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ABSTRACT 

 

 Friendship is a ubiquitous feature in all societies and social constructs, and has been 

examined in various ways throughout history. Ancient philosophers waxed poetically about the 

power of friendships, and more modern scholars have investigated the role that peers have in 

every society. While it seems that everyone may understand what a friendship is, rarely do 

people actually agree to what comprises important aspects of these types of relationships. Even 

more surprising is that only recently have studies investigated the role that friendship plays in 

educational environments. Higher education researchers have long pronounced that peer groups 

are important aspects of a student’s experience in college. However, there has been little insight 

into the actual role that friendship plays in important college student outcomes. 

 The purpose of this study was to examine the role that friendship has on the college 

outcomes of student engagement, achievement, and persistence for first-year students at a large-

public university. Through the use of a quantitative survey constructed from items from the 

fields of higher education and social psychology, the study measured the quality of the 

relationship with a best friend; the level of engagement in educational activities by the 

respondent; the student’s college GPA and intent to persist to the second year. Findings of 

regression analysis indicated that there was a positive and significant relationship between 

certain types of friendships, the quality of the friendship, and the level of engagement in college. 

Further, there were some significant relationships in certain friendship types with the intent to 

persist to the second year. Finally, while there were no significant relationships between 

friendship and achievement, there were some indications that this relationship may be important. 

The study concludes with important implications for educational practice, and well as highlights 

many areas which are ripe for future study. Friendship may be a very important aspect of college 

student success.  
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CHAPTER 1  

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Friendships have long been considered vital components of society. Ancient philosophers 

Aristotle and Cicero argued that friendships were among the most important aspect of human 

development (Shushok, 2008). Modern scholars have noted that friendships and peer groups play 

a significant role in adolescent development (Astin, 1993b; Chickering & Reisser, 1993; 

Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). In fact, Astin (1993b) noted that “the student’s peer group is the 

single most potent source of influence on growth and development during the undergraduate 

years” (p. 398). However, there has been significant disagreement over what actually makes up 

friendship and whether the subject is worthy of critical scholarly interest (Allan, 1989; Rybak & 

McAndrew, 2006). Further, there has been even less discussion on the influence that friendship 

has on college student development and college outcomes such as engagement, persistence, and 

success.  

Friendship has been linked to various aspects of an individual’s development. Scholars 

have examined the role that friendship has in children, noting that a student’s peers will have a 

significant influence on the academic performance and social growth during the pre-adolescent 

years (Newcomb & Bagwell, 1996). With the advent of technological software designed for 

maintaining and fostering relationships, college students are bombarded with the notion of 

friendship on a day-to-day basis. Yet, there has been little examination of how close-knit 

friendships play a role in the educational and social activities on a college campus. While college 

administrators are keen on encouraging students to find their niche and get involved, the various 

qualities which make up friendship among college students have not been examined.  

Today’s college students are a diverse bunch, with characteristics and personalities 

unseen in previous generations of Americans. With a variety of names associated with this 

generation, ranging from “Millennials,” the “i-Generation,” or “Generation Me”, college students 

are comprised of unique and complicated groups, with a variety of needs and desires which 

challenge the status-quo (Howe & Strauss, 2006; Twenge, 2006). This generation numbers over 

73 million and contains people who were born between 1977 and 1994 (The New Strategist 

Editors, 2004). Labeled as having extreme confidence, being optimistic about their futures, and 
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displaying a keen knack in the use of technology, college students have traits which Howe and 

Strauss described as the “era of the perfected child” (p. 52). Further, the authors argued that these 

students are very close with their parents, sometimes calling home multiple times a day and 

demanding a return to the days of In loco parentis on college campuses. Further, today’s students 

are grade and performance driven, but motivated to work and volunteer in agencies which 

benefit society more than previous generations.  

With the Millennial Generation on college campuses for almost a decade now, 

institutions of higher education have responded by introducing new programs and activities 

which are designed to both challenge and support these individuals. Yet, browse through any 

bookstore and library in a section about college students, and there are countless books 

bemoaning the culture and social structures which exist within higher education. A recent text 

argued that colleges had all but abandoned the undergraduate learning models which drove 

American society for almost 200 years. This text, Academically Adrift (Arum & Roska, 2011), 

highlights the many challenges which occur on college campuses, particularly with a negative 

emphasis on that of peer-to-peer interaction and engagement with faculty outside the classroom. 

For all the discussion in the last several decades about the socializing role within higher 

education, the authors argued that in their research, true learning only occurs within the strict 

confines of the classroom and an individual’s solo studying.  

Further, recent attention has been directed at the various outcomes which are most 

important for public stakeholders: that being retention and graduation rates. These indicators are 

broadly known as markers of student success and are important for a variety of purposes. 

Measuring student learning in higher education is difficult; yet with statistics which demonstrate 

student persistence and ultimate success of graduation from college, institutions and public 

legislators can point to these markers as a reflection of institutional effectiveness (Kuh, Kinzie, 

Buckley, Bridges, & Hayek, 2007). Alternatively, for all the bluster about how students’ engage 

and learn in college, the social aspect of college is still important and remains a somewhat 

unknown construct. This is particularly true for today’s college students, who possess a 

tremendous ability to network and maintain interpersonal relationships unlike any previous 

generation of college students.   
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Friendship in College 

In recent years, Americans have reported fewer closer friends than they did just two 

decades ago (McPherson, Smith-Lovin & Brashears, 2006), yet college students report hundreds, 

sometimes thousands, of friends in online settings (Martinez Aleman & Wartman, 2008; 

Shushok, 2008).  For college students, friendships are often an easy and ubiquitous feature on 

campus (Astin, 1993b; Chickering & Reisser, 1993, Tinto, 1993, Weidman, 1989), as campuses 

are teeming with social opportunities and networks. While researchers have long known that peer 

groups affect college student adjustment, socialization, and academic success (Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 2005), only recently have scholars begun looking into the true impact that friendship 

groups have on college student outcomes (Antonio, 2004).   

In fact, there has been a dearth of research on why friendship may be a powerful 

predictor of student success, particularly in light of the new online social networking so 

prominent on college campuses today. As a predictor of college student engagement, persistence 

and, success, friendship may yield significant information about how socialization occurs on 

college campuses and how it can be encouraged, strengthened, and harnessed for positive student 

outcomes.  

Astin (1993b) argued that peer groups are the most influential aspect of an individual’s 

growth and development through the college years. In fact, he defined a student’s peer group in 

two perspectives: the individual or psychological view; and the group or sociological view. From 

the individual lens, he defined the peer group as “a collection of individuals with whom the 

individual identifies and affiliates and from whom the individual seeks acceptance or approval.” 

(p. 400). For the collective or sociological lens he stated that “a peer group would be defined as 

any group of individuals in which the members identify, affiliate with, and seek acceptance and 

approval from each other.” (p. 401). He argued that the stronger the affiliation a student feels has 

with a peer group, the more influence that group will have on the student.  

However, Astin (1993b) relates the membership to a particular peer group based on some 

type of characteristic or status, such as race/ethnicity, gender, academic major, socioeconomic 

status, political viewpoint, one’s personal set of values or beliefs, or membership in a particular 

organization. This may be problematic in that he notes that students’ interaction with other 

students may provide more influence than those from a non-college background. Specifically, he 

noted “frequent student-student interaction should tend to reinforce those values and behaviors 
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that distinguish students from non-students, whereas interacting more frequently with 

nonstudents would tend to reinforce a different set of values” (p. 403).  

Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) found that interactions with others “strongly influenced 

many aspects of change during college” (p. 614). Citing numerous studies over three decades of 

research, the authors found that “virtually without exception, studies indicate that students’ 

interactions with their peers have clear and statistically significant net effects on changes in 

various dimensions of sociopolitical, civic, racial-ethnic, and gender-role attitudes and 

behaviors” (p. 615). However, Antonio (2001) argued that Pascarella and Terenzini’s focus in 

the previous three decades has actually been on reference groups rather than friendship groups, 

the smaller, more intimate relationships which students develop. Antonio (2001, 2004) found 

that these friendship groups have profound impact on college student development and that more 

research was required.  

Arthur Chickering is considered one of the seminal theorists in college student 

development, and his theory on identity development in college students has been used for 

decades in student affairs practice and research (Evans, Forney, Guido-DiBrito, 1998). 

Chickering and Reisser (1993) further refined the original theory, postulating that the seven 

vectors of development constitute the formation of identity in college students. In the 

reformation of the original model, Chickering and Reisser found that relationships were a major 

component for how students develop a firm sense of themselves. They argued that  

The interplay between autonomy, interdependence, and intimacy is complex. 

Recognizing that relationships provide powerful learning experiences about physical 

expression of feelings, others’ evaluations, levels of self-esteem, and other aspects of 

identity, we moved that vector to an earlier place in the sequence and renamed it 

“developing mature interpersonal relationships,” since we were broadening the scope of 

the vector to include increasing tolerance and capacity for intimacy. (p. 24)  

It is clear that the authors felt that relationships matter greatly in the development of the self, and 

as such, more emphasis was placed on developing interpersonal relationships as part of the 

revised model.  

In terms of how students develop mature interpersonal relationships, Chickering and 

Reisser (1993) noted that this particular vector had two specific components: “tolerance and 

appreciation of differences and capacity for intimacy” (p. 146). The authors noted that the 
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capacity for intimacy “involves a shift in the quality of relationships with partners and close 

friends” (p. 147). For friendship development, an intimate, personal connection must be 

established, and these connections coincide with how students develop their own sense of 

identity during the college years. More than just a sheer acquaintance, friendship is a deeper and 

closer relationship between two or more people through their shared commonalities and unique 

differences. Chickering and Reisser stated that 

Many alumni recall less about the content of their college courses than about the vibrant 

experiences with the people they meet at college. Romantic interludes, shared adventures, 

and creative collaborations stay in our memory. Rewarding partnerships, and long-term 

friendships formed between classes become lifetime treasures. (p. 160-161) 

Clearly, friendships which are rooted in a deep and intimate bond will have more impact on 

students than those which are more superficial in nature. The authors noted that “students with 

increasing capacity for intimacy learn to balance time with friends, time alone, and time with a 

partner. Their relationships are reciprocal and interdependent, with high levels of trust, openness, 

and stability” (p. 172).  

 As noted previously, friendship has been anecdotally linked to various aspects of student 

behavior. Generally, it is understood that friendship and peer groups have an effect on behavior, 

as scholars of college students have noted that students with strong peer groups are more likely 

to develop a full-sense of identity (Chickering & Reisser, 1993), are more likely to persist 

through graduation (Tinto, 1993) and are more likely to engage in positive behaviors on college 

campuses (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). However, as also previously noted, only recently have 

scholars even begun to analyze how the concept of friendship – rather than peer group - 

influences college student behavior (Antonio, 2004).  

 Friendship certainly has an impact on what students do on a daily basis on a college 

campus. Scholars have analyzed how the transition to college, typically considered a traumatic 

and exciting experience, is influenced by friendships. Swenson, Nordstrom, and Hiester (2008) 

found that students utilized their high school friends during the initial few weeks of their first 

semester in college in order to endure the transition. By the end of that semester, however, 

students gained more benefits in terms of how they handled the transition if they were able to 

find collegiate friends. Likewise, another study found similar results for first-year students in 

their adjustment to college, but only if they reported significantly high-quality friendships and if 
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they lived on-campus (Buote, Pancer, Pratt, Adams, Birnie-Lefcovitch, Polivy, et al., 2007). 

Further, Oswald and Clark (2003) found that students’ high school friendships deteriorated in 

terms of satisfaction, commitment, and rewards during the first year of college. Clearly, the 

influence that friendship has on the adjustment to college matters greatly and is worthy of more 

study.  

 Friendship also has an influence on various affective aspects of college student 

development. Previously noted, friendship has been linked to levels of happiness, as scholars 

found that friendship quality was a significant predictor of people’s happiness (Demir & 

Weitekamp, 2007). Friendship can also be correlated with positive feelings about the 

relationship, as friendship quality was found to be related to the degree that one feels good about 

the friendship, regardless of whether the relationship is balanced in terms of support or structure. 

(Mendelson & Kay, 2003). One can reasonably presume that friendship has significant influence 

on college students, as the literature has demonstrated. However, the specific link between the 

construct of friendship and college student engagement, persistence, and success has been 

tenuous at best.  

College student engagement - a measure of the behaviors, actions, and experiences during 

the college years - has long been studied by scholars of higher education (Astin, 1984; Hu & 

Kuh, 2002; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). How these experiences influence the persistence of 

students has also been studied extensively (Tinto, 1993). While scholars have noted that the peer 

group is of utmost importance (Astin, 1993b; Chickering & Reisser, 1993), little attention has 

been paid to how a student’s friends affect their academic and social behavior (Swenson, 

Nordstrom, & Hiester, 2008). Engagement, achievement, and persistence are important factors 

for understanding the overall success of college students, and friendship may play an important 

role in these factors.  

Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study was to examine the role of friendship in the college student 

experience and a set of desirable college outcomes. Specifically, this study first described the 

pattern of friendship among college students, and then examined the relationship between 

friendship and student engagement in college activities, academic achievement, and institutional 

persistence. Finally, the study sought to explain the subtle differences in the types of friendship 

based on the length and location of the relationship.  
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Through the use of a survey, students reported the types of friendships in which they 

engage as determined by the length of time they have known their best friend and whether they 

attend the same college with that other person. The survey also assessed various aspects of the 

students’ friendship by measuring the specific strength of the friendship. Through these two 

measures, the types and quality of the relationship were calculated and used as predictors of the 

student’s level of engagement, achievement, and persistence.  

Research Questions 

 This study was guided by the following research questions:  

• What are the types of friendship that college students have with their best friend, and do 

these types have a significant relationship with college student engagement, achievement, 

and persistence?  

• What is the level of the quality of the friendship, and is there a relationship between this 

level and the college student outcomes of engagement, achievement, and persistence?  

Research Hypothesis 

• Null Hypothesis: There will be no difference in engagement, achievement, and 

persistence between first-year college students who report high-quality friendships and 

students who do not report high-quality friendships.  

• Directional Hypothesis: First-year college students who report high-quality friendships 

will have higher levels of student engagement, achievement, and persistence than those 

who do not have high-quality friendships.  

• Non-directional hypothesis: First-year college students who report high-quality 

friendships will have a different level of student engagement, achievement, and 

persistence as compared with students who do not have high-quality friendship. 

Significance of Study 

 The educational significance of this study is to advance the body of knowledge in the 

field of friendship theory and its influence on college student outcomes. While friendship has 

been linked to the adjustment that college students make when first enrolling (Buote, Pancer, 

Pratt, Adams, Birnie-Lefcovitch, Polivy, et al., 2007; Swenson, Nordstom, & Hiester, 2008), 

there has been little research into the effect that friendship has on the involvement and academic 

progress or success that a student makes while in college. Further, previous studies have focused 

on peer reference groups, rather than on the close-knit personal friendships which college 
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students engage in on a regular basis (Antonio, 2001; 2004; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). By 

examining the influence that these intimate relationships have on engagement and persistence, 

this study further provides evidence that friendship is a crucial component of college student 

development.  

This study is also significant for college administrators and educators for helping students 

succeed in college. By understanding the various components of friendship and how these factors 

influence student engagement and persistence, college faculty and staff can create conditions 

which encourage student success. Residence hall programming, new student orientation and 

welcome activities, and student involvement in co-curricular programming may be informed by 

the findings of this study to improve interpersonal relationship development on campuses. 

Faculty can encourage various types of course assignments which may foster the necessary 

conditions for friendship development. How a student engages and succeeds due to their 

friendships should be an important factor in an educational setting.  

Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations 

This study involved several assumptions about the respondents and the survey responses. I 

assumed that all students answered honestly and were trustworthy in their responses. Further, 

because certain types of data vital to the survey (e.g. student e-mail addresses) was provided by 

the institution’s Registrar Office, I had to assume the records provided by the institution were 

accurate. 

The study also had limitations which I imposed from the onset. The study was limited to 

first-time, full-time first-year students who enrolled in the fall semester of 2010 at a doctoral-

granting institution in the Southeast. Likewise, all students in the population were included in the 

data collection, although there was no guarantee that all students would respond to the survey.  

The study had some delimitations, including that only first-time, full-time, first-year 

undergraduate students at one particular institution were included in the survey. Finally, data was 

self-reported by the students. Consequently, students may have self-reported certain aspects of 

their relationship or their achievement more favorably than is accurate.  

Summary 

 Friendship is an important aspect of college student development. How it influences 

various educational and co-curricular outcomes, however, has not been examined in a sufficient 

manner. This lack of examination demonstrates the need for further understanding of the 
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relationship between the two. This study asserts that friendship is a significant predictor of a 

student’s level of engagement in college and their ultimate success in college as demonstrated 

through their intent to persist in college and academic performance. 

 This dissertation is comprised of five chapters. Chapter one provides an introduction to 

the problem, the purpose of the study, the research questions which I intend to address with 

research hypotheses, the significance of the study, and assumptions. Chapter two is a literature 

review on the concepts of friendship, engagement, achievement, and persistence in college 

students. Chapter three outlines the methods I used to conduct this study, including operational 

definitions, survey information, and the statistical procedures I employed to gather and analyze 

the data. Chapter four is a listing of the results and findings based on the statistical analyses. 

Chapter five is a summary of the study and contains various implications for the findings.  
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CHAPTER 2  

 

 LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

The purpose of this study is to examine the role of friendship in the student college 

experiences and a set of desirable college outcome. Specifically, this study first will describe the 

nature of friendship among college students, then examines how friendship affects student 

engagement in college activities, and finally examine how it eventually affects student college 

performance and success. In addition, this study intends to examine whether the role of 

friendship on student experiences and outcomes vary depending on the types of relationships in 

which individual students engage. 

Scholars have agreed that friendships are a voluntary, informal, and personal form of 

relationship (Allan, 1989; Rawlins, 1992). Beyond these broad terms, though, friendship can be a 

difficult concept to describe. Everyone has multiple definitions and examples with which they 

use to describe or define their friend. When one thinks of their “best friend,” one typically 

considers the person with whom they spend the most time and with whom they have the most in 

common. Yet, scholars have debated the level of these aspects (Allan, 1989; Hays, 1984; 1985), 

as each offers unique insight into a friendship, but they do not necessarily provide a definition. 

Ryback and McAndrew (2006) argued that there was virtually no unique definition of friendship, 

with scholars using a variety of terms: “voluntary, intimate, trust, respect, commitment, support, 

generosity, nonromantic, loyalty, acceptance, caring, liking, and confiding. . .” (p. 148), but that 

closeness and intimate were likely the most reliable terms which distinguish friendships from 

other types of relationships.  For the purpose of this dissertation, I define friendship as a close, 

informal, and intimately personal relationship between two or more people which is both 

reciprocal and rewarding in nature.  

In this literature review, I define friendship utilizing theoretical frameworks gleaned from 

social psychology as a means to root the concept in the literature. I also comment on the extant 

literature related to college student engagement, and how friendship may contribute to a 

student’s level of involvement on campus. I delineate the literature on college student 

achievement and persistence and comment on how friendship may influence a student’s 
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academic performance and their intent to persist. Finally, I connect the four major variables 

(friendship, engagement, persistence, and success) through a visual conceptual framework.  

 

Friendship Theories 

 Friendship has a significant influence on how college students develop, however the 

reasons why are less obvious. Further, how much of an effect friendship has on the activities 

which college students partake has not been well established. Friendship is obviously a major 

impetus for various student outcomes. From a social psychological lens, the relationship between 

friendship and college student engagement, persistence, and success can be viewed from two 

theoretical perspectives: social exchange theory and attribution theory. Both of these theories 

provide insight into why friendships matter greatly to college students. 

Social psychologists study the relationships between people as one of the main tenants of 

the subject. The social exchange theory suggests that there is a give and take nature of a 

relationship. Rooted in economic principles, the social exchange theory describes the process 

that people go through to negotiate exchanges for reciprocal needs (DeLamater & Myers, 2007). 

Considering that relationships and behaviors can be viewed like goods and services, the social 

exchange theory posits that people participate in friendships as a means to achieve some 

outcome. More specifically, a friendship relationship viewed through the social exchange theory 

lens can be described by the statement: I will be your friend if you’ll be my friend.  

 The social exchange theory also postulates that for a given action, there is a chance of 

reciprocity, or the act of responding in a likewise manner to a behavior, request, or an action 

(Blau, 1967). Befu (1980) noted that reciprocity was first linked to social exchange in the 1960s 

by Gouldner and that reciprocity was an important component of moral social behavior. 

Essentially, reciprocity indicates that people will help others who have helped them and that no 

harm should come to anyone else who has helped them. In terms of friendship, this reciprocity is 

important, as a friendship is a give-and-take relationship. Friends strive to ensure that social 

norms are followed, helping when help is needed, and providing social support. Asking “will I 

get as much out of the friendship as I put into the friendship,” people who view social exchange 

and reciprocity as a key aspect of friendship will likely consider their friendship to be equitable 

in nature (DeLamater & Myers, 2007).  
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 Another aspect of social exchange is the notion of reward, or that people gain something 

for their effort (Blau, 1967). Emerson (1976) noted that social exchange is based primarily on the 

idea that the relationship involves a two-sided transaction. This transaction is a mutually 

contingent process whereby each person gains something. Indeed, people enter into relationships 

often by calculating how much they will gain from that relationship as compared to how much it 

will cost them in time and energy (DeLamater & Myers, 2007). Because friendship involves a 

close, intimate connection, the reward aspect of social exchange implies a level of emotion. 

Emotional reward is strongly related to friendship development, as each person in a friendship 

dyad relies on the other for emotional support (Lawler & Thye, 1999). Further, friendship results 

in more fulfilling and happy lives of the people involved; a clear reward of the relationship 

(Demir & Weitekamp, 2007).  

 A third aspect of social exchange is that of influence. Implicit in the notion of exchange 

is that one person will influence the other through their own actions. Blau (1967) noted that 

many times, the exchange process may not be equitable in a particular moment, but that the two 

actors are amenable to this lack of equitable exchange. This suggests that one has some level of 

influence over the other during the exchange. While certainly a level of power is present in this 

situation, the inequitable relationship is corrected by the level of influence the two parties 

endure. Social exchange theory postulates that an inequitable relationship will correct itself 

through the reallocation of costs and rewards (DeLamater & Myers, 2007). However, in an 

influential friendship, the reallocation may occur through how much positive influence one actor 

conveys over the other. 

 Social exchange theory can be linked to friendship, as the relationship is a form of 

interaction between two or more people. In terms of what people get out of the friendship, the 

relationship is typically reciprocal in that both people help each other out during difficult 

situations; the relationship is rewarding, as friends gain happiness and emotional stability; and 

the relationship can be influential. Certainly, friendship has an effect on college student 

outcomes, as the social exchange theory provides evidence that these relationships are important 

aspects of social behavior. However, another social psychological theory - attribution theory - 

may also provide insight into why friendship matters to college student outcomes.  

 Attribution theory describes the various methods people use to infer why people do the 

things they do. During social interactions, people observe others’ behavior, but trying to interpret 
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why people do things evokes the idea of attribution as we infer back to the causes of that 

behavior (DeLamater & Myers, 2007).  In terms of why friendship matters to college students, 

attribution theory can be related to various behaviors, as in an attempt to describe the nature of 

the relationship. There are two specific types of attribution which people use to explain how 

friendship can occur: dispositional and situational attribution. 

 In dispositional attribution, people credit certain personal characteristics for the other 

person’s behavior. For example, a person may wonder why they interact a certain way with their 

friends. They may attribute some of their own behavior to the idea that they enjoy being around a 

nice person, and therefore, their friend’s personality is the cause of their friendship. Another 

example, related to how friendship may influence certain college outcomes, would be that a 

college student who reports high quality friendships may attribute the influence these friends 

have on their own behavior to the level of intimacy and trust they have with each other. 

Certainly, dispositional attribution plays a large part of friendship development. 

 Situational attribution, on the other hand, refers to linking certain behavior to 

environmental factors rather than some internal characteristics of the people involved 

(DeLamater & Myers, 2007). If one were to apply situational attribution to college friendships, 

the relationship could be explained due to the sheer proximity of people living in a residence hall 

or taking class together. Situational attribution can explain college friendship by connecting the 

friendship to the campus environment and culture, where friendships are encouraged and 

cultivated, rather than the personality of the people involved in the relationship.  

 Friendship and attribution theory have been linked in scholarly literature and one can 

reasonably conclude that attribution theory makes a strong argument for why friendship matters 

to college student outcomes. In one recent study, scholars analyzed the behavior and attributions 

of friend dyads to see how much situational or dispositional attribution friends reported 

(Campbell, Sedikides, Reeder, & Elliot, 2000). Specifically, the authors were looking at the self-

serving bias, or the idea of attributing success to oneself rather than another, through a series of 

group tasks between either pairs of friends or strangers. They found that friends often 

downplayed their own success to the betterment of their friends as compared to strangers. People 

who did not know each other, however, often attributed their level of success to themselves and 

their level of failure to the partner. This study demonstrates the power of friendship on people’s 

behavior, and provides more evidence that friendship matters to college students. As students 
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progress through their college years, they are likely to build higher-quality friendships, but they 

may attribute their success to other people who influence them on a daily basis.  

Understanding the nature of friendships and the influences they bring to a relationship are 

important for us to understand. Attribution theory has been linked to achievement motivation and 

emotion (Weiner, 1985), which indicates that how people attribute their behavior with others 

matters greatly, especially as part of a relationship. Further, other classic studies have 

demonstrated that friendships play a significant role in how people attribute the causes of their 

success or failure (Stephan, Kennedy, & Aronson, 1977). The authors of this study noted that 

participants were less egotistical in their behaviors and statements when working or competing 

with friends as opposed to non-friends. Clearly, friendship makes a major impact on how people 

deal with each other and how they assign reasons for their own behavior and for the behavior of 

others.  

Friendship and College Student Engagement 

 In the classic text, What Matters in College, Alexander W. Astin (1993b) argued that “the 

student’s peer group is the single most potent source of influence on growth and development 

during the undergraduate years.” (p. 398). Indeed, how a college student interacts with others has 

been among the most consistent theme in all of student development scholarly research. Further, 

the term college student engagement has become a ubiquitous phrase among college 

administrators and researchers. Astin (1984) noted in his initial theory of student involvement 

that students who became invested in both academic and extracurricular activities had a greater 

chance for success than students who did not. Indeed, much of the literature over the past thirty 

years noted that students who get involved are likely to persist through their college career and 

report more gains in various college measures (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  

 George Kuh’s research has remained the gold-standard of engagement scholarship. 

Founder of the National Survey on Student Engagement at Indiana University, Kuh has 

developed a remarkable level of scholarship pertaining to college student engagement. In his 

research, he has coined the phrase “educationally purposeful activities” as a means to describe 

high-quality academic and social activities which contribute to positive educational gains. Hu 

and Kuh (2002) noted that student engagement was “the most important factor in student 

learning and personal development during college” (p. 555). Indeed, a wealth of scholarly 

research exists to support that engagement is a tremendous predictor of college student success, 
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so much so that Hu (2010) argued that student engagement is “the key factor in student learning 

and other desirable outcomes in higher education” (p. 151).   

 One of the fundamental elements of engagement is peer interaction, as noted by 

numerous scholars over the decades (Astin, 1984; 1993b; Chickering and Gamson, 1987; 

Pascarella and Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 1993). As noted by Antonio (2004), many of these studies 

focus on the peer reference group, rather than on the individual influence that a small network of 

friendships may have group. One can reasonably presume, however, that if engagement is as 

important as suggested, the need for insight into how friendship influences this engagement is 

needed.  

 While engagement is a key component for college student success, another crucial issue 

for college students is that of achievement. In fact, engagement and achievement are intertwined 

aspects of college student success as noted by Kuh, et al (2007). A summary of this critical issue 

follows.  

Friendship and College Student Achievement 

 Academic performance is an extremely important component of understanding college 

student success. As noted by Pascarella and Terenzini (2005), grade performance is arguably the 

most examined variable as it relates to a college student. The authors noted that  

Grade-point averages are the lingua franca of the academic instructional world, the keys 

to students’ standing and continued enrollment, to admission to majors with enrollment 

caps, to program and degree completion, to admission to graduate and professional 

schools, and to employment opportunities. (p. 396) 

Even further, Pacarella and Terenzini (2005) noted that while there are limitations to 

using grades as a perfect indicator of college student success, there is significant evidence that 

“college grades may well be the single best predictors of student persistence, degree completion, 

and graduate school enrollment” (p.396) regardless of the type of study conducted. However, the 

effect that academic performance has on college student success is not just limited to persistence 

and degree completion. Kuh et al. (2007) argued that “GPA is positively related to all the 

effective educational practices measured by the NSSE and nearly all those represented on the 

CCSSE (Community College Survey of Student Engagement)” (p. 46). Further, they argue that 

there is a strong relationship between college student engagement and their academic 

performance, although these results did not necessarily explain the full extent of the relationship. 
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Essentially, it is unclear whether the student engagement influenced the academic performance 

or if the performance influenced the engagement.  

For first-year students, the effect that academic performance has on their behavior has 

been significant. The evidence suggests that first-year grades are a significant predictor of 

college degree completion, particularly for the students who have grades in the top 20% of their 

academic cohort (Adelman, 1999). Yet, Kuh et al. (2007) found that students with lower GPAs 

were more positively affected by their involvement in academic and educational activities on 

campus, as compared to their higher-ability peers. In other words, students with lower pre-

college academic performance (as measured by SAT and ACT exam scores) tended to have 

higher gains in college GPA as a result of their involvement in educational purposeful activities.  

 Kuh and Hu (1999) noted that grade inflation had become a common complaint among 

critics of higher education. As a reaction to these issues, the authors undertook a study to 

examine the issue and found that grade inflation was likely occurring at selective institutions, but 

not at schools with less selective admission standards. More importantly, the authors found that 

students who spent more time studying and working on homework consistently had higher 

grades than their counterparts who put forth less effort. Yet, higher grades are only one aspect of 

student engagement and academic performance. 

While academic performance is certainly an important aspect of college student success, 

as it is a relatively simple measurement, the relationship between a student’s academic activities 

and their social networks has only been loosely investigated. The influence that friendship has on 

academic performance has been largely unaddressed in the higher education literature, and 

examined in brief formats on adolescent children. In fact, much of the literature on the influence 

of friendship on young children deals more with the negative aspects rather than potentially 

positive behaviors (Riegle-Crumb, Farkas, & Muller, 2006).  

Yet, there is some evidence that friends have a positive influence on academic 

performance. Crosnoe, Cavanaugh, and Elder, Jr. (2003) conducted an analysis of longitudinal 

data on health issues in adolescence and found that students who had friends who enjoyed school 

tended to outperform their peers who had friends who did not enjoy or perform particularly well 

academically. They further argued that friendships tended to promote a certain level of social 

capital which can manifest in academic behavior. A separate study found that friends may have a 

significant influence on the types of advanced courses taken by grade school students, 



 

17 

particularly for female students in the math and science courses (Riegle-Crumb, Farkas, & 

Muller, 2006). The authors postulated that females in strong friendships with other academically 

gifted females self-select into courses which defy the gender stereotypes surrounding math and 

science. These types of studies suggest that friendship is an important component of adolescent 

academic behavior and warrant more attention on the college student population.  

Engagement and achievement are two of the more common measures which indicate how 

a student succeeds in college. Understanding their behaviors on and off campus, as well as inside 

the classroom provide ample evidence toward how they ultimately succeed as a college student. 

Yet, one of the more important aspects of a college education is that of persistence. This critical 

issue will be examined in further detail.  

Friendship and College Student Persistence 

A major concern for college administrators is persistence, or the act by a college student 

of remaining continuously enrolled at the institution originally chosen for their college 

education. In fact, student departure from a particular institution is often considered a major 

failure on the part of that institution by external stakeholders. Policy analysts, political leaders, 

and federal accountability representatives may consider the retention and graduation rates one of 

the foremost statistics reported by an institution; why college students drop out has been one of 

the most studied issues in higher education (Astin, 1975, 1993b; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; 

Tinto, 1993).  

Vincent Tinto (1987, 1993) has been one of the most influential scholars in the field of 

higher education persistence, and has contributed greatly to the large volume of literature on the 

subject. In his seminal text Leaving College, Tinto argued that few issues were studied as much 

as college student persistence and departure. Through an exhaustive examination of the issue, 

Tinto posited that numerous internal and external factors contribute to a student’s decision to 

depart from an institution. His model of institutional departure has become one of the most 

analyzed in higher education and will be used in this study as part of the theoretical framework. 

The model can be found in Appendix A.  

In the model, Tinto (1993) noted that students have many external and internal 

characteristics which may affect their academic and social integration into the college avenue. In 

his study, he found that some pre-entry attributes contributed to certain decisions to leave, but 

that the overwhelming number of students departs from college because of a lack of connection 
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with other students and faculty. Specifically, Tinto found that students which have a more 

integrated social and academic experience were much more likely to persist. This finding 

supports the research question in this study by suggesting that students with strong friendships 

are more likely to stay and succeed in college.  

Further, Tinto (1993) argued that finding one’s niche in a college environment was a 

great contributor to a persistent attitude. Because of the various sub-cultures which exist on a 

college campus, Tinto noted that students have a remarkably large number of options for social 

integration. He further noted that students who do not successfully navigate the transition 

through the first several weeks and months of the first year of college are unlikely to persist. 

Abandoning relationships with high school friends and establishing new relationships is a crucial 

component to social integration, Tinto found. Indeed, friendships established in the first year of 

college have been found to contribute to the psychological adjustments students must make 

(Swenson, Nordstrom, & Hiester, 2008).  

In regard to students’ pre-entry attributes, Tinto (1993) argued that many previous studies 

had relied too much on academic preparation and financial exigency as contributors to departure. 

He found that a student’s academic ability and their financial constraints likely were surface 

issues cited by students which masked their inability to connect with others on a college campus. 

While certainly some students depart institutions due to low grades or significant financial 

issues, Tinto argued that those were extreme cases. Students who connected significantly with 

others would find ways to overcome poor academic performance and moderate financial 

problems. This further strengthens the argument that friendship is an important component of 

student persistence.  

Other scholars have enhanced or contributed to Tinto’s work, but in some ways, Tinto’s 

work may be incomplete. Tinto argued that “social fit”, which is a construct that includes the 

notion of friendship, was not an important variable because it lent too much to one’s personality. 

Tinto felt that personality was not an important predictor of student persistence, citing evidence 

to support his claims.  Bean (1985) argued that social fit was an extremely important variable in 

its predictive power of persistence. Bean’s model of student dropout is another oft-cited model in 

the field of higher education, and in this model, Bean noted that students with a significantly 

active social life had lower self-reported GPAs. He further argued that students who were able to 

demonstrate early and strong levels of institutional fit for a student, particularly in the freshmen 
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year, led to higher levels of persistence. More importantly, Bean found that peer interactions 

were more important than faculty interactions, although he admitted that institutional 

characteristics may play a role in this finding. Nonetheless, the evidence suggests that friendship 

is an important aspect of socialization, and therefore, a significant issue worthy of study as a 

predictor of college student friendship. Bean argued that “friendship support is indeed important 

in increasing a student’s fit at an institution” (p. 56). This finding was subsequently supported in 

a more recent work, as “support for social integration as a predictor of persistence is more robust 

than for academic integration, suggestion that increasing social integration leads to greater 

institutional commitment and thus greater likelihood of persistence to graduation” (Kuh, et al., 

2007, p. 14).  

Other scholars have analyzed Tinto’s and Bean’s frameworks, in particularly one 

important aspect relevant to this study. The current study will examine a student’s intent to 

persist. Bean (1985) used a similar variable in his study, arguing that intent to persist was highly 

correlated to actual rates of persistence. Braxton, Milem, and Sullivan (2000), argued in a similar 

vein, noting that “the use of intent to return is well supported by research that demonstrates a 

strong relationship between intentions and actual persistence” (p. 576). 

Conceptual Framework 

 The framework for this study is based on a modified version of “The Input-Environment-

Outcome” model (Astin, 1993a). This model describes three distinct aspects of a college 

student’s experience and provides as assessment model for higher education administrators and 

researchers to utilize to explain these experiences. The three components – Inputs, 

Environments, and Outputs – provide this study a framework for describing the experiences that 

students have. Inputs are the “personal qualities the student brings initially to the education 

program” (Astin, 1993a, p. 18). These are the general characteristics which we use to describe a 

student’s personal background and pre-college preparation. For this conceptual framework, 

characteristics include race/ethnicity, gender, parental educational level, high-school GPA, and 

ACT or SAT score. Environment “refers to the student’s actual experiences during the 

educational program” (p. 18). In this case of this study, the friendships in which students engage 

would be the environmental factors, along with residence status and the description of the 

friendship. Outputs “refer to the ‘talents’ we are trying to develop in our educational program” 

(p. 18) or the various outcomes which are derived from the environmental factors a student 
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endures. For the purpose of this study, the outputs are the variables that will be influenced by the 

student’s friendships. These variables are engagement, achievement, and persistence.    

 In the conceptual framework (Figure 1), I conceptualize that the background variables 

will interact with all the major variables in the study (friendship, engagement, achievement, and 

persistence). The study then conceptualizes that friendship will interact with the outcome 

variables, with each subsequent outcome variable playing a role in the next variable in the 

model. Essentially, the study asserts that the background variables and friendship will influence 

engagement, achievement, and persistence. Subsequently, the background variables, friendship, 

and engagement interact with achievement and persistence. Finally, the background variables, 

friendship, engagement, and achievement influence the outcome of persistence.  

Summary 

This study attempts to conceptualize how friendship has a strong influence on college 

student outcomes. Anecdotally, many of us recall how our friends influenced what student 

organizations to join, how much we should study before a big exam (both positively and 

negatively), and whether we should move off-campus or continue living in the residence halls. 

Further, some students are likely influenced by their friends to change academic majors, and to 

pursue certain careers or other relationships – for example, a friend suggesting to another friend 

which person to romantically pursue. Finally, one can reasonably presume that those with fewer 

friends are likely to be lonelier and less likely to remain at a particular campus, a considerable 

concern among higher education administrators who must report retention and graduation rates 

for their students. Yet, the dearth of research on the actual effect that college student friendship 

has on various aspects of behaviors and outcomes is striking.  

Social psychological constructs such as attribution theory and social exchange theory 

inform us that friendships matter – and often matter greatly. How people perceive the level of 

intimacy within the relationship and how much they credit (or discredit) the relationship for their 

behavior is of importance to college administrators. Because of these reasons, I believe that a 

study of friendship and how it influences various aspects of college is important.
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CHAPTER 3  

 

 METHODOLOGY 

 

This study examined the role that friendship has in the college student experience and a 

set of desirable college outcomes, specifically the level of engagement in college activities, 

academic achievement, and persistence in college. This study described the nature of friendship 

among college students, then examined how friendship affects student engagement in college 

activities, and finally examined how it affects student college performance and success. In 

addition, this study sought to examine whether the effect of friendship on student experiences 

and outcomes varies depending on certain characteristics of individual students and the nature of 

the relationship with their best friend. 

 This study was guided by the following research questions:  

• What are the types of friendship that college students have with their best friend, and do 

these types have a significant relationship with college student engagement, achievement, 

and persistence?  

• What is the level of the quality of the friendship, and is there a relationship between this 

level and the college student outcomes of engagement, achievement, and persistence?  

Population 

The population for this study included all first-year, full-time college students who were 

enrolled at a large, research-intensive institution in the Southeast. According to Carnegie 

Classification, this institution is considered a large, doctoral granting institution with a high-level 

of research activity. The institution is public. The population will include students from all 

academic majors, races and ethnicities, and socio-economic backgrounds.  

According to the institution’s website, in the fall semester of 2010, there were 5,980 first-

time in college, full-time freshmen. Their racial breakdown by academic classification can be 

found in Table 1. 
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 Table 1: Fall 2010 First-Time in College Cohort by Race and Class 

Race/Ethnicity  Freshman  Sophomore Junior  Senior  Total 
American Indian/ 

Native Alaskan  54  11  3  0  68 
Asian/Pacific Islander  129  47  3  0  179 

Black  497  56  17  0  570 
Hispanic  781  150  21  1  953 

Non‐Resident Alien  10  2  0  0  12 
Not Reported  85  23  1  0  109 

White  3,467  554  67  1  4,089 
Total  5,023  843  112  2  5,980 

Source: Institutional Research Website and Fact Book 
 
 

  The population of the student cohort has more women than men, as noted in Table 2.  

 
 
Table 2: Fall 2010 First-Time in College Cohort by Gender 

Gender  Freshman  Sophomore Junior  Senior  Total 

Female  2,956  498  70  2  3,526 
Male  2,067  345  42  0  2,454 

Total  5,023  843  112  2  5,980 
Source: Institutional Research Website and Fact Book 

 
 
Some students who entered the institution with the Fall 2010 cohort may be considered 

upperclassmen by the institution because they earned college credit during high school. 

However, the institution still considered them part of the first-year cohort, and thus they were 

included in the population. The entire first-year population was used in the data collection.  

Instrument 

To gather the required data for examining the role that friendship has on college student 

engagement, achievement, and persistence, I conducted an internet survey of first-year college 

students attending the institution. Internet surveys are an effective method for contacting large 

groups of respondents, and provide the opportunity to collect large amounts of data (Dillman, 

Smyth, and Christian, 2009). In fact, internet surveys are now important components of our 

contemporary, computerized society, and have likely replaced the old-fashioned pen/paper 

surveys as the most efficient way to collect data (Dillman, 2007).  
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To examine the role that friendship has on the various college outcomes, I surveyed first-

semester first-year college students using an online survey system. The survey was constructed 

from an instrument currently in existence from the field of social psychology - known as the 

McGill Friendship Questionnaire – Friend’s Functions (MFQ-FF) - plus select questions from 

the National Study on Student Engagement (NSSE) and the College Student Experiences 

Questionnaire (CSEQ) in order to gauge their level of involvement on campus. The survey 

(Appendix B) for this study was pilot tested during the summer of 2010 as a means to gain 

feedback about length and question validity. The survey contained approximately 70 items, 

including questions to obtain demographic information of the respondent. 

This MFQ-FF section of the questionnaire had 30 items, which measure the respondent’s 

feelings toward a friend’s degree to fulfill a friendship function. According to the literature 

supporting the instrument, the survey intends to measure six specific functions: Stimulating 

Companionship, Help, Intimacy, Reliable Alliance, Self-Validation, and Emotional Security. 

Each of the six functions is measured through five separate items (Mendelson & Aboud, 1999). 

The survey has been field tested and has demonstrated a high level of inter-item reliability and 

validity.  

The questions which make up the engagement section come from select items from the 

NSSE survey and the CSEQ survey. 22 items were included to ascertain the level of engagement. 

Also included in the engagement section of the survey were questions related to the student’s 

first semester grade point average and their intent to persist to the second year.  

The survey collected basic demographic information about the respondent. To maintain 

consistency with the NSSE and the CSEQ surveys, I asked about the student’s gender and 

racial/ethnic identification, using categories as designated by the Integrated Postsecondary 

Education Data Systems (IPEDS) which is the federal reporting structure for all higher education 

institutions. I also wanted to investigate the role that friendship may have as a result of the 

student’s living situation; thus, I included a question about where they live (on-campus residence 

hall, off-campus but not with parents; off-campus with parents, or a fraternity/sorority house).  

A recent study by Hu and Wolniak (2009) demonstrated that there was a relationship 

between academic engagement and a student’s academic major, based on participation in a 

STEM field versus those not in a STEM field. I also inquired about the student’s academic major 

to further investigate this relationship. To gain essential background information about the 
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student, I inquired about their parent’s highest level of education, the students’ high school GPA 

and their ACT/SAT score. High school GPA was measured using a similar range as the college 

GPA. The test score was measured using the ACT/SAT Concordance (2010) per the agreement 

between College Board and ACT which defined how the two exams could be related to each 

other. While the two exam scores are not necessarily equivalent, this concordance provides an 

instrument for comparing scores to each other, thus allowing students to respond regardless of 

which exam they took in high school.  

Variables 

Self-Reported Data 

The persistence and success data were collected as part of the survey instrument utilizing 

self-reported information from the students. Self-reported data has been used throughout higher 

education research and has been shown to have strong correlations to actual institutional record. 

Therefore, it is presumed that self-reported data would provide accurate information about the 

students’ Grade Point Average and their intent to persist from the first semester to the second 

semester persistence. In Bean’s (1985) study on college student dropout, he noted that a student’s 

intent to persist is highly correlated with their actually persistence rate, and he deemed this 

variable appropriate for building his retention model. This study used self-reported data as it has 

been demonstrated as reliable and valid data in previous research.  

Operational Definitions 

 For the major variables in this study, I utilized the following operational definitions.  

Friendship quality – a measure of the strength of an interpersonal relationship between a small 

group of students which influence their social and academic behavior, as well as their psycho-

social development. Measurement included the additive scores from the McGill Friendship 

Questionnaire (MFQ) (Mendelson & Aboud, 1999), a psychological instrument which measures 

friendship quality by examining six distinct functions of friendship: stimulating companionship; 

help; intimacy; reliable alliance; self-validation; and emotional security. Friendship quality is an 

independent variable in this study.  

Friendship Type – constructed variables consisting of responses indicating both the length of 

time the friendship has existed and whether the two parties attend the same institution. To create 

these variables, I created 4 distinct friendship types. In the survey items, I collected information 

about the type of relationship that the respondent has with his/her best friend. The student 
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answered two items which related to the duration of the friendship and whether the best friend 

was currently enrolled in the same institution. I recoded these questions into “FriendDescription” 

– a variable which describes the length and location of the friendship. Four friendship types were 

created in this analysis: A new friendship, both on-campus (NewOn); A new friendship, friend 

off-campus (NewOff); An old friendship, both on-campus (Old/On); and an old friendship, friend 

off-campus (Old/Off). A new friendship was defined as less than one-year, essentially serving as 

a proxy variable as the friendship was likely established in college. An old friendship was a 

friendship older than one-year. An on-campus friendship indicated that the friend was enrolled at 

the same institution as the respondent; while an off-campus friendship was defined as a friend 

who was not enrolled at the same institution. The four friendship types are independent variables 

in this study.  

Engagement – a measure of how college students engage academically and socially on campus – 

measurements include: leadership positions; co-curricular involvement (student organizations, 

social clubs, intramural sports, etc.); internships; co-op opportunities; on-campus employment; 

classroom behaviors; workshops attended; and faculty interaction. Engagement is a dependent 

variable in the first step of analysis and then an independent variable for the other dependent 

variables.  

Achievement – a measure of how college students gain achievement through their college 

enrollment – measurements include: the student’s grade point average. Achievement is a 

dependent variable in the second step of analysis, and then an independent variable for the final 

dependent variable.  

Persistence – a measure of a student’s intent to persist to the 2nd year of college. Persistence is a 

dependent variable in this study.  

A listing of the background, independent, and outcome variables which I used in the data 

analyses are found in Table 3. 
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Table 3: Variable Table 

Variable Type of Variable Description 

Gender Categorical  
male  A dummy variable (Yes = 1, No =0) 

female  Reference group 
   

Race/Ethnicity Categorical  
Black   A dummy variable (Yes = 1, No = 0) 

Hispanic  A dummy variable (Yes = 1, No = 0) 
Other Race/Ethnic Group  A dummy variable (Yes = 1, No =0) 

White  Reference group 
   

Living Arrangements Categorical  
On-campus  Reference Group 

Off-Campus   A dummy variable (Yes = 1, No = 0) 
   

Parent’s Education Categorical  
Neither Parents with 

College Education 
 A dummy variable (Yes = 1, No = 0) 

Both Parents with College 

Degrees 
 A dummy variable (Yes = 1, No =0) 

A dummy variable (Yes = 1, No =0) 
Some College  Reference Group 
   

Academic Major Categorical  
STEM Field  A dummy variable (YES =1, No = 0) 

Non-STEM Field  Reference Group 
   

Friendship Type Categorical  
Old-Friend, Friend not at 

Same Institution 
 Reference Group 

Old-Friend, Friend at 

Same Institution 
 A dummy variable (YES =1, No = 0) 

New-Friend, Friend not at 

Same Institution 
 A dummy variable (YES =1, No = 0) 

New-Friend, Friend at 

Same Institution 
 A dummy variable (YES =1, No = 0) 

   
Friendship Quality Continuous Scores from MGF-FF items 

   
Engagement Continuous Scores from NSSE/CSEQ items 

   
 Achievement  Continuous Self-Reported GPA 

   
Persistence Categorical  

Intends to persist  A dummy variable (Yes =1, No =0) 
Does not intend to persist  Reference group 
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Procedures 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was required because the study involved 

obtaining data from actual students at the institution. Appendix C contains the IRB approval 

letter. After obtaining IRB approval, access to student-level data was needed to conduct the 

survey. A request was made through the Office of the Registrar to obtain student email addresses 

of the first-year cohort. Appendix D contains the request letter to the University Registrar to 

obtain the requisite access to the email addresses. The Office of the Registrar provided email 

addresses to 5,724 FTIC students. Due to certain restrictions placed on the study by the Office of 

the Registrar, some students from the full population were excluded from the study. These 

students likely were considered as a “protected class.” Examples of “protected class” include 

students under the age of 18; students who have a specific learning disability; or students who 

have indicated they were not to be included in certain measurements. The email addresses were 

kept in a password protected file on the personal computer of the researcher.  

The survey was sent to the students in the beginning of the Spring semester of 2011. E-

mails were sent to the students asking for their survey responses. Students who chose to submit 

the survey were able to do so anonymously, with no identifying information being collected as 

part of the survey. Appendix E contains a copy of the IRB-Approved Informed Consent Letter, 

which was included in the emails sent to the students and in the survey. As an incentive for 

completing the survey, students were eligible to enter a random drawing for a chance to receive 

one of two $100 gift cards to the FSU bookstore. Two follow-up messages were sent over a 

three-week period throughout the data collection period to ensure an adequate respondent size. 

The survey closed with 1,092 responses, a return rate of 19.1%.  

Analysis 

After receiving the results from the survey, all data was loaded into SPSS software. I 

analyzed the data to determine the relationships between friendship, engagement, achievement, 

and persistence. Standard recoding was done to ensure that all data was usable in the software 

and continually recoded as necessary for data analysis. The Variable Codebook is included in 

Appendix F.  

To assist with data analysis, certain missing cases were excluded. Respondents who did 

not answer any of the friendship items or any of the engagement items were excluded. The 
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results of this exclusion resulted in a final N = 1,021. These 1,021 cases were used in all 

subsequent analysis.  

Correlation Analysis 

A correlation analysis was conducted to determine if any of the major variables were 

multicollinear with each other. These results can be found in Appendix G. As defined by Field 

(2009), multicollinearity “exists when there is a strong correlation between two or more 

predictors in a regression model” (p. 223). There are two specific measures which indicate 

multicollinearity in statistical tests: variance inflation factor (VIF) and tolerance. VIF is a 

statistical indicator which suggests one predictor may have a reasonably strong linear 

relationship with at least one other variable and typically are numbers above one, although 

probably not problematic until approximately 10 (Field, 2009). Tolerance is simply the 

reciprocal of VIF (1/VIF), and a reasonable tolerance level is below 1.  

In this study, multicollinearity was not a major concern. In the preliminary analysis, 

variables related to the parent’s educational level did have issues of multicollinearity. Originally, 

I had the parent’s educational level as two separate variables, one for mother and one for father. 

However, when conducting an initial correlation analysis, I discovered that the VIF and 

Tolerance levels for these variables indicated multicollinearity. Therefore, I combined the 

educational level of the mother and the father, and the muliticolinearity indicators retreated to 

acceptable levels allowing for more efficient analyses.  

Factor Analysis 

 According to Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh (2002), factor analysis provides for the analysis 

of a large set of measures in order to identify a smaller set of common elements, known as 

factors. The friendship variable was constructed using sub-scales in the original survey by 

Mendelson & Aboud (1999) known as the MGF-FF. I conducted a factor analysis of the 30 items 

in the friendship measure, utilizing an oblique rotation, to ascertain how the data from this study 

would result in factors.   

 The Factor Analysis Tables can be found in Appendix H. Based on the results of the 

factor analysis loads, the survey instrument did not result in a discernible set of factors for either 

the friendship or engagement variables. Based on a review of the eigenvalues, component data 

and the scree plots, it was determined that five factors were present in the data for the friendship 

items and that six factors were present in the data for the engagement items. However, the vast 
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majority of the items loaded onto Factor 1 more than they did any of the other factors. Because 

of these findings, I determined that an overall score for friendship and engagement would be 

appropriate for this study.  

 In doing this factor analysis, I ran inter-item reliability tests to determine how the items in 

the survey were related to each other. Cronbach’s Alpha for the friendship items showed an 

inter-item reliability of .954. For the engagement items, the Cronbach’s Alpha was .807. 

Descriptive and frequency statistical tests were also conducted.  

Multiple and Logistic Regression 

Regression analysis was used in order to test the relationship between friendship and 

student engagement, achievement, and persistence. This section highlights the various techniques 

for data analyses.  

First, I conducted a multinomial logistic regression on the four friendship types, utilizing 

background variables as a means to determine the overall pattern of friendship. Multinomial 

logistic regression is a technique utilized when the outcome variable is categorical, but with 

more than two categories which have no distinct order between them (Field, 2009).  

I then conducted multiple regression between the types of relationships and their overall 

quality in the friendship. This analysis was conducted in a two-step model, first by adding all the 

background variables regressed against the friendship quality dependent variable, and then 

adding the friendship type variables as predictors to the model. This analysis was done to 

examine if there was an overall predictive relationship between the types of friendships and the 

overall quality of the friendship. 

Next, I conducted multiple and logistic regression for the three major outcome variables 

of engagement, achievement, and persistence. All regression models were conducted in multiple 

steps; first introducing the background variables to ascertain the basic relationships between 

those variables and the specific outcome variables, and then introducing the other variables to the 

model to observe the change in relationship with the added variable(s). The rationale for this type 

of model stems from the conceptual framework, rooted in the I-E-O model (Astin, 1993a). In the 

conceptual framework, each variable has a limited effect on all subsequent variables. In 

conducting the analyses in this manner, I was able to ascertain the effects of each individual 

variable as it was added to the model.  
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Multiple regression for the friendship and engagement variables was conducted. The 

study regressed the dependent variables of engagement against the friendship scores and 

friendship description type, while controlling for the respondents’ background variables of race, 

high school GPA, SAT score, respondent’s residence status, parent’s education level, academic 

major and gender. Multiple regression was conducted on all the background variables first, then 

added friendship and friendship description as independent variables, with engagement as the 

outcome variable.  

After conducting regression on the relationship between friendship and engagement, I 

examined the achievement variable as an outcome. Initially, I regressed the model with the 

background variables, then added friendship to observe the effect, and then added engagement as 

a final predictor.  

Because persistence is a categorical variable, logistic regression was conducted to test the 

predictive value of friendship on the students’ intent to persist. This model was conducted in a 

similar manner as the previous tests, with the background variables entered first, then adding 

friendship, then adding engagement, and finally adding achievement to determine the full effect 

of each of the predictors.  

Disaggregated Samples 

 The sample was disaggregated into four sub-samples as a further method of analysis. The 

four smaller samples represented the four friendship types as calculated by the friendship 

description variable, and are referred to as New Friendship/Off-Campus (representing a 

friendship which is less than one-year old, but the friend does not attend the same institution); 

New Friendship/On-Campus (representing a friendship which is less than one-year old, with the 

friend attending the same institution); Old Friendship/Off-Campus (representing a friendship 

which is more than one-year old, but the friend does not attend the same institution); and Old 

Friendship/On-Campus (representing a friendship which is more than a year old, with the friend 

attending the same institution). Each of these samples then had separate analyses conducted to 

examine the role that friendship may have with these specific friendship types. To conduct these 

analyses, I used similar methods as on the full-sample by regressing the friendship scores on the 

outcomes of engagement, achievement, and persistence using both multiple and logistic 

regression 

 



 

32 

Summary 

This study examined the various aspects of friendship type and quality and the influence 

these components have on the college student outcomes of engagement, achievement, and 

persistence. By measuring student’s perceptions of their friendships and a measurement of their 

engagement on college campus, I was able to use the construct of friendship as a predictor of 

these outcomes. The data analyses showed significant findings which demonstrate that friendship 

quality and certain friendship types have a predictive relationship with student engagement, 

achievement, and persistence.  
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CHAPTER 4  

 

 FINDINGS 

 

 The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between the types and quality 

of friends that students have on a college campus and their level of engagement, achievement, 

and persistence. Utilizing a survey which captured a student’s opinions on the quality of their 

relationship with their best friend, along with their level of engagement in college activities, this 

study sought to explore how a friend may affect a college student’s behavior in meaningful and 

important college outcomes.  

The results of the data analyses indicate significant relationships between the types and 

quality of friendship and the outcome variables of engagement, achievement, and persistence. 

Previous studies have examined the role that friendship has on certain college student behaviors, 

but this study sought to fill the gaps by investigating the specific relationship that friendship has 

with these important aspects of collegiate success. By contributing to the existing literature on 

engagement, achievement, and persistence, this study could aid higher education administrators 

with more tools in their approach to improve student satisfaction and success.  

 The research questions which guided this study are as follows: 

• What are the types of friendship that college students have with their best friend, and do 

these types have a significant relationship with college student engagement, achievement, 

and persistence?  

• What is the level of the quality of the friendship, and is there a relationship between this 

level and the college student outcomes of engagement, achievement, and persistence?  

 

 This chapter highlights the overall descriptive statistics regarding the respondents to the 

survey, along with general patterns of friendship type and quality. Regression data for the full 

sample are provided, demonstrating the extent of the relationship between friendship and the 

outcome variables of engagement, achievement, and persistence. This was done by regressing 

the independent variables of friendship score and friendship type against the outcome variables. 

Regression data are also provided for the disaggregated samples of friendship type as a method 

for examining the relationship between these friendship types and the outcome variables.  
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Descriptive Statistics 

 After the close of the internet survey, 1,092 respondents had answered at least one 

question on the survey. Through a detailed analysis of the data, though, some of the cases were 

invalid for the analyses, leaving the final N =1,021. Respondents did not necessarily respond all 

of the items in the survey, but respondents who answered at least one question in both the 

friendship items and the engagement item were included in the analyses, regardless of how many 

other items were answered.  

 Table 4 contains demographic information for the respondents. Female students, white 

students, and on-campus students made up significant majorities of the respondents. As expected 

due to the general characteristics of the institution from which the sample was taken, the 

students’ pre-collegiate academic backgrounds are strong, with both high school GPA and 

SAT/ACT scores in the highest two ranges provided. The characteristics displayed in Table 4 are 

for the background variables used in the analyses.   

 

 

Table 4: Summary of Respondents 

Sample  Population 
Characteristic  Response  Percentage  Number  Percentage 

Gender     N = 983     N = 5980    
   Male  239 24.30% 2454  41.04%

   Female  744 75.70% 3526  58.96%

Race/Ethnicity     N = 975     N = 5980    
   White  680 69.70% 4089  68.38%

  
Hispanic or 

Latino  161 16.50% 953  15.94%

   Black  65 6.70% 570  9.53%

   Other Minority  69 7.10% 259  4.33%

   Not Reported  n/a    109  1.82%

High School GPA  N = 985          
   Less than 3.0  16 1.60% Average GPA Fall 2009 = 3.71 
   3.0 to 3.49  137 13.90%      

   3.5 to 3.99  409 41.50%

Range of HS GPA (Fall 2005 to Fall 
2009) 

   4.0 and above  423 42.90%    3.67 to 3.84 
SAT/ACT 
Score     N = 983          
   1040 or below  40 4.10%      
   1050 to 1160  278 28.30% Average SAT Score = 1202.7 
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Table 4 - continued 
 

Sample  Population 
Characteristic  Response  Percentage  Number  Percentage 

   1170 to 1280  407 41.40% Average ACT Score = 26.4 
   1290 and higher   258 26.20%      
Residence Status  N = 983          
   On Campus  743 75.60%    67.90%

   Off Campus  240 24.40%    32.10%

                 
Parent's Education Level  N = 943          

Both Parents with no college 
education  92 9.80%      

Parents have some college 
education  488 51.70%      

Both Parents have college 
degree  363 38.50%      

                 
Academic Major  N = 979          
   STEM Majors  385 39.30%      

  
Non‐STEM 

Majors  594 60.70%      
Note: Data regarding various population characteristics were gleaned from institutional research   
website and from  a variety of reports. Some data are not reported by institution. 

 
 
 Also noted in Table 4, the known statistics for the entire first-year population were 

collected. In comparison to the study’s sample, the entire first-year cohort for the Fall 2010 at the 

institution was comprised of approximately 59.0% of women, indicating that my sample was 

over-representative for women. Based on race/ethnicity statistics, the Fall 2010 cohort was 

68.4% White, 15.9% Hispanic/Latino, and 9.5% Black. The respondents in this study were 

reasonably representative of the entire sample. The average SAT score for the incoming cohort 

was 1227. The last reported high school GPA provided by the institution is for 2009, which was 

3.71. A check of the last five years’ worth of high school GPA statistics indicates a range of 3.67 

to a high of 3.84. Therefore, my sample is fairly representative in terms of academic 

preparedness. Data found on the Office of Institutional Research website of the institution 
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indicate that approximately 68% of first-year students live in university-owned property, slightly 

lower than the percentage of on-campus students who participated in this study.  

 The friendship scores (variable was Friend) for the respondents were calculated by 

adding the values of the 30 items which make up the McGill Friendship Questionnaire – Friend 

Function (MFQ-FF), based on a 9-point scale (0-8). The N for this variable was 866, with a 

minimum score of 108, a maximum score of 240, a mean of 214.64, and a standard deviation of 

23.28. The engagement scores (variable is Engagement) for the respondents were calculated by 

adding the values of the 22 items which were derived from the national engagement literature, 

based on a 4-point scale (1-4). The N for this variable was 876, with a minimum score of 29, a 

maximum of 87, and a mean of 50.59, with a standard deviation of 8.86.  

 For the achievement and persistence variables, the respondents indicated a high-

likelihood of academic success. Over 92% of the students reported they expected to complete 

their first-year of college with over a 3.0 GPA, and 98% stating they intend to persist to the 

second year of college, with only 20 respondents (2%) noting they did not plan to return the 

following year.  

Patterns of Friendship 

 By creating four friendship types, I was able to examine the various patterns of the types 

of friendships which exist on a college campus. Through the combination of two items from the 

survey, I created four descriptions for the friendship based on the duration of the friendship and 

whether the two friends were enrolled at the collegiate institution together. Table 5 provides the 

descriptive statistics for the four friendship types. 

 
 

Table 5: Description of Friendship Types 

Characteristic  Response  Percent of 
Sample 

Friendship Type  N = 1015    
New friendship, friend off‐campus 21 2.1%

New friendship, friend on‐campus 145 14.3%

Old friendship, friend off‐campus 604 59.5%

Old friendship, friend on‐campus 245 24.1%
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From Table 5, we observe that the vast majority of students (83.6%) have friendships 

which are more than one year old, or what I termed an “old friendship”, with slightly more than 

15% of the respondents reporting a friendship which was likely made at college. Further, almost 

60% of the students did not come to college with their best friend, meaning they have to maintain 

a somewhat long-distance relationship. This arrangement may have consequences on their 

behavior if they have to juggle a friendship at a distance with their on-campus activities.  

Regression Analysis – Full Sample 

 Multiple regression analyses were conducted in three steps, in order to establish the 

strength of the relationship between friendship type and quality and the outcome variables of 

engagement, achievement, and persistence. Correlation analysis suggests that there are 

significant relationships between the major variables in the studies. Note that the sample size of 

each regression was reduced in each analysis, as the software removed missing cases from the 

regression model. Therefore, the sample sizes for the appropriate analysis are reported in each 

regression table. 

Multinomial Logistic Regression 

To further understand the role that friendship has among college students, the four 

friendship types were regressed against the background variables to determine the likelihood of 

belonging to a particular type based on those particular variables. Multinomial logistic regression 

was the analysis method for this particular statistical test, as the four membership types are 

nominal, with no discernible order between the friendship types.  

 Table 6 displays the regression results for the model of the four-friendship types. Each of 

the friendship types can be described in detail based on this regression model, as compared to the 

reference group of an old friendship, with the friend off-campus.  

Students who noted that their best friend was a new friend (less than a year) but not 

enrolled at the same institution (N = 21) had only two significant background characteristics. 

Students in this category of friendship are more likely to have a high school GPA ranging from 

2.5 to 2.99 (b=2.822, Wald χ2(1) = 4.271, p < .05), but the odds of being in that GPA range is 

16.82. More practically, the odds of being in this HS GPA range for this friendship type as 

compared to with an old friendship, not at the same institution (the reference group) are 1/16.82 

= .059, a relatively small chance. The other significant variable for the new friendship at 

different institutions was that students who had this type of friendship were more likely to live 
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on-campus (b= -1.078, Wald χ2(1) = 4.099, p < .05), as they were almost 3 times as likely to live 

on-campus as compared to those with the reference group friendship type. This finding is not 

necessarily surprising considering the very small sample size and the fact that the vast majority 

of our student respondents lived on campus.  

 Student who indicated their best friend was a new friend but both were enrolled at the 

same institution (N = 145) had no discernible significant characteristic which we can use to 

predict their membership to this particular friendship type. None of the background variables 

provided significant relationships with the dependent variable, and therefore there are no 

predictive abilities within the background characteristics. 

The final friendship type in the multinomial regression analysis was the friendship group 

of an old friendship, with both students being enrolled at the same college institution. There are 

two background variables which proved significant in the regression. The first is that of one of 

the SAT Variables (SAT range of 1170-1280). Students in this group (b= -.504, Wald χ2(1) = 

6.173, p < .05) had an odds ratio of .604. This suggests that students with this SAT range 1.6 

times more likely to have this type of friendship than the students who have a friend that is both 

old and not at the same institution. Further, the background variable of parents with no college 

education was significantly able to predict membership in the group (b= .861, Wald χ2(1) = 6.23, 

p < .05), with an odds ratio of 2.366 as compared to the reference group.  
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Table 6: Multinomial Logistic Regression Results for Friendship Types 

  
New friendship, friend off-

campus 
New friendship, friend on-

campus 
Old Friendship, friend on-

campus 

   N = 21 N = 145 N = 245 

  
B (SE) 

Odds 
Ratio B (SE) 

Odds 
Ratio B (SE) 

Odds 
Ratio 

Intercept -6.759 (2.363) **   -3.261 (1.060) **   -1.229 (.699)   

Male .091 (.600) 1.096 .015 (.242) 1.015 -.016 (.192) .984 

Hispanic 1.163 (1.069) 3.201 .102 (.290) 1.108 -.267 (.217) .766 

Black .247 (1.088) 1.280 1.521 (.781) 4.577 .295 (.397) 1.343 

Other Race/Ethnicity -.691 (.713) .501 -.087 (.401) .917 -.215 (.325) .807 

HS GPA Less than 2.49 -13.440 (9594.8) .000 -15.094 (3496.676) .000 -14.541 (2637.358) .000 

HS GPA 2.5-2.99 2.822 (1.366) * 16.818 .353 (.863) 1.423 .014 (.860) 1.014 

HS GPA 3.0-3.49 1.476 (.940) 4.374 -.157 (.335) .855 .393 (.242) 1.481 

HS GPA 3.49-4.0 1.461 (.784) 4.311 -.099 (.219) .906 -.145 (.181) .865 

SAT 930 or below -12.361 (.000) .000 2.356 (1.662) 10.545 -14.475 (2871.636) .000 

SAT 940-1040 -11.784 (1298.026) .000 .765 (.565) 2.150 .176 (.542) 1.192 

SAT 1050-1160 1.954 (1.078) 7.058 -.471 (.288) .624 -.165 (.216) .848 

SAT 1170-1280 1.231 (1.086) 3.426 -.198 (.242) .821 -.504 (.203) * .604 

Lives On Campus -1.078 (.532) * .340 .309 (.254) 1.362 .178 (.197) 1.194 

Neither Parent has 
College Education 

.690 (1.084) 1.995 .206 (.375) 1.229 .861 (.345) * 2.366 

Both Parents have 
College Degree 

-.128 (.533) .880 -.198 (.211) .820 -.115 (.170) .891 

STEM Major .335 (.555) 1.398 .365 (.214) 1.440 -.202 (.164) .817 

Note: R2=.076 (Cox & Snell), .087 (Nagelkerke). Model χ2(48)=72.146, p < .05. * p <  .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Regression on Friendship Quality  

 The next two steps of the regression analysis involved regressing the various background 

variables and the friendship type variables against the overall friendship score for the entire 

sample of respondents. I first regressed the background variables on the overall friendship score 

(FRIEND), then added in the various friendship types to the model to examine if there was an 

added effect in the relationship between their friendship quality and their friendship type. Table 7 

displays the specific results of the regression analysis. Results indicate that the overall model 

saw an increase in the strength of the relationship with significance at the alpha level of .01. This 

increase in the correlation coefficient and the results of the addition of the friendship score 

indicate that friendship type had a significant predictive ability on the quality of the relationship 

between the respondent and their best friend.  

Unexpectedly, the addition of the friendship type variables into the model indicated that 

students who have an old friendship and they both are enrolled at the same institution have a 

lower friendship quality as compared to students with old friendships who did not attend college 

together (B = -9.293, p =.000). This suggests that long-time friends who come to college together 

report overall lower friendship quality. The other friendship types did not have a significant 

effect on the overall model, indicating that the reference group (old friends, not at the same 

institution) may be a significant indicator of friendship quality.  
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Table 7: Regression Results of Friendship Type on Friendship Quality 
 
 Predictors of Friendship Quality 

 
 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable B (SE) 
Standardized 

B B (SE) 
Standardized 

B 

Intercept 223.323 (5.67) *** 225.573 (5.66) ***   

Male -8.611 (1.97) *** -.157 -8.594 (1.94) *** -.157 

Hispanic 1.096 (2.27) .018 1.647 (2.24) .026 

Black -1.236 (4.00) -.011 -1.553 (3.95) -.014 

Other 
Race/Ethnicity -5.652 (3.45) -.059 -5.095 (3.41) -.053 

HS GPA -.334 (1.15) -.010 -.301 (1.14) -.009 

SAT Score -1.011 (1.05) -.035 -.934 (1.04) -.032 

Off-Campus -1.774 (1.94) -.033 -2.265 (1.93) -.042 

Neither Parent 
has College 
Education 

1.394 (2.95) .017 .183 (2.92) .002 

Both Parents 
have College 
Education 

-3.659 (1.76) * -.076 -3.532 (1.74) * -.074 

STEM Major -1.190 (1.68) -.025 -.994 (1.67) -.021 

Old friendship, 
both at Same 
Institution      

-9.293 (1.96) *** -.171 

New friendship, 
both at Same 
Institution      

-2.702 (2.46) -.039 

New friendship, 
friend not at 
Same Institution      

-1.644 (6.00) -.010 

      

R .200 .259  

R
2
 .04 .067  

F 3.325 ***   4.283 ***     
Note: N = 786. * p <  .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

  
 
Regression on Engagement 

The next step in the regression analyses was to examine the relationship between 

friendship and engagement. This regression model was conducted in two steps as well; first with 

the background characteristics, then adding the friendship type and friendship quality variables. 

This model resulted in an increase in the correlation coefficients, the R2 and the Adjusted R2 

values, with significance at the alpha level of .001. Table 8 displays the results of the regression 

model for the predictor variables on engagement.  
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Table 8: Regression Results of Friendship Type and Quality on Engagement 
 
 Predictors of Engagement  

 
 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable B (SE) 
Standardized 

B B (SE) 
Standardized 

B 

Intercept 49.616 (2.27) *** 33.707 (3.93) *** 

Male .717 (.79) .035 1.310 (.78) .063 

Hispanic 1.032 (.92) .043 .909 (.90) .038 

Black 1.125 (1.59) .027 1.385 (1.57) .033 

Other 
Race/Ethnicity 

1.434 (1.37) .040 1.806 (1.35) .050 

HS GPA .629 (.46) .052 .636 (.45) .053 

SAT Score -.508 (.42) -.047 -.446 (.41) -.041 

Off-Campus -3.345 (.77) *** -.165 -3.249 (.76) *** -.160 

Neither Parent 
has College 
Education 

.764 (1.17) .025 .839 (1.15) .028 

Both Parents 
have College 
Education 

.043 (.71) .002 .212 (.69) .012 

STEM Major -.360 (.67) -.020 -.172 (.66) -.010 

Friend  .069 (.01) *** .182 

Old friendship, 
both at Same 
Institution 

 .546 (.79) .027 

New friendship, 
both at Same 
Institution 

 2.434 (.97) * .095 

New friendship, 
friend not at 
Same Institution 

 1.630 (2.52) .024 

      

R .183 .270   

R
2
 .034 .073   

F 2.434 **    3.908 ***     
Note: N = 713. * p <  .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 
 

This model indicates that for every one unit increase in the friendship quality scores, the 

engagement variable increases by .069. Recall that the engagement variable is a four-point scale, 

while the friendship variable was based on a nine-point scale. The standardized Beta =.182, more 

properly displaying the relationship between friendship quality and engagement. The relationship 

is significant at an alpha level of .001. Further, the type of friendship also has an effect on the 

overall engagement of the student, particularly a new friend at the same institution. Significant at 

the alpha level of .05, the engagement score of a student with this type of friendship increased 
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2.434, with a standardized Beta = .095. A new friendship at the same college has a significant 

effect on the level of engagement for college students. In more specific terms, new friends on a 

college campus will likely encourage their friends to get involved in more activities and engage 

in campus programs. This is an encouraging finding which supports other literature related to 

peers on campus.  

Regression on Achievement 

The conceptual framework theorized that friendship may also play a role in the 

achievement level of college students. In analyzing the correlation statistics (Appendix H), there 

was no significant relationship between the friendship quality and the student’s academic 

achievement, as measured by the student’s self-reported GPA. The correlation coefficient for 

friendship quality was -.051. However, the relationship between friendship type and achievement 

was statistically significant at the alpha-level of .01, with a correlation coefficient of .140. 

Further, the relationship between engagement and achievement was significant at the alpha-level 

of .05, with a correlation coefficient of .078. While these relationships are modest, the regression 

analysis shows the effect that these variables have on the student’s academic performance. Table 

9 displays the results of the friendship and engagement regression on academic achievement. The 

model indicates that the addition of friendship quality, friendship type, and engagement increases 

the overall relationship with academic achievement. 

None of the friendship variables indicate a significant predictive ability on academic 

achievement, but the cumulative effect of the variables did increase the correlation in the model. 

Engagement did have a significant predictive ability, at the alpha-level of .05. Engagement had a 

B of .007(.003), indicating that a small change in engagement would have a small change in a 

student’s academic achievement.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

44 

Table 9: Regression Results of Friendship Quality, Friendship Type, and  

Engagement on Achievement  
 
 Predictors of Achievement  

 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Variable B (SE) 
Stand. 

B B (SE) 
Stand. 

B B (SE) 
Stand. 

B 

Intercept 2.503 (.17) *** 2.630 (.30) *** 2.401 (.31) ***   

Male -.030 (.06) -.019 -.034 (.06)  -.021 -.043 (.06)  -.027

Hispanic .088 (.07) .048 .075 (.07)  .041 .069 (.07)  .038

Black -.129 (.12) -.040 -.131 (.12) -.041 -.141 (.12) -.044

Other 
Race/Ethnicity 

-.227 (.10) * -.082 -.237 (.10) * -.085 -.250 (.10) * -.090

HS GPA .161 (.03) *** .173 .157 (.03) *** .168 .152 (.03) *** .164

SAT Score .127 (.03) *** .152 .124 (.03) *** .150 .127 (.03) *** .153

Off-Campus -.056 (.06)  -.036 -.045 (.06)  -.029 -.023 (.06) -.015

Neither Parent 
has College 
Education 

.048 (.09) .021 .060 (.09) .026 .054 (.09) .023

Both Parents 
have College 
Education 

.070 (.05)  .050 .070 (.05) .050 .069 (.05) .049

STEM Major -.153 (.05) ** -.110 -.165 (.05) ** -.119 -.164 (.05) ** -.118

Friend  .000 (.00) -.017 -.001 (.00)  -.033

Old friendship, 
both at Same 
Institution 

 .112 (.06) .071 .109 (.06) .069

New friendship, 
both at Same 
Institution 

 -.091 (.07) -.046 -.108 (.07) -.054

New friendship, 
friend not at 
Same 
Institution 

 -.312 (.019) -.059 -.324 (.19) -.062

Engagement   .007 (.00) * .088

         
R .302 .322 0.333    
R

2
 .078 .086 0.092    

F 7.029 ***  5.786 ***    5.813 ***    
Note: N = 713. * p <  .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Table 10: Logistic Regression Results of Friendship Quality, Friendship Type, Engagement, 

 and Achievement on Persistence  

   Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  Model 4 

  
B (S.E.) 

Odds 
Ratio B (S.E.) 

Odds 
Ratio B (S.E.) 

Odds 
Ratio B (S.E.) 

Odds 
Ratio 

Male -0.307 (.603) 0.736 -0.271 (.628) 0.762 -0.409 (.641) 0.665 -0.424 (.640) 0.654

Hispanic -0.235 (.626) 0.790 -0.421 (.634) 0.657 -0.403 (.638) 0.668 -0.434 (.642) 0.648

Black -0.082 (1.10) 0.922 0.113 (1.15) 1.119 0.103 (1.16) 1.108 0.118 (1.16) 1.125

Other 17.401 (5813.38) 3.607E7 17.654 (5275.82) 4.646E7 17.616 (5215.07) 4.472E7 17.646 (5217.39) 4.607E7

DE_HSGPA -0.527 (.422) 0.590 -0.802 (.472) 0.448 -0.865 (.476) 0.421 -0.912 (.483) 0.402

DE_SAT 0.308 (.329) 1.361 0.208 (.350) 1.231 0.229 (.354) 1.257 0.207 (.357) 1.230

OffCampus -0.899 (.530) 0.407 -0.879 (.541) 0.415 -0.762 (.550) 0.467 -0.726 (.557) 0.484

ParentNoCollege 0.851 (1.08) 2.343 0.932 (1.08) 2.540 0.900 (1.09) 2.459 0.902 (1.09) 2.465

ParentCollege 0.494 (.608) 1.640 0.577 (.620) 1.780 0.558 (.624) 1.746 0.536 (.627) 1.709

STEM -0.381 (.512) 0.683 -0.465 (.533) 0.628 -0.406 (.536) 0.666 -0.386 (.540) 0.680

Constant 5.524 (2.09)** 250.704 9.357 (3.98)* 11582.543 8.101 (4.14) 3297.193 7.752 (4.21) 2325.426

Friend -0.011 (.014) 0.989 -0.015 (.014) 0.985 -0.014 (.014) 0.986

OldOn 0.832 (.781) 2.297 0.810 (.784) 2.247 0.785 (.786) 2.192

NewOn 17.529 (3864.75) 4.100E7 17.426 (3824.46) 3.697E7 17.490 (3803.13) 3.942E7

NewOff -2.505 (.947)** 0.082 -2.629 (.957)** 0.072 -2.556 (.974)** 0.078

Engagement      0.045 (.0346) 1.046 0.042 (.035) 1.043

FirstYearGPA                           0.209 (.321) 1.233

R
2
 (Cox & Snell) .014    .031     .034    

.034 
 

R
2
 (Nagelkerke) .072    0.161     .174     .176    

χ2 (df)    9.954 (10)    22.483 (14)     24.311 (15)     24.721 (15) 
Note: N = 712; * p <  .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Logistic Regression on Persistence 

 The results of the logistic regression model on the students’ intent to persist found few 

significant findings. Due to the high rate of persistence at the institution and in the sample, with 

over 95% of respondents indicating they intended to return for the second year of college, the 

four-step process of entering the variables to ascertain the relationships between friendship, 

engagement, achievement, and persistence indicated only one variable significant at an alpha-

level of .01 or .05. Table 10 displays the results of the logistic regression on persistence.  

For students who report that their best friend was a new friend who did not attend the 

same institution, the data indicate that they have a negative relationship with persistence, and an 

odds ratio of .082. The overall model summary for this test found that the Cox & Snell R-Square 

was .034 and the Nagelkerke R-Square was .176. This seems to suggest that students whose best 

friends do not attend the same institution are more likely to not persist to the second year as 

compared to their peers who have either old friends or friends who attend the same institution.  

Regression Analysis – Disaggregated Samples  

 To further explore the relationship between a student’s friendship and her level of 

engagement, achievement, and persistence, I examined the data on a disaggregated level, by 

splitting the sample into four samples based on the types of friendship – new/off-campus; 

new/on-campus; old/off-campus; and old/on-campus. The following section highlights the 

findings from the disaggregated samples. 

New Friendship, Friend off-campus 

 This disaggregated sample was the smallest one in the study, with an N = 17. Due to the 

small sample size, no statistical analysis was conducted.  

New Friendship, Friend on-campus 

 The next disaggregated sample included respondents’ who indicated their best friend was 

new in the relationship and that they both attended the same institution. This is an important 

group in this study, as this comprises the students who most likely met their new friend during 

their time in college. The demographics for this disaggregated sample are displayed in Table 11. 
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Table 11: Characteristic of Disaggregated Sample 2 –  

New Friendship, Friend on-campus 

Characteristic  Response  % of Sample 
Gender     N = 138    
   Male 32 76.80%

   Female 106 23.20%

          
Race/Ethnicity    N = 137    
   White 100 73.00%

   Hispanic or Latino 21 15.30%

   Black 6 4.40%

   Other Minority 10 7.30%

          
High School GPA  N = 139    
   Less than 3.0 3 2.10%

   3.0 to 3.49 15 10.80%

   3.5 to 3.99 57 41.00%

   4.0 and above 64 46.00%

           
SAT/ACT Score     N = 139    
   1040 or below 8 5.70%

   1050 to 1160 28 20.10%

   1170 to 1280 61 43.90%

   1290 and higher 42 30.20%

           
Residence Status  N = 138    
   On Campus 112 81.20%

   Off Campus 26 18.80%

           
Parent's Education Level  N = 131    

  
Both Parents with no 

college education 14 10.70%

  
Parents have some 
college education 62 47.30%

  
Both Parents have 

college degree 55 42.00%

           
Academic Major  N = 139    
   STEM Majors 44 31.70%

   Non‐STEM Majors 95 68.30%
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 The regression model for the quality of the friends in this sample resulted in only one 

significant predictor. Students who reported that neither of their parents went to college were 

predicted to have a lower friendship quality as compared to the comparison group with 

significance at an alpha-level of .05. Table 12 displays the results of this model.  

 
 
Table 12: Results of Regression Model for Background Variables on  

Friendship Quality in Disaggregated Sample 2. 

   Predictors of Friendship Quality 

  Model 1 

Variable 
B (SE) Stand. B 

Intercept 210.642 (15.53)***   

Male -9.260 (6.30) -.148

Hispanic 4.404 (7.15) .063

Black 8.511 (17.30) .047

Other 
Race/Ethnicity 

-16.863 (10.45) -.159

HS GPA 3.264 (3.38) .098

SAT Score -1.352 (3.26) -.044

Off-Campus 6.442 (5.94) .107

Neither Parent 
has College 
Education 

-23.264 (9.60)* -.251

Both Parents 
have College 
Education 

-9.812 (5.03) -.196

STEM Major 1.505 (5.28) .028

R .403  

R
2
 .072  

F 1.801    

Note: N = 104. * p <  .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 13 displays the results of the regression analysis for the engagement variable. This 

sample contained a significant relationship between the friendship quality and the student’s level 

of engagement (r = .232, p < .05), with no other significant relationship in the outcome variables 

of interest in this study. Regression analysis found that the overall model summary was not 

significant at either the alpha-level of .05 or .01, but that friendship quality itself was a 

significant predictor of a student’s engagement when holding all other variables constant (b = 

.098, S.E. = .042; b* = .262). This result suggests that students with new friends at the same 

institution have an increased level of engagement based on how close they are with their friend.  
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Table 13: Results of Regression Model for Friendship Quality on  

Engagement in Disaggregated Sample 2. 

   Predictors of Engagement  

 
 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable 
B (SE) 

Stand. 
B B (SE) 

Stand. 
B 

Intercept 49.661 (6.32)*** 29.748 (10.48)**   

Male 5.549 (2.62)* .234 6.156 (2.57)* .260 

Hispanic 2.769 (3.11) .097 1.837 (3.05) .064 

Black -.368 (6.89) -.006 -1.198 (6.73) -.018 

Other 
Race/Ethnicity 

-2.217 (4.17) -.057 -.607 (4.12) -.016 

HS GPA .099 (1.38) .008 -.381 (1.36) -.031 

SAT Score .756 (1.35) .064 .864 (1.31) .073 

Off-Campus -2.900 (2.39) -.129 -3.560 (2.35) -.159 

Neither Parent 
has College 
Education 

-6.360 (4.00) -.175 -3.940 (4.03) -.109 

Both Parents 
have College 
Education 

-1.236 (2.09) -.064 -.083 (2.09) -.004 

STEM Major .679 (2.17) .033 .607 (2.12) .030 

Friend    .098 (0.04)* .262 

R .320 .397   

R
2
 .103 .158   

F 0.971   1.43     
Note: N = 96. * p <  .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 
 
 Regression was conducted on the achievement variable for this disaggregated sample, 

and I found no significant relationship between the friendship quality and the achievement 

variable. Table 14 displays the results of this regression. Note that only the SAT score had a 

significant predictive relationship on the student’s achievement. 

 

 

Table 14: Results of Regression Model for Friendship Quality & Engagement on  

Achievement in Disaggregated Sample 2. 
 
 Predictors of Achievement 

 
 Model 1 Model 2  Model 3 
Variable 

B (SE) 
Stand. 

B B (SE) 
Stand. 

B B (SE) 
Stand. 

B 

Intercept 3.322 (.48)***   2.387 (.82)**   1.991 (.85)*   

Male -.179 (.20) -.099 -.151 (.20) -.083 -.233 (.20) -.129

Hispanic -.106 (.24) -.049 -.149 (.24) -.069 -.174 (.24) -.080

Black .156 (.53) .031 .117 (.52) .023 .133 (.52) .026
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Table 14: continued 

 
 Predictors of Achievement 

 
 Model 1  Model 2 Model 3 

Variable 
B (SE) 

Stand. 
B B (SE) 

Stand. 
B B (SE) 

Stand. 
B

HS GPA -.129 (.11) -.136 -.152 (.11) -.160 -.147 (.11) -.155

SAT Score .242 (.10)* .267 .247 (.10)* .273 .236 (.10)* .260

Off-Campus .095 (.18) .055 .064 (.18) .037 .111 (.18) .065

Neither Parent 
has College 
Education 

.161 (.31) .058 .275 (.31) .099 .327 (.31) .118

Both Parents 
have College 
Education 

.036 (.16) .024 .090 (.16) .061 .091 (.16) .062

STEM Major -.103 (.17) -.066 -.106 (.17 -.068 -.114 (.16) -.073

Friend    .005 (.00) .161 .003 (.00) .115

Engagement       .013 (.01) .175

R 0.32 0.35 0.38   

R
2
 0.1 0.12 0.15   

F 0.96     1.06     1.2     

Note: N = 96. * p <  .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
 Statistical analysis on the persistence variable was not conducted, as everyone in the 

sample reported that they intended to persist to the second year. Logistic regression requires a 

dichotomous variable, with at least two independent categories. In this case, with no students 

reporting a “No” response, there was no regression calculated.  

Old Friendship, Friend off-campus 

 The third disaggregated sample is the largest group and used as the constant variable in 

the full sample analyses. The demographics of this sub-group are displayed in Table 15.  

The results of the correlation and regression analyses indicate that there is a significant 

relationship between friendship quality and the student’s level of engagement (r = .212, p < .01), 

again lending credence to the role that friendship may have on engagement. Further, there were 

significant findings in the overall friendship quality in two characteristics, both negative 

relationships. Male students were predicted to have a lower friendship quality as compared to 

their female friends (b = -5.576, b* = -.118, p < .05), while students who live off-campus also 

reported a lower friendship quality (b = -7.083, b* = -.153, p < .01). Table 16 displays the results 

of the regression on friendship quality. 
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Table 15: Characteristics of Disaggregated Sample 3 –  

Old Friendship, Friend off-campus 

Characteristic  Response  % of Sample 
Gender     N = 584    
   Male 142 24.30%

   Female 442 75.70%

          
Race/Ethnicity    N = 576    
   White 403 70.00%

   Hispanic or Latino 94 16.30%

   Black 43 7.50%

   Other Minority 36 6.30%

          
High School GPA  N = 584    
   Less than 3.0 7 1.20%

   3.0 to 3.49 77 13.20%

   3.5 to 3.99 251 43.00%

   4.0 and above 249 42.60%

           
SAT/ACT Score     N = 582    
   1040 or below 21 3.60%

   1050 to 1160 166 28.50%

   1170 to 1280 257 44.20%

   1290 and higher 138 23.70%

           
Residence Status  N = 584    
   On Campus 433 74.10%

   Off Campus 151 25.90%

           
Parent's Education Level  N = 561    

  
Both Parents with no 

college education 63 11.20%

  
Parents have some college 

education 293 52.20%

  
Both Parents have college 

degree 205 36.50%

           
Academic Major  N = 580    
   STEM Majors 230 39.70%

   Non‐STEM Majors 350 60.30%
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Table 16: Results of Regression Model for Background Variables on  

Friendship Quality in Disaggregated Sample 3 

  Predictors of Friendship Quality 

 
 Model 1 

Variable B (SE) Stand. B 

Intercept 226.630 (6.70)***   

Male -5.576 (2.22)* -.118

Hispanic .536 (2.57) .010

Black -3.711 (4.15) -.042

Other 
Race/Ethnicity 

-4.351 (4.00) -.051

HS GPA -1.000 (1.33) -.035

SAT Score -.494 (1.21) -.019

Off-Campus -7.083 (2.14)** -.153

Neither Parent has 
College Education 

2.526 (3.03) .040

Both Parents have 
College Education 

-1.805 (2.02) -.043

STEM Major .358 (1.88) .009

R .215   
R

2
 .046   

F 2.261*       
Note: N = 478. * p <  .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001 

 
 
 Findings in the engagement regression model summary indicate that including friendship 

with the background variables for this sample increases the relationship between the predictors 

and engagement with significance at the alpha-level of .001. Results of the regression model are 

displayed in Table 17. 

The regression model indicated that for every one unit increase in friendship quality, 

engagement was predicted to have increased .09 units. When standardized, the increase in 

engagement was .197, with significance at the alpha-level of .001. I also found a decrease in 

engagement level for the students who live off-campus (b = -3.326, b* = -.162, p < .01).  
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Table 17: Results of Regression Model for Friendship Quality on  

Engagement in Disaggregated Sample 3 
 
 Predictors of Engagement  

 
 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable B (SE) 
Stand. 

B B (SE) 
Stand. 

B

Intercept 47.198 (3.21)*** 26.622 (5.88)*** 

Male 1.153 (1.06) .054 1.578 (1.04) .074 

Hispanic 1.612 (1.23) .065 1.534 (1.21) .062 

Black .926 (1.97) .023 1.336 (1.94) .033 

Other 
Race/Ethnicity 

2.402 (1.87) .062 2.930 (1.84) .076 

HS GPA .935 (.64) .073 1.016 (.63) .079 

SAT Score -.307 (.57) -.027 -.201 (.56) -.018 

Off-Campus -3.859 (1.00)*** -.188 -3.326 (.99)** -.162 

Neither Parent 
has College 
Education 

1.096 (1.43) .039 .940 (1.40) .033 

Both Parents 
have College 
Education 

-.112 (.97) -.006 -.092 (.95) -.005 

STEM Major -.015 (.90) -.001 -.093 (.88) -.005 

Friend .090 (.02)*** .197 

       

R .214 .289   

R
2
 .046 .083   

F 2.03*   3.482***     
Note: N = 433. * p <  .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001 

 
 

The regression models for the achievement and persistence variables indicated no 

significant findings for the role of friendship or engagement when added into the model as 

predictors. However, there were significant relationships in select background characteristics in 

the achievement model, notably that both high school GPA and SAT score were positive 

predictors of achievement (b = .183, b* = .190, p < .01; b = .129, b* = .152, p < .01, 

respectively), which supports much of the higher education literature on academic performance 

outcomes. Further, there was negative predictive aspect on achievement for students in STEM 

majors (b = -.226, b* = -.162, p < .01). Tables 18 and 19 display the results of the regression on 

achievement and persistence.  
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Table 18: Results of Regression Model for Friendship Quality and Engagement on  

Achievement in Disaggregated Sample 3 
 
 Predictors of Achievement 

 
 Model 1 Model 2  Model 3 
Variable 

B (SE) 
Stand. 

B B (SE) 
Stand. 

B B (SE) 
Stand. 

B 

Intercept 2.402 (.23)***   2.785 (.43)***   2.621 (.44)***   

Male -.016 (.08) -.010 -.024 (.08) -.015 -.034 (.08) -.021

Hispanic .091 (.09) .049 .093 (.09) .050 .083 (.09) .045

Black -.211 (.14) -.071 -.218 (.14) -.073 -.227 (.14) -.076

Other 
Race/Ethnicity 

-.272 (.13)* -.095 -.282 (.13)* -.098 -.300 (.13)* -.105

HS GPA .190 (.05)*** .198 .189 (.04)*** .197 .183 (.05)*** .190

SAT Score .130 (.04)** .153 .128 (.04)** .150 .129 (.04)** .152

Off-Campus -.067 (.07) -.044 -.077 (.07) -.051 -.057 (.07) -.037

Neither Parent 
has College 
Education 

.050 (.10) .024 .053 (.10) .025 .047 (.10) .022

Both Parents 
have College 
Education 

.049 (.07) .034 .048 (.07) .034 .049 (.07) .034

STEM Major -.228 (.06)*** -.164 -.227 (.06)*** -.163 -.226 (.06)*** -.162

Friend -.002 (.00) -.049 -.002 (.00) -.066

Engagement    .006 (.00) .083

R 
.346 .350 .359   

R
2
 

.120 .122 .129   
F 

5.750***       5.331***       5.162***      
Note: N = 433. * p <  .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001 

 

 
The results of the regression analyses for this disaggregated sample indicate that friendship was 

still a positive indicator for a student’s level of engagement, provided the student did not live off-

campus. In some ways, this is surprising since the nature of the friendship is likely that of a long-

distance relationship as the two students do not attend the same institution. Further, the lack of a 

relationship between this type of friendship and the student’s achievement or persistence is also 

surprising. I expected to find a negative relationship in these two variables due to the long-

distance relationship. However, the length of time of the relationship may be more important, as 

the friends may be able to maintain a strong relationship and engage in positive college 

behaviors regardless of the location of the relationship.   
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Table 19: Results of Logistic Regression Model for Friendship Quality, Engagement and Achievement on  

Persistence in Disaggregated Sample 3 

   Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  Model 4 

  
B (S.E.) 

Odds 
Ratio B (S.E.) 

Odds 
Ratio B (S.E.) 

Odds 
Ratio B (S.E.) 

Odds 
Ratio 

              B S.E. Exp(B) 
Male -.248 (.70) .781 -.329 (.72) .720 -.425 (.73) .654 -.404 (.74) .668

Hispanic -.297 (.74) .743 -.304 (.74) .738 -.310 (.74) .733 -.347 (.75) .707

Black -.297 (1.14) .743 -.306 (1.15) .736 -.341 (1.17) .711 -.142 (1.23) .867

Other 17.484 (7698.06) 3.920E7 17.465 (7629.39) 3.847E7 17.342 (7578.56) 3.401E7 17.429 (7565.92) 3.708E7

HS GPA -.569 (.51) .566 -.582 (.51) .559 -.625 (.51) .535 -.657 (.51) .518

SAT Score .348 (.39) 1.416 .357 (.40) 1.430 .362 (.40) 1.437 .312 (.41) 1.367

Off-Campus -.669 (.63) .512 -.746 (.64) .474 -.628 (.65) .534 -.633 (.66) .531

Neither Parent 
has College 
Education 

.627 (1.11) 1.871 .695 (1.12) 2.005 .686 (1.14) 1.985 .693 (1.15) 1.999

Both Parents 
have College 
Education 

.332 (.73) 1.394 .350 (.73) 1.419 .320 (.73) 1.378 .271 (.74) 1.311

STEM Major -.698 (.61) .497 -.703 (.61) .495 -.650 (.61) .522 -.581 (.62) .559

Constant 5.564 (2.54)* 260.959 7.925 (4.53) 2766.546 6.853 (4.71) 946.714 6.123 (4.82) 456.117

Friend     -.010 (.02) .990 -.014 (.02) .986 -.014 (.02) .986

Engagement            .042 (.04) 1.043 .039 (.04) 1.040

Achievement                 
.316 (.38) 1.371

                      

R
2
 (Cox & 

Snell) 0.018    
.019 

  
.022 

   0.023   

R
2
 (Nagelkerke) 0.08     .084    .097    .104   

χ2 (df) 7.82        8.254       9.524       10.196      
Note: N = 432; * p <  .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Old Friendship, Friend on-campus 

 The fourth disaggregated sample was that of an old friendship, with both students being 

at the same institution. This is also an important component of the study, which seeks to explain 

the role that friendship has on a college campus. This group is likely made up of students who 

grew up together and chose to go to college together, and the findings are important for a wide-

variety of college administrators and faculty. This sample contained 224 students. Characteristics 

of this sample are displayed in Table 20. 

 

 

Table 20: Characteristics of Disaggregated Sample 4 -  

Old Friendship, Friend on-campus 

Characteristic  Response  % of Sample 
Gender     N = 235    
   Male 61 26.00%

   Female 174 74.00%

          
Race/Ethnicity    N = 236    
   White 160 67.80%

   Hispanic or Latino 45 19.10%

   Black 12 5.10%

   Other Minority 19 8.10%

          
High School GPA  N = 236    
   Less than 3.0 2 0.80%

   3.0 to 3.49 42 17.80%

   3.5 to 3.99 85 36.00%

   4.0 and above 107 45.30%

           
SAT/ACT Score     N = 236    
   1040 or below 9 3.80%

   1050 to 1160 73 30.90%

   1170 to 1280 79 33.50%

   1290 and higher 75 31.80%

           
Residence Status  N = 235    
   On Campus 181 77.00%

   Off Campus 54 23.00%
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Table 20: continued 
Characteristic  Response  % of Sample 

Parent's Education Level  N = 228    

  
Both Parents with no 

college education 14 6.10%

  
Parents have some college 

education 121 53.10%

  
Both Parents have college 

degree 93 40.80%

           
Academic Major  N = 234    
   STEM Majors 100 42.70%

   Non‐STEM Majors 134 57.30%

 
 
 The results of the correlation analysis did not indicate any significant relationship 

between the major outcome variables in this study, which is disappointing and unexpected. 

Deeper in the analysis, we do find that, as similar to other disaggregated samples, that men have 

a lower friendship quality compared to females (b = -14.107, b* = -.215, p < .01). However, all 

other variables have no significant predictive ability for the level of engagement, achievement, or 

persistence.  Results of the regression models for friendship quality, engagement, achievement, 

and persistence are found in Tables 21, 22, 23, and 24, respectively.  

 
 

Table 21: Results of Regression Model for Background Variables on  

Friendship Quality in Disaggregated Sample 4 

  Predictors of Friendship Quality 

 
 Model 1 

Variable B (SE) Stand. B 

Intercept 216.129 (13.03)***   

Male -14.107 (4.89)** -.215

Hispanic 1.584 (5.26) .023

Black 3.133 (11.00) .021

Other 
Race/Ethnicity 

.670 (8.02) .006

HS GPA 1.124 (2.68) .031

SAT Score -2.795 (2.47) -.085

Off-Campus 8.023 (5.17) .115

Neither Parent 
has College 
Education 

6.595 (9.67) .050
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Table 21: continued 

  Predictors of Friendship Quality

 
 Model 1 

Variable B (SE) Stand. B 

Both Parents 
have College 
Education 

-4.979 (4.14) -.087

STEM Major -4.620 (4.09) -.082

R 0.329   

R
2
 .108   

F 2.157*   

Note: N = 189. * p <  .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001 
 
 
Table 22: Results of Regression Model for Friendship Quality on  

Engagement in Disaggregated Sample 4 
 
 Predictors of Engagement  

 
 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable B (SE) Stand. B B (SE) Stand. B 

Intercept 
52.604 (3.73)***   48.709 (5.93)***   

Male 
-2.262 (1.39) -.130 -1.987 (1.43) -.114 

Hispanic 
.007 (1.52) .000 -.091 (1.52) -.005 

Black 
4.142 (3.18) .104 4.059 (3.19) .102 

Other 
Race/Ethnicity .633 (2.25) .022 .573 (2.25) .020 
HS GPA 

.059 (.78) .006 .036 (.78) .004 
SAT Score 

-.848 (.70) -.099 -.803 (.71) -.094 
Off-Campus 

-1.567 (1.48) -.085 -1.701 (1.47) -.092 
Neither Parent 
has College 
Education 3.777 (2.79) .108 3.596 (2.79) .103 
Both Parents 
have College 
Education 1.083 (1.18) .072 1.147 (1.18) .076 
STEM Major 

-.329 (1.16) -.022 -.225 (1.17) -.015 
Friend 

.018 (.02) .069 

R 0.256 .264   
R

2
 .065 .070   

F 
1.126       1.087      

Note: N = 172. * p <  .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 23: Results of Regression Model for Friendship Quality and Engagement on  

Achievement in Disaggregated Sample 4 
 
 Predictors of Achievement 

 
 Model 1 Model 2  Model 3 
Variable B (SE) Stand. B B (SE) Stand. B B (SE) Stand. B 

Intercept 
2.502 (.28)***   2.601 (.45)***   2.657 (.54)***   

Male 
-.044 (.11) -.032 -.051 (.11) -.038 -.053 (.11) -.039

Hispanic 
.028 (.12) .019 .031 (.12) .021 .031 (.12) .021

Black 
-.105 (.24) -.034 -.103 (.24) -.033 -.098 (.24) -.031

Other 
Race/Ethnicity -.141 (.17) -.063 -.140 (.17) -.062 -.139 (.17) -.062
HS GPA 

.191 (.06)** .249 .191 (.06)** .250 .191 (.06)** .250
SAT Score 

.090 (.05) .134 .089 (.05) .133 .088 (.05) .131
Off-Campus 

.076 (.11) .053 .079 (.11) .055 .077 (.11) .054
Neither Parent 
has College 
Education 

-.002 (0.21) -.001 .003 (.21) .001 .007 (.21) .003
Both Parents 
have College 
Education 

.151 (.09) .129 .150 (.09) .127 .151 (.09) .128
STEM Major 

-.065 (.09) -.057 -.068 (.09) -.059 -.068 (.09) -.059
Friend 

.000 (.00) -.022 .000 (.00) -.021
Engagement    -.001 (.01) -.015

R .345 .346  .346    
R

2
 .119 .120  .120    

F 2.177*        1.975*        1.802       
Note: N = 172. * p <  .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 24: Results of Logistic Regression Model for Friendship Quality, Engagement and Achievement on  

Persistence in Disaggregated Sample 4 

   Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  Model 4 

  
B (S.E.) 

Odds 
Ratio B (S.E.) 

Odds 
Ratio B (S.E.) 

Odds 
Ratio B (S.E.) 

Odds 
Ratio 

Male 15.631 (5067.77) 6141772.80 15.851 (5100.57) 7655674.90 13.930 (5050.92) 1121372.06 65.109 (4626.99) 1.890E28 

Hispanic 16.388 (5626.43) 1.310E7 16.395 (5640.32) 1.319E7 16.072 (5069.82) 9548761.09 -33.062 (5382.24) .000 

Black 1.089 (14757.92) 2.971 1.341 (14781.60) 3.82 1.131 (13704.22) 3.10 381.854 (13131.62) 6.87E165 

Other 
Race/Ethnicity 

16.714 (8689.90) 1.815E7 16.303 (8856.65) 1.203E7 14.573 (8404.23) 2133256.53 -136.209 (5290.30) .000 

HS GPA -15.724 (2827.67) .000 -15.642 (2865.99) .000 -16.624 (2482.15) .000 -190.177 (3950.32) .000 

SAT Score .286 (.84) 1.331 .354 (.91) 1.42 1.511 (1.68) 4.53 29.102 (571.66) 4.352E12 

Off-Campus -1.657 (1.52) 0.191 -1.446 (1.77) .235 -2.148 (2.14) .117 -199.011 (3356.86) .000 

Neither Parent 
has College 
Education 

16.754 (11531.71) 1.889E7 16.716 (11576.32) 1.819E7 15.337 (10864.62) 4579538.34 -34.720 (7765.89) .000 

Both Parents 
have College 
Education 

16.482 (3997.84) 1.438E7 16.517 (4030.98) 1.490E7 15.346 (3637.78) 4620490.17 165.339 (5321.46) 6.393E71 

STEM Major -.948 (1.53) 0.388 -.728 (1.79) .48 -1.473 (2.21) .229 70.961 (1403.21) 6.575E30 

Constant 81.508 (14138.34) 2.504E35 79.120 (14329.99) 2.299E34 69.795 (12410.77) 2.049E30 621.623 (17523.17) 9.27E269 

Friend .008 (.03) 1.008 -.009 (.04) .991 -2.481 (42.47) .084 

Engagement 
     

.336 (.28) 1.40 .790 (45.39) 2.203 

Achievement 
     

254.624 (4189.49) 3.81E110 

              

R
2
 (Cox & Snell) 0.044 0.045    .063 0.119    

R
2
 (Nagelkerke) 0.372 0.375    .529 1.00    

χ2  7.79       7.843       11.183        21.794       
Note: N = 172; * p <  .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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 These findings are surprising in that I expected to note a change in engagement level due 

to the best friend coming to college with the respondent. I presumed that because two best 

friends would come to college together, their level of engagement would be lower than students 

who did not come to college together, as the students would have each other for college 

activities. Because the results are not significant, I can only presume that the students may have 

maintained their relationship by getting involved in similar activities or not getting engaging in 

anything with a notable pattern. Further analysis is required to study this particular sub-group to 

ascertain the exact nature of the relationship and the role that it may have in college activities, 

behaviors, and outcomes.  

Summary 

 The findings of this study indicate that select aspects of friendship have significance as it 

relates to important college outcomes. In particular, we find that certain types of friendships and 

friendship quality have significance relationships with the level of engagement which college 

students undertake. Overall, friendship quality, as reported by the results of the MFQ-FF survey, 

has a positive and significant relationship with a student’s level of engagement. More 

specifically, students who report new friendships on the same campus have an increased level of 

engagement, as compared to other types of friendships. Further, students who came to campus 

with their long-time best friend have no discernible pattern in their level of engagement, 

achievement, or persistence.  

 The results of this study support much of the higher education literature, which notes that 

a level of engagement will have a positive relationship with their achievement and persistence. 

Yet, this study also adds credence for supporting new friendships on a college campus. Increases 

in engagement and achievement as a result of stronger and new friendships are important aspects 

of collegiate experience and should be explored further. More salient, the role that friendship has 

on engagement, achievement, and persistence require further examination to more adequately 

explain the significance of these relationships and experiences.    
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CHAPTER 5  

 

CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND IMPLICATIONS 

 

 The results of this study indicate that there is a significant relationship between friendship 

quality and certain friendship types with the outcome variables of engagement, achievement, and 

persistence. This chapter provides further discussion on these results, giving insight into their 

significance, and how the findings may be useful in higher education administration. The first 

section of the chapter outlines the major conclusions as drawn from the results of the analyses. 

The second section discusses the specific findings outlined in Chapter 4 with interpretation of the 

results. The third section offers implications for these findings, and how they may be used by 

student affairs practitioners, faculty, and other higher education officials. The fourth section 

discusses the overall limitations to this study, with suggestions for how the study could be 

improved for future researchers. Finally, the chapter concludes with an examination on future 

research topics which emerged from this study.  

Conclusions 

This study investigated the relationship between friendship and a certain set of desirable 

college student outcomes - engagement, achievement, and persistence - and found statistically 

significant results which suggest that friendship is an important component of the college student 

experience. More specifically, the results suggest that there are two aspects of friendship which 

provide separate relationships with the student outcomes; friendship type and friendship quality 

both have significant levels of predictive ability for certain outcomes. 

 The most salient conclusion from the study is that friendship quality and friendship types 

are all positively related to college student engagement. This finding informs us that friendship is 

an important contributor to the actions and behaviors of college students, and that friendship is a 

crucial component of the college student experience. Further, select types of students have 

statistically significant positive relationships with the level of engagement, indicating that the 

type of relationship in which a student engages may be an important marker to gauge student 

success.  

 A second major finding from this study indicates that while friendship has a varying and 

non-statistical significant relationship with achievement, there are intriguing findings which 
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support the premise of this study. The level of student engagement is a positive and significant 

indicator of student achievement, which supports much of the prevalent literature on the subject. 

With this finding, this study adds to the existing literature on student engagement by introducing 

the notion that friendship affects student engagement, which in-turn affects student achievement. 

 The third major finding relates to the role of persistence for college students. An 

intriguing finding indicated that students who had a relatively new relationship with a best friend 

who did not attend the same institution had lower levels of persistence. While this study 

contained a small sample of students for this sub-group, this finding is worthy of future research, 

particularly to ascertain the exact nature of these types of relationships.  

Table 25 displays an overall summary of the significant findings from this study, 

indicating which variables had a positive or negative relationship with the major outcome 

variables. This table reports on both the results of the full-sample and on the disaggregated 

samples which were analyzed separately.  

 
 
Table 25: Summary of the Relationships between Predictors and Outcome Variables 

      Dependent Variables 

F
u
ll

 S
a
m
p
le

 ‐ 
   

   
   

   
   

   
  

In
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t V

a
ri
a
b
le
s 

Friendship 
Quality  Engagement Achievement  Persistence

Friendship Quality           (+) ***       

Friendship Type             

New/Off                (‐) ** 

New/On        (+) *       

Old/Off  reference group 

Old/On          (‐) ***          

D
is
a
g
g
re
g
a
te
d

 
S
a
m
p
le
s ‐

 F
ri
e
n
d
sh
ip

 
Q
u
a
li
ty

  

New/Off     N/A 

New/On 
  

  (+) *   

Old/Off 
  

      (+) ***   

Old/On 
  
  

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

 The study adds to the existing literature on the role that friendship has in college student 

behavior, and supports the literature which suggests that student engagement is an important 

contributor to college student success (Buote, et al., 2007; Kuh, et al., 2007; Oswald & Clark, 

2003; Swenson, Nordstrom, & Hiester, 2008). As noted in Chapter 4, both friendship quality and 

certain friendship types have a significant relationship with student engagement. These findings 

are important and suggest that the friendships which a student has at an institution may be an 

important contributor to their overall academic and social success in college.  

Patterns of Friendship 

 This study utilized four construct variables about the types of friendship which a student 

may have with their best friend. Specifically, the study classified a relationship as one of four-

types: a new friendship, with both students attending the same college; a new friendship, with the 

best friend not attending the same college as the respondent; an old friendship, with both students 

attending the same college, and an old friendship, with the best friend not attending the same 

college as the respondent. Analysis of the background variables through multinomial logistic 

regression indicate that few of individual’s characteristics would predict the level of friendship 

quality they may have with their friend. As discussed briefly in Chapter 4, this is not all that 

surprising considering the complex nature of friendship.  

 Friendship can be a complicated construct, and researchers have debated the scholarly 

worth of such a robust subject for decades (Allan, 1989). In this study, not finding a discernible 

pattern for the background characteristics of the friendships was arguably more a result of the 

types of questions asked in the survey, rather than on the richness of the relationship between 

friendship and the background variables. The intent of the study was to examine the connection 

between friendship quality and the major student outcome variables. The background patterns 

emerged through the evolution of the study and in the analysis of the data, but the initial 

questions in the survey may not have been ideal for exploring the specific patterns within the 

friendships that a student makes while at college.  

In much of the salient higher education, peers are considered one of the most important 

contributors to student success (Astin, 1993b; Chickering & Reisser, 1993; Pascarella & 

Terenizini, 2005; Tinto, 1993). Antonio (2001; 2004) argued that membership within specific 
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friendship groups could be an extremely important component of a successful college education. 

Other researchers noted that friendship was vital to the success of students in the first-year as a 

predictor of their adjustment to college, while noting that the research literature had not 

examined the role that of friendship on the specific involvement among college students. (Buote, 

et al., 2007; Swenson, Nordstrom, & Hiester, 2008). The results of this dissertation study suggest 

that friendship, in fact, does have a significant role in college student engagement, which in turn 

has a relationship with achievement. The findings of this study are encouraging.  

Friendship Quality and Friendship Type 

 While no discernible patterns about the aspects of friendship emerged from the data in 

this study, there were significant findings related to both the strength of the relationships and the 

types of friends which exist on a college campus. Further, the lack of significant findings in some 

areas also provides intriguing interpretations. The results suggest that certain types of friendships 

in which students engage may have both positive and negative influences on certain behaviors. 

Specifically, the four friendship types all have different results on student engagement, 

achievement, and persistence. Most notably, the lack of findings in the old friends who came to 

college together sub-group may imply that first-year students do not necessarily know how to 

navigate the college arena when they come with pre-existing relationships.  

Further, the students who come to college with an established best friend relationship also 

displayed lower overall friendship quality, as reported by their friendship scores. In some ways, 

this rationale is intriguing, but explainable. Students who came to college with their best friend 

may experience issues of adjustment to the collegiate setting and more opportunity to explore a 

wide-variety of relationships which may not have existed in grade school. These friends may 

come to realize that their friendship is not quite as strong as it once was, thus resulting in a lower 

friendship quality score. Further, students who did not come to college with their best friend may 

report high quality scores because they have not taken the opportunity to explore new 

relationships on their campus due to the time and effort that it takes to maintain a long-distance 

relationship. Alternatively, these students with long-distance friendships may have found that 

they appreciate their best friend whom they don’t see every day more than they previously did. 

With lower friendship quality and no significant relationship with engagement, achievement, and 

persistence, I suspect that their best friend may not be the influential figure in the student’s life. 
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Future studies could focus specifically on this sub-group type to analyze the subtle nature of their 

relationships.  

 Other sub-groups also displayed intriguing findings. The new friendship, both enrolled at 

the same institution sub-group found statistically significant relationships with college 

engagement. As discussed in Chapter 4, this confirms much of the anecdotal aspect of student 

behavior, which presumes that other students will influence their friends to get involved on 

campus. This study provides evidence that, specifically, new friends which students meet at a 

college or university will likely have a strong role in their level of engagement in college 

activities, both inside and outside the classroom.  

 For students who have a new friendship, but the two parties are not enrolled at the same 

institution, the results are slightly troubling. The overall level of persistence was lower for this 

group as compared to the other sub-groups. While a very small sample of students, one likely 

conclusion could be that the friendships were made in the first semester of college, but that the 

friend did not re-enroll at the institution in the spring semester. Note that the survey was sent to 

students during January of the Spring Semester, thus allowing the respondent to indicate their 

non-intent to persist to follow their friend. Regardless of the scenario, this study provides 

evidence that an off-campus best friend, particularly a new best friend, may have a negative 

influence on a student’s intent to persist. If this is the case, and the respondent is choosing to not 

persist to the second year, much like their friend chose not to persist, this finding may have 

serious ramifications for institutions. In fact, higher education administrators may be able to 

focus on the peers of the non-retained students as a method for preventing further attrition of the 

student body.  

 The data did not provide much evidence about the students who identify as having an old 

friendship with their best friend, yet the lack of findings in these cases is also interesting. I 

expected to note that old friends would have negative engagement score, theorizing that the 

friendship would prevent students from getting involved on campus. In fact, for the students with 

an old friendship whose friend did not come to campus with them, their level of engagement 

actually increased. I am quite surprised by this finding, which was the exact opposite of what I 

expected. However, I presume that the location of the friendship may be the more salient issue 

here. With a best friend not around on a daily basis, the opportunity to get involved may be more 

prevalent, thus providing the rationale for this finding.  
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As noted in Chapter 4, friendship quality also had a significant and positive relationship 

with the level of engagement on a college campus, holding true for the entire sample of 

respondents, along with some of the disaggregated samples. This suggests that the better the 

relationship one has with their best friend, the more likely they will also engage in educational 

worthwhile activities. Indeed, as friendship quality scores increased, the level of engagement 

also had a positive increase for much of the sample. The implications of these findings are 

discussed in the next section of this study.  

Further, the findings also indicate that as student engagement increases, so does the 

academic achievement of the student. This finding supports much of the literature advocating for 

student engagement (Astin, 1984; Hu & Kuh, 2002; Kuh & Hu, 1999; Kuh, et al., 2007). 

Observing that academic achievement and engagement is further connected in the literature, and 

recognizing that friendship has a significant relationship with engagement, a reasonable 

assumption may be that friendship is a worthy intervening variable for academic performance. 

Again, this assumption will be discussed in the future research section of this chapter, as this 

study did not find a relationship between friendship and achievement. Additional research and 

data analysis is required to understand the relationship.  

Implications for Practice 

 This study sought to provide evidence about the relationship between a college student’s 

best friend and their level of engagement, academic achievement, and intent to persist. The 

findings indicate that there are indeed significant relationships in some of these relationships, in 

particular that of a best friend, the quality of that friendship, and the level of engagement by the 

student. This study provides numerous implications for higher education administrators.  

 For those who work in student housing, there are specific findings which are relevant. As 

noted in the results, students who live off-campus and had an old-friendship had lower levels of 

engagement. While many factors could contribute to this, providing the opportunity for all first-

year students to live in on-campus facilities may be an important factor in increasing institutional 

engagement, which has been shown to increase both achievement and persistence. Additionally, 

housing officials may consider discouraging – or even preventing, if possible – students from 

living with high school friends during the first-year of college.  

 Further, this study noted that students who lived off-campus had negative outcomes in 

engagement, achievement, and persistence, in particular for students with old friends not at the 
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same institution. Presuming that students who have a best friend at another institution choose to 

live off-campus because of their lack of friends, this study argues that helping students build on-

campus connections may be an important factor for their success.  

 For other areas in student affairs, this study also has implications for transition-programs 

such as new student orientation and first-year experience. While many of these programs are 

designed specifically for meeting new people and becoming connected to the institution’s 

community, specific steps to encourage new friendships in these programs could yield positive 

and significant benefits for new students. Specific examples of this have occurred in recent years, 

most notably at Baylor University, where friendship has been introduced as a specific learning 

outcome for many of their co-curricular programs. Baylor officials seek to implement a 

friendship curriculum across the institution where every student can build upon those 

connections made early in their tenure and reap the positive benefits from such a relationship 

(Shushok, Dunman, & Guinn, 2011, March).  

Limitations of the Study 

 There were several limitations in this study which may have prevented more significant 

findings on the relationship between friendship and the outcome variables. As the study 

progressed and evolved, these limitations could have contributed to certain restrictions in the 

data collection. First, as noted in Chapter 1, all respondents were assumed to have answered 

honestly. Due to the anonymous nature of the survey, and the incentive which was included 

encouraging student participation, this limitation may be more profound than originally 

estimated. Students may have over-estimated the nature of the relationship with their friend 

and/or their level of engagement on campus. This over-estimation could have skewed the data 

and providing unrealistic results about the relationship between friendship and the other 

variables. Future studies are needed to address this issue.  

 Secondly, the demographics of the respondents are a limitation of the study. This study 

resulted in over-representative sample of women. While the scope of this study did not 

necessarily include a gender component, this issue could have limited the results if we presume 

there are differences in the types of friendships in which men and women participate. While I did 

note that the male students in the study reported a lower-quality friendship, the fact that there 

were more women in the study may have altered the findings. Again, future studies would need 

to account for this gender difference to ascertain the effects. Related, the study also consisted of 
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only first-year students to mirror existing literature on the topic. Yet, first-year students may not 

fully grasp their friendship, nor appreciate how their friendship affects their daily behaviors. 

More on this notion will be discussed in the future research section of this chapter. 

 Finally, in terms of instrument construction, the study was limited by including only a 

select set of question on student engagement. While care was taken in selecting these items, the 

responses may not accurately reflect the level of engagement undertaken by the students. 

Further, the items which made up the friendship section of the survey and the items on the 

engagement scores were originally thought to consist of a specific numbers of factors. When the 

factor analysis was conducted, though, these factors did not exist in my data. Instead, I used an 

additive technique for the overall friendship and engagement scores. The original survey which 

measured the friendship quality (Mendelson & Aboud, 1999) was intended to measure the 

specific functions that a best friend may play. My study altered this intent slightly by not using 

the six factors. Future research could be done to examine these functions and their relationship 

with the outcome variables.  

Future Research 

 This study presented an initial glimpse into the role that friendship has with important 

college student outcomes of engagement, achievement, and persistence. Yielding significant 

findings about how the quality and the types of friendship are related to these outcomes, this 

study provides important suggestions for higher education and student affairs administrators 

which may improve retention and graduation rates. Yet, the study also provides the basis for 

future research opportunities which may adequately address the limitations which were present 

in this study.  

 As noted as a major limitation of the study, I did not analyze the data using the constructs 

as found in the MGF-FF instrument. Recognizing that there are six specific functions which were 

intended from this instrument, future research could replicate this study and analyze data based 

on the six functions to ascertain if any of the roles that friends play have a relationship with the 

outcome variables. Further, future research could also expand on the engagement items, by either 

utilizing more NSSE items or by combining the results with an institutional-wide NSSE 

assessment.  

 Future research is also needed to expand the findings beyond just first-year students. 

Recognizing that friendship is a life-time activity, future research could conduct a similar survey 
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on various college student populations to see if there are any differences across a broader 

population. Also, conducting this research at a variety of institution types may also provide 

evidence of the role that friendship has with the outcome variables. Institutional characteristics 

such as being a commuter campus versus a majority residential living campus may be important 

variables. The options for future research related to student and institutional type are immense, 

but the opportunities to examine these situations are ripe.  

 Other areas related to student characteristics could also be explored. Racial and ethnic 

diversity is an important construct within higher education, and analyzing friendships along these 

threads could reveal important aspects of how friends from different backgrounds succeed in 

college. Further, conducting analysis comparing friends of single-race relationships (that is, those 

friendships where both parties are of the same race/ethnicity) to those of different-race 

relationships (that is, those friendships where the parties are of different races or ethnicities) may 

also provide worthy discussion. Along that same vein, analyzing friendships along gender lines 

could also be an intriguing study. My survey asked about both the racial/ethnic and gender 

identification of the best friend and these data could be used to construct new friendship types 

which demonstrate how those ideas manifest in college student outcomes. 

 A pattern of note from my study which could be used to formulate research relates to the 

types of respondents. As noted previously, women far outweighed men in the number of 

respondents, which is not all that unusual in survey research. Yet, this issue could be used to 

analyze the types of friendships in which men engage on college campuses. While men reported 

overall lower friendship quality than their female peers, this could be explained by the way men 

make meaning of their relationships. Future studies could examine male responses to the survey, 

compare to female responses, and formulate implications based on that analysis. Other areas 

which may be ripe for future research include investigation into the type of relationships these 

student engage. For example, as also previously noted, there were more males as best friends 

than there were female respondents. Are these male best friends an indicator of a romantic 

relationship? Do women identify men as a best friend more often than a man identifies a female? 

In some ways, the areas for future research regarding the student characteristics are limitless.  

Online social networking is a field of study which could be expanded by utilizing the 

concept of friendship and its effect on college student outcomes. With the prevalence of 

Facebook and Twitter in American society, the role that these websites may have on how 
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students engage on campus, and ultimately how successful they are both inside and outside the 

classroom, is an important topic which requires further examination. My survey asked basic 

questions about how they use select social media sites, but the data was not usable, nor analyzed. 

Future research could focus on the role of social media on a wide-variety of college outcomes.  

 Finally, future research on the role that friendship has on important college student 

outcomes also could be conducted in variety of methods, notably longitudinally and 

qualitatively. This study provides support that friendship has a significant relationship with 

student engagement, which also had a positive relationship on achievement and persistence. The 

study also noted that certain types of friendship had different effects on the outcome variables. 

By delving more deeply into these friendship types, future research could provide further support 

for the role that friendship has on student engagement and behavior. By qualitatively 

investigating the nature of the relationships, researchers could discover specific components and 

interventions important for developing positive friendships which influence positive student 

outcomes. Additionally, investigating the full-range of friendships a college student makes 

during their tenure may reveal important clues about how friendships have both positive and 

negative effects on college student outcomes. The timing of any future study could should be 

closely examined and considered, as this could play a significant role in the student’s responses 

to the questionnaire. Friendships quite likely change over time, so when a study is conducted, 

may provide important contexts into the full-range of the relationships.  

Summary 

 The purpose of this study was to examine the role that friendship has on various student 

outcomes among first-year college students. The findings suggest that friendship has a 

significant and positive relationship with student engagement, an important component of 

college student success. Further, the study findings suggest that specific types of friends may 

play an important role in their college activities. Having significant relationships with the 

outcome variables, friendship types may be an important component for higher education 

administrators. Future research needs to be conducted to further investigate these relationships, 

but this study provides ample evidence that friendship is an important construct among college 

student behavior. Finally, this study supports much of the higher education literature which has 

suggested that peers are among the most important aspects of the college student experience. 
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 Figure 2: Tinto’s Longitudinal Model of College Student Departure (1993) 
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APPENDIX C 
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APPENDIX D 

Registrar Request Letter 



93 

 



 

94 

APPENDIX E 

Informed Consent Letter 
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APPENDIX F 

SPSS Variable Codebook 
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Question #  Variable  Value  Label  

2  Friend Gender  0  Female 
     1  Male  
 
3  Friend Hispanic 0  No 
     1  Yes 
 
4  Friend Race  0  White 
     1  American Indian or Other Native American 
     2  Asian or Asian American 
     3  Black or African American 
     4  Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 
     5  Two or more races 
 
5  Friendship Duration 0  Less than six months 
     1  Six months to a year 

2  1 year to 3 years 
3  3 years to 5 years 
4  More than 5 years 
 

6  Friend at FSU  0  No 
     1  Yes 
 
7-36  Friendship Questions  
     0  Never 
     1 
     2  Rarely 
     3  
     4  Once in a while 
     5   
     6   Fairly Often 
     7 
     8   Always 
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37  College GPA  0  Less than 2.0 
     1  2.0 to 2.49 
     2  2.5 to 2.99 
     3  3.0 to 3.49 
     4  3.5 to 4.0 
 
38  Intent to Persist 0  No 
     1  Yes 
 
39-60  Engagement Questions 
     1  Never 
     2  Sometimes 
     3  Often 
     4  Very Often 
 
 
61  Social Network Academics 
     1  Rarely/Never 
     2  About Once a Week 
     3  Several Times a Week 
     4  About Once a Day 
     5  Several Times a Day 
 
62  Social Network Social 
     1  Rarely/Never 
     2  About Once a Week 
     3  Several Times a Week 
     4  About Once a Day 
     5  Several Times a Day 
 
63  # of Facebook Friends 
 



 

100 

64  # of Twitter Followers 
 
65  # of Twitter Following 
 
66  Gender  0  Female 
     1  Male 
 
67  Hispanic  0  No 
     1  Yes 
 
68  Race   0  White 
     1  American Indian or Other Native American 
     2  Asian or Asian American 
     3  Black or African American 
     4  Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 
     5  Two or more races 
 
69  DE_HSGPA  0  Less than 2.0 
     1  2.0 to 2.49 
     2  2.5 to 2.99 
     3  3.0 to 3.49 
     4  3.5 to 3.99 
     5  4.0 and above 
 
70  SAT Score  0  930 or below (19 or below) 
     1  940 to 1040 (20 - 22 ACT) 
     2  1050 to 1160 (23 -  25 ACT)  
     3  1170 to 1280 (26 - 28 ACT) 
     4  1290 and higher (29 + ACT) 
 
71  Residence  0  On-campus apartment or residence hall 

1  Off-campus apartment or house (not with parents) 
2  Off-campus with parents 
3  Fraternity or sorority house 
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72  Father Education 0  Not Applicable 

1  Did not finish high school 
2  Graduated from high school 
3  Attended college but did not complete degree 
4  Completed an Associate's Degree 
5   Completed a Bachelor's Degree 
6  Completed a graduate degree (e.g. M.A., J.D., Ph.D, etc.) 
 

73  Mother Education 0  Not Applicable 
1  Did not finish high school 
2  Graduated from high school 
3  Attended college but did not complete degree 
4  Completed an Associate's Degree 
5   Completed a Bachelor's Degree 
6  Completed a graduate degree (e.g. M.A., J.D., Ph.D, etc.) 

 
74   Academic Major (StudentMajorRC2) 

0  Non-STEM majors 
1  STEM majors 
 

 
Recodes and Dummy Variables 

 
FR_Gender  Friend’s Gender   0  Female 
        1  Male 
FR_Male  Friend is Male    A dummy variable 
 
FR_RaceRC  Friend’s Race or Ethnicity  0  White 
        1  Hispanic or Latino 
        2  Black or African American 
        3  Two or more races 
        4  Other Minority Group 
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FR_Hispanic  Friend is Hispanic   A dummy variable 
FR_Black  Friend is Black   A dummy variable 
FR_Other  Friend is Other   A dummy variable 
 
 
 
DE_RaceRC  Respondent’s Race or Ethnicity 0  White 
        1  Hispanic or Latino 
        2  Black or African American 
        3  Two or more races 
        4  Other Minority Group 
Hispanic  Respondent is Hispanic  A dummy variable 
Black   Respondent is Black   A dummy variable 
Other   Respondent is Other   A dummy variable 
 
 
 
DE_HSGPA    0  Less than 2.0 
     1  2.0 to 2.49 
     2  2.5 to 2.99 
     3  3.0 to 3.49 
     4  3.5 to 3.99 
     5  4.0 and above 
HSGPA3  Respondent HS GPA 3.49-3.99 A dummy variable 
HSGPA4  Respondent HS GPA 4.0 and above A dummy variable  
 
 
 
DE_SAT Score   0  930 or below (19 or below) 
     1  940 to 1040 (20 - 22 ACT) 
     2  1050 to 1160 (23 -  25 ACT)  
     3  1170 to 1280 (26 - 28 ACT) 
     4  1290 and higher (29 + ACT) 
SAT1   Respondent’s SAT 1170 to 1280  A dummy variable 
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SAT2   Respondent’s SAT 1290 and higher  A dummy variable 
 
 
 
DE_ResRC  Respondent’s Residence Status 0  On-Campus (residence hall or fraternity/sorority house) 
        1  Off-Campus (with parent’s or area apartment/house) 
OffCampus  Respondent Lives Off Campus A dummy variable 
 
 
 
DE_FathEdRC Father’s Educational Attainment   (Not Applicable  System Missing) 
        0  No College Education (not finished HS or HS degree) 
        1  Some College (Associate’s Degree or attended college, no 
degree) 
        2  4-Year College Degree or more (Bachelor’s Degree or 
Graduate Degree) 
Fa_SomeCollege Father has some college   A dummy variable 
Fa_CollegeDegree Father has 4-year degree  A dummy variable 
 
 
 
DE_MothEdRC Mother’s Educational Attainment   (Not Applicable  System Missing) 
        0  No College Education (not finished HS or HS degree) 
        1  Some College (Associate’s Degree or attended college, no 
degree) 
        2  4-Year College Degree or more (Bachelor’s Degree or 
Graduate Degree) 
Mo_SomeCollege Mother has some college   A dummy variable 
Mo_CollegeDegree Mother has 4-year degree  A dummy variable 
 
ParentEd  Parent’s Ed Level   0  Both Parents Have No College Education 
        1  At least one parent with some college but no college degree 
        2  Both Parents have a College Degree 
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ParentNoCollege Parent’s have no college  A dummy variable 
ParentCollege  Parents have college degrees  A dummy variable 
 
 
DE_Gender       0  Female 
        1  Male 
Male   Respondent is Male   A dummy variable 
 
 
 
 
StudentMajorRC2      0  Non-STEM majors 

1  STEM majors 
STEM   Respondent is STEM major  A dummy variable 
 
 
 
 
FR_DurationRC Length of relationship   0  New Friends (Less than a year) 
        1  Old Friends (More than a year) 
 
FriendDescription Describes the length and location of the friendship  0 New Friendship, friend not at FSU 
           1 New Friendship, both at FSU 
           2  Old Friendship, friend not at FSU * 
(reference group) 
           3 Old Friendship, both at FSU 
OldOn   Old friendship, both at FSU     A dummy variable 
NewOn  New friendship, both at FSU     A dummy varialbe 
NewOff  New friendship, friend not at FSU    A dummy variable 
 
 
En_q3RC  To recode the negative question How often did you come to class without reading the assignment?  

1  Very Often 
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         2  Often 
         3  Sometimes 
         4  Never 
 
FirstYearGPA         0  Less than 2.0 
          1  2.0 to 2.49 
          2  2.5 to 2.99 
          3  3.0 to 3.49 
          4  3.5 to 4.0 
FYGPA3  Respondent’s First-Year GPA 3.0 to 3.49  A dummy variable 
FYGPA4  Respondent’s First-Year GPA 3.50 to 4.0  A dummy variable 
 
 
Persistence  Intent to Persist    0  No 
         1  Yes 
PersistYES  Student intends to persist   A dummy variable 
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APPENDIX G 

Correlation Table 
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Table 26: Correlation Table of Major Variables 

Variables  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1)  Friendship    
Type 

Pearson 
Correlation 

1 .140
**
 .012 .025 -.004 .059 .041 -.007 .020 .057 -.103

**
 -.068

*

Sig. (2-
tailed)   

.000 .704 .439 .889 .065 .200 .831 .540 .076 .002 .044

N 1015 980 979 977 969 979 977 977 937 973 862 872

2) Achievement Pearson 
Correlation 

.140
**
 1 .049 -.029 -.120

**
 .243

**
 .239

**
 -.057 .064 -.088

**
 -.051 .078

*

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.000 
  

.126 .357 .000 .000 .000 .075 .051 .006 .140 .021

N 980 986 984 981 973 983 981 981 941 977 842 875

3) Persistence Pearson 
Correlation 

.012 .049 1 -.002 .036 -.046 .024 -.052 .020 -.039 -.020 .061

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.704 .126 
  

.940 .269 .151 .453 .103 .538 .228 .569 .074

N 979 984 985 980 972 982 980 980 940 976 840 875

4) Gender of the 
Respondent 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.025 -.029 -.002 1 -.022 -.132
**
 .074

*
 .001 -.005 .024 -.172

**
 .018

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.439 .357 .940 
  

.492 .000 .020 .964 .868 .459 .000 .599

N 977 981 980 983 973 983 981 981 941 977 839 873

5) Respondents 
Race/Ethnicity 

Pearson 
Correlation 

-.004 -.120
**
 .036 -.022 1 -.064

*
 -.190

**
 .122

**
 -.091

**
 .028 -.027 .099

**

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.889 .000 .269 .492 
  

.046 .000 .000 .005 .383 .430 .003

N 969 973 972 973 975 975 973 973 933 969 835 867
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Table 26: continued 

Variables  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

6) Respondents 
High School 
GPA 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.059 .243
**
 -.046 -.132

**
 -.064

*
 1 .160

**
 -.003 .025 .042 -.008 .032

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.065 .000 .151 .000 .046 
  

.000 .919 .444 .193 .806 .341

N 979 983 982 983 975 985 983 983 943 979 841 874

7) Respondents 
SAT Score 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.041 .239
**
 .024 .074

*
 -.190

**
 .160

**
 1 -.010 .156

**
 .006 -.058 -.030

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.200 .000 .453 .020 .000 .000 
  

.755 .000 .862 .092 .383

N 977 981 980 981 973 983 983 981 941 977 839 872

8) Respondent's 
Residence 
Status 

Pearson 
Correlation 

-.007 -.057 -.052 .001 .122
**
 -.003 -.010 1 -.120

**
 .001 -.020 -.143

**

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.831 .075 .103 .964 .000 .919 .755 
  

.000 .974 .560 .000

N 977 981 980 981 973 983 981 983 941 977 839 872

9) Parent's 
Educational 
Level 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.020 .064 .020 -.005 -.091
**
 .025 .156

**
 -.120

**
 1 -.044 -.063 -.005

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.540 .051 .538 .868 .005 .444 .000 .000 
  

.177 .073 .886

N 937 941 940 941 933 943 941 941 943 937 806 842

10) STEM vs. 
Non-STEM 
majors 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.057 -.088
**
 -.039 .024 .028 .042 .006 .001 -.044 1 -.008 -.006

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.076 .006 .228 .459 .383 .193 .862 .974 .177 
  

.809 .859

N 973 977 976 977 969 979 977 977 937 979 835 869
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Table 26: continued 

Variables  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

11) Friend Pearson 
Correlation 

-.103
**
 -.051 -.020 -.172

**
 -.027 -.008 -.058 -.020 -.063 -.008 1 .178

**

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.002 .140 .569 .000 .430 .806 .092 .560 .073 .809 
  

.000

N 862 842 840 839 835 841 839 839 806 835 866 760

12) Engagement Pearson 
Correlation 

-.068
*
 .078

*
 .061 .018 .099

**
 .032 -.030 -.143

**
 -.005 -.006 .178

**
 1

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.044 .021 .074 .599 .003 .341 .383 .000 .886 .859 .000 
  

N 872 875 875 873 867 874 872 872 842 869 760 876

*indicates significance at the. 05 alpha-level 
** indicates significance at the .01 alpha-level 
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Table 27: Factor Component of Friendship Items 
 
 Component 

 
 1 2 3 4 5 

. (___ makes me feel better when I'm upset. ) .812         

. (___ makes me feel that I can do things well. ) .788         

. (___ would make me feel better if I were worried. ) .788         

. (___ makes me feel special. ) .768         

. (___ would make me feel calmer if I were nervous. ) .748         

. (___ knows when something bothers me. ) .721         

. (___ is exciting to talk to. ) .720   .345     

. (___ is exciting to be with. ) .711     -.308   

. (___ compliments me when I do something well. ) .700       -.376

. (___ points out things that I am good at. ) .695       -.310

. (___ helps me do things. ) .686         

. (___ helps me when I need it. ) .685         

. (___ helps me when I'm trying hard to finish something. ) .681         

. (___ would still want to stay my friend even if we argued. ) .677 .342   .312   

. (___ would stay my friend even if other people criticized me. ) .677 .402       

. (___ knows when I'm upset. ) .676         

. (___ is easy to talk to about private things. ) .669 .411   -.328   

. (___ is fun to sit and talk with. ) .668   .330 -.365   

. (___ is someone I can tell secrets to. ) .652 .475 -.312     

. (___ would still want to be my friend even if we had a fight. ) .639 .309   .315   

. (___ would stay my friend even if other people did not like me. ) .632 .348       

. (___ shows me how to do things better. ) .626 -.305       

. (___ makes me laugh. ) .625   .317     

. (___ would be good to have around if I were frightened. ) .616         

. (___ is someone I can tell private things to. ) .610 .475 -.338     

. (___ would make me feel comfortable in a new situation. ) .609         

. (___ lends me things that I need. ) .552         

. (___ makes me feel smart. ) .516       -.501

. (___ has good ideas about entertaining things to do. ) .495     -.360   

. (___ would want to stay my friend if we didn't see each other for a few 
months. ) 

.430 .309 .330     

 

 

 

 



 

112 

Table 28: Factor Component of Engagement Items  
 
 Component 

 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 

(Worked on a campus committee, student 
organization, or project (publications, student 
government, special event, etc.).) 

.570 .469 -.332       

(Managed or provided leadership for a club or 
organization, on or off the campus.) 

.557 .428         

(Had serious conversations with students of a different 
race or ethnicity than your own) 

.555 -.422         

(Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with 
faculty members outside of class) 

.548       .307   

(Had serious conversations with students who are 
very different from you in terms of their religious 
beliefs, political opinions, or personal values) 

.547 -.451         

(Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with 
others outside of class (students, family members, co-
workers, etc.)) 

.531 -.351         

(Asked questions in class or contributed to class 
discussions) 

.526           

(Learned something that changed the way you 
understand an issue or concept) 

.514 -.372   .303     

(Worked on an off-campus committee, organization, or 
project (civic group, church group, community event, 
etc.).) 

.510 .449         

(Included diverse perspectives (different races, 
religions, genders, political beliefs, etc.) in class 
discussions or writing assignments) 

.510           

(Attended a meeting of a campus club, organization, 
or student government group.) 

.509 .402         

(Tried to better understand someone else's views by 
imagining how an issue looks from his or her 
perspective) 

.505 -.398   .304     

(Worked with classmates outside of class to prepare 
class assignments) 

.478   .468       

(Talked about career plans with a faculty member or 
advisor) 

.456           

(Participated in a community based project (e.g. 
service learning) as part of a regular course) 

.444 .356         

(Attended an art exhibit, play, dance, music, theatre, 
or other performance.) 

.371           

(Went to a lecture or a panel discussion.) .346           

(Worked with other students on projects during class) .403   .473 -.336 -.376   

(Used campus recreational facilities (pool, fitness 
equipment, courts, etc.).) 

    .426 .598     

(Played a team sport (intramural, club, 
intercollegiate).) 

  .351 .328 .545   -.311

(Participated in activities to enhance your spirituality 
(worship, meditation, prayer, etc.)) 

.334 .318     -.453 .442

 Recode (Come to class without completing readings 
or assignments) 

        .439 .540
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