% 15.6% 6.2% 14.3% 9.3%
Relationship Status 3.99 0.136 8.64 0.013

Single/Not Dating 50.6% 52.9%  40.7% 52.9%  30.2%

Single/Dating 14.3% 13.9%  16.0% 14.1% 16.3%

Committed/Steady 35 10/, | 3390, 4329 33.1%  53.5%
Relationship




Residence Location
Off-Campus
On-Campus

Sorority Affiliation
No
Yes

Times Binge Drank
in Past 2 Weeks

Had Sex After
Showing Did Not
Want To

No

Yes

80.3%
19.7%

67.9%
32.1%

1.25 (+0.87)

91.8%
8.2%

79.8%
20.2%

67.9%
32.1%

1.23
(+0.84)

91.6%
8.4%

82.7%
17.3%

67.9%
32.1%

1.30
(£1.05)

92.6%
7.4%

0.36

0.00

-0.27

0.08

0.548

0.998

0.789

0.774

80.2%
19.8%

66.9%
33.1%

1.27
(+0.89)

93.8%
6.3%

81.4%
18.6%

76.7%
23.3%

1.00
(£0.75)

74.4%
25.6%

0.03

1.71

0.91

19.20

0.853

0.191

0.366

<0.001




Table 2. Binary Logistic Regression Describing Factors Associated with Physical IPV Experiences (n = 427)

Full Model (iteration 1)

Final Model (iteration 7)

95% CI 95% CI
P OR  Lower Upper P OR  Lower Upper
Access to Firearm in Home (vs. Not) 0.018 2.49 1.17 5.29 0.011 2.54 1.24 5.20
Age (18 to 24) 0.152 1.22 0.93 1.60 - -- -- -
Hispanic (vs. Non-Hispanic) 0.355 0.63 0.23 1.69 -- -- -- --
Race: White - 1.00 -- -- -- -- -- --
Race: Black or African American 0.391 1.51 0.59 3.85 - -- -- -
Race: Other 0.590 0.73 0.23 2.30 -- -- -- --
Relationship Status: Single, Not Dating -- 1.00 -- -- -- 1.00 -- --
Relationship Status: Single, Dating 0.170 2.03 0.74 5.55 0.156 2.04 0.76 5.48
Relationship Status: Single, Committed/Steady Relationship  0.032 2.30 1.07 4.93 0.023 2.35 1.12 4.94
Reside on Campus (vs. Off Campus) 0.434 1.47 0.56 3.86 -- -- -- --
Affiliated with Sorority (vs. Not) 0.268 0.61 0.26 1.46 -- -- -- --
I(;Irlllr?ll(l:;r of Binge Drinking Episodes in Past 2 Weeks (4+ 0.882 0.98 0.79 193 B . . B
Ever had Sex After Showing Did Not Want To (vs. Never) <0.001  1.18 1.08 1.29 | <0.001 1.18 1.08 1.28

Reference Group: Not Encountering Physical IPV

Nagelkerke R Square = 0.158

Nagelkerke R Square = 0.127




a sorority (67.9%). On average, participants
reported binge drinking 1.25 (£0.87) times in
the two weeks prior to survey completion.
Over 8% of participants reported having an
unwanted sexual encounter.

When comparing sample characteristics
by firearm access, significantly larger
proportions of women who self-identified as
White (¥*=14.69, P=0.001) and who
experienced physical IPV (x?=7.88, P=0.005)
reported having a firearm kept in or around
their home. When comparing sample
characteristics by having experienced
physical IPV, significantly larger proportions
of female college students who were in a
committed/steady  relationship  (}*=8.64,
P=0.013), had access to a firearm (}*=7.88,
P=0.005), and had an unwanted sexual
encounter (x>=19.20, P<0.001) reported a
physical IPV experience.

Table 2 reports the initial and final binary
logistic regression models. In the final model,
compared to women without access to a
firearm in their homes, women with in-home
firearm access had higher odds of reporting a
physical IPV  experience (odds ratio
[OR]=2.54, P=0.011). Non-married women
in a committed/steady relationship had higher
odds of reporting a physical IPV experience
compared to single, non-dating women
(OR=2.35, P=0.023). Compared to women
who reported never an unwanted sexual
encounter, women who reported
experiencing at least one unwanted sexual
encounter had higher odds of reporting a
physical IPV  experience = (OR=1.18,
P<0.001).

Discussion

This study investigated the determinants
of physical IPV among unmarried,
heterosexual female college students aged
18-24 in Florida. It revealed that a notable

proportion (10.1%) of female college
students encountered physical IPV and about
one-in-five had in-home firearm access. The
analysis confirmed the positive relationship
between physical IPV and having in-home
firearm access. Further, being in a
committed/steady relationship and reporting
past unwanted sexual contact was associated
with reporting physical IPV.

The present study found that 19.0% of
female college students had in-home firearm
access, which is lower compared to 25.0%
within a general female population
(Schaefter, 2024). Our findings indicated a
statistically significant relationship between
in-home firearm access and physical IPV,
demonstrating that those with in-home
firearm access had higher odds of
experiencing physical IPV compared to those
without in-home firearm access. Perhaps
female college students perceived a lack of
safety, prompting a need for firearm for self-
protection (Lynch, 2020), or they may feel a
sense of security from firearm ownership
(Lynch & Jackson, 2021). This association
between firearm access and physical IPV, and
the context and temporality of their
occurrence, requires additional investigation
because prior research has identified that
intimate partner homicides are preceded by
instances of abuse and threats, particularly
when the perpetrator has direct access to a
firearm (Braga et al., 2021; Spencer & Stith,
2020). Additional research is necessary to
determine if in-home firearm access equates
to firearm ownership, the reasons for firearm
ownership, and if both partners have access
to a firearm. Nonetheless, having in-home
firearm access highlights a potentially unsafe
situation for those in intimate relationships
(Kruis et al., 2021).

In the present study, over 8% of the
students reported encountering unwanted
sexual acts, and those who had such



experiences were more likely to experience
physical IPV. Our findings partially support
those from a prior study, which identified that
female college students experienced poly-
victimization, suggesting that females may
experience more than one type of violence
including IPV (Dekeseredy et al., 2019).
Although not directly tested in the current
study, one interpretation may be that the
female colleges students who had prior
experiences of physical assault, or perceived
themselves to be at-risk for IPV, intentionally
made a firearm accessible (or purchased one)
to protect themselves from unsafe situations
(Price & Khubchandani, 2022). Although not
directly comparable to the current study,
previous studies found that undergraduate
students who experienced prior unwanted
sexual advances are at-risk for experiencing
sexual victimization in the future (Campbell
et al.,, 2017; Caamano-Isorna et al., 2021),
warranting a need for further research among
female college students who had prior
experiences with different types of IPV
victimization. Female college students may
refrain from reporting IPV incidents for
various reasons, including limited access to
resources, inadequate means to report to law
enforcement, or concerns about retribution,
retaliation, or re-victimization (Belisle et al.,
2024; Caron & Mitchell, 2021; Murphy-
Oikonen et al., 2022). Ultimately, our study’s
findings support Wolfe's (2018) argument
that violence or abuse never happens in a
vacuum, highlighting the necessity for
further research on multiple violent acts
experienced by female college students,
especially those with access to firearms
and/or prior experiences of intimate partner
victimization.

In the current study, unmarried female
college students in a committed/steady
relationship had increased odds of
experiencing physical IPV. This finding

supported the previous studies that found that
women in cohabiting or non-marriage
relationships may encounter higher rates of
I[PV compared to single women due to
various reasons, including infidelity, lack of
trust, and frequency of disagreements
(Sorenson & Schut, 2018). Sorenson and
Schut’s (2018) study found that over 80% of
IPV survivors who called the police were
from non-married couples.

The present study’s finding regarding a
higher physical IPV prevalence especially
among female college students highlighted
that current interventions policies are
insufficient. Many policies (i.e., federal
policies such as the 1994 Violence Against
Women Act (VAWA) and the Gun Control
Act of 1968 seek to restrict firearm access for
IPV offenders (United States Department of
Justice [USDJ], 2016; USDJ, n.d.), attempted
to address violence issues. Yet, crucial gap
exists. An example of gap was that the
protections under 18 U.S.C. § 922(g)(9)—
which prohibits firearm ownership by
individuals convicted of misdemeanor
domestic violence—exclude many dating
relationships (Everytown, 2025; USDJ,
2024). This could lead the aggressor to own
fircarms, which in turn leads women to have
their own or access to firearms for self-
protection. Although the IPV victims own a
firearm for protection purpose, it still has risk
of injury by a firearm, which required
alternative solution for protection of any type
of IPV (Hink, Atkins, & Rowhani-Rahbar,
2022).

Limitations

Despite many pertinent findings, our study
has some limitations. This study used self-
reported data, which may have introduced
social desirability bias (Krumpal, 2024) or
resulted in underreporting (Boskovic, 2024),
due to the sensitive nature of IPV, unwanted



sexual advances, and in-home firearm
accessibility. However, our survey was
conducted anonymously, with clearly worded
questions, which can encourage honest
responses  from  participants.  Given
participants’ self-selection into this voluntary
study, and that this study was conducted at a
single university in a single state, the sample
may not be representative of all female
college students. Relative to the analytic
sample of this study, women omitted from
analyses because of missing data were older
and a larger proportion self-identified as
Hispanic. This may have introduced some
bias in the results, which should be
considered. As such, additional studies
should expand the scope to include students
to include other universities across the
country, students of both sexes, and students
representing  diverse  ethnicities/races,
relationship statuses, and sexual orientations.

This cross-sectional study did not assess
the bidirectional relationship between
physical IPV and in-home firearm access,
specifically whether women own firearms for
self-defense due to previous IPV or if firearm
ownership contributes to victimization
(Lynch & Logan, 2018). Furthermore, our
study did not account for the bidirectional
perpetrator-victim dynamic, as noted in a
systematic literature review indicating that
substantial proportions of clinical and
university students reported bi-directional
IPV with male partners (Lysova, Hanson, &
MacKay, 2024). Moreover, our survey
questions did not specifically include the
frequency and duration of cohabitation
among couples and commitment level,
suggesting that trust may be an issue in
having a firearm at home. Firearm ownership
was not ascertained; thus, in cohabitation
unmarried situations, the firearm could have
been the participant’s or their partner’s.
Finally, the present study did not ask if the

IPV was caused by a current or former
partner, meaning post-separation abuse
involving a firearm could have been an issue
(Spearman et al., 2024). Future studies
should strive to incorporate the mentioned
items to better contextualize IPV, firearm
accessibility, and ownership.

Conclusion

This study highlights an urgent public
health concern at the intersection of firearm
access and IPV among female college
students. Findings revealed that heterosexual,
unmarried women who reported access to
firearms in or around their homes had
significantly higher odds of experiencing
physical IPV. The increased risk was
compounded for those in committed
relationships and those who had experienced
unwanted sexual advances.
Implications for Health  Behavior
Research

The current study findings underscore the
interplay between relationship violence and
in-home firearm access among female
college students in the U.S. The public health
professionals,  health  educators, and
policymakers must work collaboratively to
implement evidence-based strategies that
reduce IPV risk and mitigate the exacerbated
risk resulting from the presence of firearms in
settings prone to domestic violence.
Prevention efforts must include culturally
responsive education, campus-based safety
initiatives, and policy reforms that center on
the lived experiences of young women.

Discussion Questions

Our findings suggest that in-home firearm
access had a positive relationship with the
[PV. What should be the best strategies to
minimize the IPV in the situation where



many young people have access to firearms
especially in their homes?

The results indicate that non-married women
in a committed/steady relationship were more
likely than single, non-dating women to
report a physical IPV experience. What
would be the safe and best strategies for non-
married women in a committed/steady
relationship to report their IPV experiences?

Conflicts of Interest: The authors have no
conflicts of interest to declare.
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