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What Affects Student Outcomes More: GPA or participation in 
co-curricular activities? 

 
Abstract 
In this research paper, we examine how grade point average (GPA) and student participation in 
engineering-related co-curricular activities contribute to social, academic, and professional 
outcomes at a large public Midwestern R1 engineering college. The outcomes in this study 
where chosen specifically because we hypothesized that they would be influenced by such 
participation, and include Bonding Social Capital, Bridging Social Capital, Major Satisfaction, 
Engineering Identity, and Intent to Persist. Confirmatory Factor Analysis shows excellent 
construct validity for all scales except for one, which was removed from further analysis. As 
previously demonstrated, our analysis confirms that participation in co-curricular activities is 
always related to higher levels on every outcome scale regardless of the type of organization. 
Furthermore, participants have higher GPAs than non-participants. Linear regression modeling 
revealed the influence of specific types of organizations and GPA on individual outcomes. A 
linear regression model that predicts each of the four outcomes was constructed to consider the 
type of activity and GPA. This analysis shows that all outcomes depend on some combination of 
type of participation and GPA. Only Bonding Social Capital depends on all types of participation 
and GPA. Bridging Social Capital is predicted by the participation in the types of organizations 
whose mission is outward facing, but not on GPA. Engineering Identity depends on GPA and 
participation in organizations that are related to the engineering enterprise. Only Major 
Satisfaction is predicted by GPA alone, and not on participation in any of type of organizations. 
This research shows that even though all the studied outcomes are higher for those who 
participate in some co-curricular activity, the type of organization and GPA are also influential. 
 
Introduction  
Students’ experiences in college, both in and out of the classroom, can have a significant impact 
on their success during college and later in life. For example, results from the National Survey of 
Student Engagement (NSSE, 2018) consistently show that there is a positive relationship 
between participation in co-curricular activities and academic performance. Initially, many 
researchers studied how participation in co-curricular activities resulted in the increase in 
persistence to graduation [1], [2]. More recently, researchers have shown that such participation 
is related to positive outcomes across a wide range of dimensions, including social capital and 
belonging [3], design [4], [5], teamwork [4]–[6], communication [4], [6], [7], ethics [8], and 
leadership [4], [9]. This paper examines the relationships between participation in a variety of 
types of co-curricular activities and a number of social, academic, and professional outcomes. 
 
Conceptual Framework 
Figure 1 shows a schematic of the conceptual framework guiding this work (Authors, submitted).  
It is largely based on Astin’s Input-Environment-Output theory [10] and Weidman’s conceptual 
framework of Undergraduate Socialization [11], [12]. Astin, Weidman, and others hypothesized 
that student Background Characteristics (e.g, demographics characteristics such as gender, 
ethnicity, as well as other pre-college personal attributes) effect Socialization Outcomes (e.g., eg: 
post-college aspirations), and that they are mediated by Collegiate Experiences. Weidman’s 
conceptual framework identifies two categories of Collegiate Experiences: Socialization 
Processes and Normative Contexts. Socialization Processes are those through which students 



learn community norms and expectations. Normative Contexts are the various academic and 
social settings that students experience, including academic departments, student residences, and 
extra- and co-curricular activities. Weidman’s model also considers the influence of family and 
friends he terms Personal Communities, and non-familial communities he terms Occupational 
Communities, such as employers and community organizations. Our contributions to this 
framework are to operationalize certain student characteristics, including the college preparatory 
activities before entering college and specific socialization processes that students display, and 
socialization processes, including proactive behaviors displayed by students once the get on 
campus (Authors, submitted) Through this research, we found that typical engineering-related 
co-curricular activities fall into four major types: competition and design teams (e.g.: Solar Car 
Team, Baja Racing), professional societies (e.g.: Tau Beta Pi, American Institute of Chemical 
Engineers), identity-based organizations (e.g.: Society of Women Engineers, National Society of 
Black Engineers), and college-run organizations (e.g.: Engineering Student Government, Peer 
Mentoring Program) (Authors, submitted).   

Figure 1: Conceptual framework used in this work. The capitalized text indicates the primary 
elements of Weidman’s model. Bolded text denotes the factors considered in our current research 
questions. 
 
In this paper, we focus on specific components of the framework, namely the interaction between 
participation in co-curricular activities and socialization outcomes (bolded in Fig. 1).  Both Astin 
and Weidman consider outcomes from a broad range of categories, including post-college career 
choices, lifestyle preferences, aspirations, and values, but don’t specifically name individual 
outcomes or dictate how to operationalize them within their frameworks.  In this work, we chose 
to study aspects of social, academic, and professional outcomes, specifically as they pertain to 
outcomes that we believe may be influenced by participation in co-curricular activities.  We took 
existing instruments from the literature and operationalized them for this context. For social 
outcomes, we chose to measure social capital, or the productive benefits derived from an 
individual’s social network [13] that we believed could be impacted by participation in co-
curricular activities. We also wanted to know how academic outcomes, such as performance, i.e.: 
grade point average (GPA), and major satisfaction [14] would be affected by such participation. 
Finally, we wished to understand whether participation in co-curricular activities influenced 



professional outcomes, including engineering identity [15] and the intention to persist in 
engineering. [16] 
 
Research Questions 
In this paper we examine how student participation in specific co-curricular activities contribute 
to social, academic, and professional outcomes. Because we took existing outcomes instruments 
from the literature, a portion of this paper focuses on their operationalization and validation for 
our context. We also examine the following research questions: 

1. Comparing participation in any co-curricular activities to non-participation, are different  
a. social and professional outcomes observed?  
b. Grade Point Averages (GPAs) observed? 

2. What are the relationships between the type of participation and GPA on outcomes? 
 
Table 1: Distribution of the demographics and socioeconomic status within the survey sample, 
sample frame, and national engineering R1 institutions. 

  Survey Sample (%) Sampling Frame (%) National Samplea (%) 
  N = 873 N = 4022 

 

Female 362 (41.5) 1033 (25.7) (24.0) 
Male 511 (58.5) 2989 (74.3) (76.0) 
URM 81 (9.3) 711 (17.7) (20.0) 
White 460 (52.7) 2202 (54.7) (63.4) 
Asian/American Asian 252 (28.9) 1109 (27.6) (15.7) 
International 58 (6.6) 540 (13.4) (8.8) 
Low Income 116 (13.3)b 458 (11.4)b (25.3)c 
First Gen 106 (12.1) 578 (14.4) (31.1) 
aNational data from U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 
2015 – 16 National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS:16) for graduating seniors from a 
bachelor's degree program in 2015 – 16 with a major field of study in engineering or engineering 
technology. 
b Percentage of students with a family income less than $65,000 based on the survey. 
c Estimate represents percentage of students with a family income less than $63,000 based on the 
NCES. 
 
Survey Sample 
We invited 4,022 third- and fourth-year undergraduate engineering students at a large public 
Midwestern R1 university to complete the survey, and received 873 completed responses. Table 
1 compares the demographics and socioeconomic status of the survey sample (the completed 
respondents), the sampling frame (all the students who received the survey), and estimates of the 
national population of engineering students at Carnegie-classified research institutions obtained 
from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). The survey sample was approximately 
representative of the sampling frame, except that females were overrepresented consistent with 
the finding of Porter and Whitcomb [17], and underrepresented minorities (URM) and 
international students were under represented. Compared to the national average, our institution 



has a higher proportion of Asian and international students, but a lower proportion of low income 
and first-generation students. 
 
Table 2: Distribution of the demographics and socioeconomic status for non-participants, all 
participants, and participation in each type of organization. Statistical significance is indicated 
between all participants and non-participants, or between participation in each type of 
organization and non-participants.  

  Non-
participants 

(%) 

Participants 
(%) 

Identity-based 
(%) 

Professional 
(%) 

Design/ 
Competition 

(%) 

College-run 
(%) 

  N = 253 N = 620 N = 166 N = 279 N = 388 N = 116 

Female 70 (27.7) 292 (47.1) ***   147 (88.6) *** 127 (45.5) *** 161 (41.5) *** 66 (56.9) *** 

URM 18 (7.1) 63 (10.2)   29 (17.5) ** 20 (7.2) 32 (8.2) 12 (10.3) 
White 138 (54.5) 322 (51.9)   82 (49.4) 155 (55.6) 197 (50.8) 63 (54.3) 
Asian/American 
Asian 69 (27.3) 183 (29.5)   38 (22.9) 78 (28.0) 124 (32.0) 27 (23.3) 

International 27 (10.7) 31 (5.0) **   6 (3.6) ** 11 (3.9) ** 14 (3.6) ** 8 (6.9) 
Low Income 37 (14.6) 79 (12.7)   24 (14.5) 30 (10.8) 54 (13.9) 15 (12.9) 
First Gen 30 (11.9) 76 (12.3)   23 (13.9) 26 (9.3) 42 (10.8) 18 (15.5) 

* indicates p-value < 0.05, ** indicates p-value < 0.01, and *** indicates p-value < 0.001 
 
Types of Participation 
The survey asked students whether they were currently involved or had ever been involved in an 
engineering-related organization. Students who indicated that they had participated in such an 
organization were then asked to submit the names of no more than five of which they were most 
involved. We also asked additional questions about their participation in each listed organization, 
including how they became interested in joining the group, what their reasons were for joining, 
and how active they were in the organization. We classified each of these organizations by type--
competition and design teams, professional societies, identity-based organizations, and college-
run organizations (Authors, submitted). Table 2 shows the demographic breakdown of the 
respondents for each type of participation. We ran t-tests on each of the demographic groups 
(e.g.: sex, URM, etc.) and socioeconomic status indicators (e.g.: low income, first generation) 
between participants and non-participants, as well as between participants in a particular type of 
organizations and non-participants. There is a statistically significantly higher proportion of 
women and URM reporting participation in co-curricular activities, especially in identity-based 
groups. Perhaps unsurprisingly, international students report statistically significantly lower rates 
of participation. We find no significant differences in participation or non-participation for low-
income and first generation students compared to their higher-income and continuing-generation 
peers, in contrast to other reports [18]–[21].  
 
Outcomes Scale Adaptation 
The survey used several scales related to social, academic, and professional outcomes.  The two 
social outcomes scales measure the amount of social capital held by individual students, either 
within their social circle (Bonding Social Capital- 10 questions) or between social circles 



(Bridging Social Capital- 10 questions) [13]; the academic outcome scale measures the degree to 
which students are satisfied with their academic major (Major Satisfaction- 6 questions) [14], 
and the two professional outcomes scales are related to professional identity, the degree to which 
they identify as engineers (Engineering Identity- 7 questions) [15] and intend to continue within 
the profession (Intent to Persist- 4 questions) [16].  The wording of the items was kept the same 
as the originals as much as possible, except when referring to the College of Engineering. All the 
scales were on a 7-point Likert scale (0 through 6).  Confirmatory Factor Analysis of these scales 
(Appendix) shows good (0.80 < a < 0.90) to excellent (a > 0.90) construct validity for all the 
outcomes except for the Intent to Persist scale, which was removed from further analysis. We 
also study an additional academic variable, the GPAs of individual students, which were taken 
from the institutional database. 
 
Analytical Methods 
To answer the first question about differences in outcomes between participation in any co-
curricular activities and non-participations, we computed the mean value as well as the standard 
deviation of each outcome of two groups of students, non-participants and all participants. We 
also conducted t-test to see whether there is significant difference in means of outcome between 
these two independent groups.  
 
We are also interested in examining the relationships to outcomes between the different 
subpopulations within the all participants group, namely participants in the specific types of 
organizations. Because these populations are not necessarily independent, we cannot use a 
simple t-test and must use a linear model. To examine the relationship between outcomes and 
types of participation and GPA, we built a series of linear regression models each of which uses 
involvements in four types of participation and GPA as independent variables, and one 
individual outcome as dependent variable. We denoted students’ outcome by Ok, where k 
denotes the k-th outcome, and type of students’ participation by Pi, where i denotes the ith type 
of participation. As each outcome consists of multiple items, we took the average of the Likert 
scales for the items and defined it as the score of one outcome. Therefore,  Ok is a continuous 
variable that takes any value in the range of 0 and 6.  Pi is a binary categorical variable with 1 
indicating involvement in a particular type of organization. Rather than using the GPA, we chose 
to define the variable GPAave as the average GPA for better interpretation of the intercepts. Thus, 
the outcome Ok may be modeled using the equation: 

𝑂" = 𝛽% + 𝛽' ∙ 𝐺𝑃𝐴,-. +/𝛽0 ∙ 𝑃0
0

 

where b0 is the expected outcome for non-participating students having an average GPA, bG is 
the change in expected outcome with GPA, and bi is the change in the expected outcome with 
participation in the ith type of organization. Therefore, the expected outcome for a student with 
an average GPA involved in one type of co-curricular organization is b0+ bi.  
 
Results 
Research question 1 asks whether there are different social, professional, and academic outcomes 
observed for participation in any co-curricular activities compared to non-participation. Research 
question 1a further parses the question to focus only of the outcomes measured by our survey: 
bonding social capital, bridging social capital, engineering identity, major satisfaction, and intent  
 



Table 3: Average scores and standard deviations for outcomes (on a 7-point Likert scale) for 
non-participants, all participants, and participants in each type of organization. Significance 
compares all participants to non-participants. N is the number in each group, and d is Cohen’s 
effect size. 

 N Social  
Bridging d Social  

Bonding   d Engineering  
Identity d Major  

Satisfaction d 

Non-participants 253 3.7 ±1.1  3.2 ±1.3    4.3 ±1.1  4.3 ±1.3  
All Participants 620 4.3 ±1.0 *** 0.6 3.8 ±1.1 ***   0.5 4.8 ±0.9 *** 0.5 4.6 ±1.2 ** 0.3 

** indicates p-value < 0.01, and *** indicates p-value < 0.001 
 
Table 4: Average GPA for non-respondents, non-participants, and participants Significance 
compares all participants to non-participants. N is the number in each group, and d is Cohen’s 
effect size. 

 N GPA d 
Non-respondents 3125 3.31 ± 0.48  

Respondents 873 3.39 ± 0.41*** 0.2 
Non-participants 253 3.34 ± 0.41  

Participants 620 3.42 ± 0.41* 0.2 
* indicates p-value < 0.05, and *** indicates p-value < 0.001 

 
Table 5: Linear regression models for various outcomes as a function of type of participation and 
GPA. R2 is the goodness-of-fit.  

 Social 
Bridging 

Social 
Bonding 

Engineering 
Identity 

Major 
Satisfaction 

R2 0.068 *** 0.085 *** 0.057 *** 0.039 *** 
Intercept 3.83 *** 3.33 *** 4.44 *** 4.39 *** 

Identity-based 0.14 0.22 * 0.06 0.13 
Professional 0.36 *** 0.42 *** 0.20 ** 0.16 
Competition 0.29 *** 0.20 ** 0.34 *** 0.08 
College-run 0.41 *** 0.54 *** 0.12 0.03 

GPA -0.05 0.29 ** 0.27 *** 0.56 *** 
* indicates p-value < 0.05, ** indicates p-value < 0.01, and *** indicates p-value < 0.001 

 
to persist. Since the CFA showed that the intent to persist scale does not meet the criteria for 
construct validity in this context, it was removed from further analysis.  Our analysis on the 
remaining outcomes scales confirms that participation in co-curricular activities is related to 
higher mean values. Table 3 shows the summary statistics for the mean outcomes for non-
participants and all participants. T-tests show that participating is related to statistically 
significantly higher levels, at least 0.3 (5%), on every outcome scale. Cohen’s effect size (d) is 
defined as the difference between two means divided by a standard deviation for the data, and is 
a measure of the size of an effect relative to the variability in the population [22]. In this study,  
 



 
three out of the four outcomes have a medium effect size (d³0.5), indicating a reasonable effect 
size. The exception is Major Satisfaction, which has a small effect size (d³0.2). Research 
question 1b asks specifically whether there are different GPAs observed for any participation in  
co-curricular activities compared to non-participation. Our analysis shows that there are 
significant differences between the GPAs of the respondents and non-respondents, and all 
participants and non-participants (Table 4), though the effect size is small (d³0.2). Respondents 
have approximately 0.08 (2%) higher GPAs than non-respondents, and all participants have 
approximately 0.08 (2%) higher GPAs than non-participants. The fact that these two values are 
the same is likely a coincidence. 
 
Research question 2 asks about the relationships between the participation in various types of 
organization and GPA on outcomes. Because students may participate in more than one 
organization, the subpopulations of students participating in each type of organization is not 
independent. Furthermore, there are some organizations that have minimum GPA requirements 
(some professional organizations and the Honors Program, for example). Thus, a series of linear 
models must be constructed to take these factors into account. The relationships and their 
significance vary depending on the outcome, as shown in Table 5. The only outcome that can be 
predicted by both GPA and participation, regardless of type, is Bonding Social Capital. Major 
Satisfaction is only predicted by GPA, and not by participation in co-curricular organization 
regardless of type. Bridging Social Capital is not related to GPA, but is by all types of 
participation except for participation in identity-based organizations. Engineering Identity is also 
predicted by both GPA and participation in some types of organizations.  
 
Discussion 
We show that the outcomes for participation in any co-curricular activities are always higher 
compared to non-participation, in agreement with published research [4], [9], [23], [24] The fact 
that Bonding Social Capital is predicted by participation in any type of organization and GPA is 
unsurprising.  Bonding Social Capital is defined as the benefits derived through relationships 
within an individual’s social circle and the literature shows that a common reason to join these 
groups is to make personal connections [25].  At first glance, the relationship between Bonding 
Social Capital and GPA may be unexpected, but the literature has several examples where this is 
true [26], [27]. A possible explanation is that students with strong social ties within in an 
academic setting, such as a co-curricular organization, are more likely to spend time studying 
together [27]. Similarly, participation in engineering-related co-curricular activities may act to 
shape participants’ behaviors such that studying and doing well in class becomes the social 
norm.  
 
That GPA is strongly correlated to Major Satisfaction has been reported in previous research [28] 
and easy to understand. It seems obvious that a student who is satisfied in their major will likely 
work harder and perform better in courses than those who are not. Similarly, students who earn 
good grades seem more likely to be satisfied with their choice of major than those who do not. It 
is more surprising that major satisfaction is not related to participation in co-curricular activities. 
Cox and co-workers [29] showed that that engagement is related to major satisfaction, which 
suggests that participation in co-curricular activities, especially those that are directly tied to 



disciplinary expertise such as competition teams for example, might lead to an increased 
appreciation for the discipline. This was not the case here. 
 
Bridging Social Capital, or the weaker bridging ties the can provide additional resources beyond 
the immediate personal network [26], [30], is not related to GPA but is predicted by all types of 
participation except for participation in identity-based organizations. Dika [27] showed that an 
important component in Bridging Social Capital is the quality of the student-faculty relationship.  
Indeed, it can be argued that the student-faculty relationship is vital in professional societies, 
competition teams, and college-run organizations. Furthermore, interactions between 
organizations is also key. Individual competition teams often must share resources like machine 
rooms and testing equipment; individual professional societies collaborate on various events over 
the course of the year; college-run organizations often have strong ties across academic units and 
professional programs. The fact that identity-based organizations do not have a significant 
relationship with Bridging Social Capital may be because they have a more inward mission to 
serve their own members. 
 
Engineering Identity is related to both GPA and participation in some types of organizations. 
This link with GPA has been previously reported [31], and is not surprising. It’s straightforward 
to assume that students who do well in engineering courses would identify more readily as 
engineers. It is also expected that those organizations with a strong focus on the engineering 
enterprise, like competition and design teams and professional societies, are also associated with 
Engineering Identity. Organizations that are less directly associated with engineering practice, 
like identity-based and college-run organizations, are not associated with Engineering Identity. 
  
Limitations 
There are several limitations that limit the generalizability of this work. The first has to do with 
the nature of the sample. This is a single institution study, and the institution itself is not a typical 
national engineering school. The number of low income and first-generation students is lower at 
our institution, but the proportion of Asian and international students is higher. The second 
limitation has to do with the model fit. The goodness-of-fit values (Table 5) are quite low 
(0.035< Radj2<0.090), suggesting that there are other factors that predict these outcomes. Indeed, 
we have not considered the roles of other aspects of our conceptual framework (Fig. 1), such as 
background characteristics, socialization processes, or other normative contexts. Furthermore, 
we do not consider the intensity and frequency of participation on outcomes in this paper. 
Finally, the way in which the organizations were categorized into types may lead to ambiguity. 
For instance, there are several organizations like the Society of Women Engineers that are both 
identity-based and professional societies.  In this work, we parsed them only into the identity-
based type because we found that they had socialization processes more like that type than to the 
professional society type (Authors, submitted). Also, the college-run organizations, consisting of 
activities ranging from peer mentoring groups to the Honors Program, is very heterogeneous in 
nature, which may also lead to some ambiguity.  
 
Conclusions and Future Work 
In this work, we examined the relationships between specific types of participation, namely 
identity-based organizations, competition teams, professional societies, an college-run 
organizations, and various social, academic, and professional outcomes. Using scales from the 



literature, we measured Bonding and Bridging Social Capital, GPA, Major Satisfaction, 
Engineering Identity, and the Intention to Persist in engineering. A major portion of this paper 
focuses on the operationalization and validation of each of these scales for our context. All 
exhibited very good to excellent construct validity for all the outcomes except for the Intent to 
Persist scale, which was removed from further analysis. 
 
Our analysis confirms that participation in co-curricular activities is beneficial on outcome and 
GPA. Students who participate in any activity see a gain of at least 0.3 (on a 7 point scale) for 
each outcome, and an increase by 0.08 (on a 4 point scale) in GPA.  Linear regression modeling 
shows that the relationships between types of participation and GPA differ for each of the 
specific outcomes. All outcomes studied in this work depend on some combination of type of 
participation and GPA. Only Bonding Social Capital depends only on all types of participation 
and GPA. Bridging Social Capital is predicted by the participation in the types of organizations 
whose mission is outward facing, but not on GPA. Engineering Identity depends on GPA and 
participation in orgs that are related to the engineering enterprise. Only Major Satisfaction is 
predicted by GPA alone, and not on participation in any of type of organizations. 
 
There are several implications for this work. Students who wish to make friends and strengthen 
their social bonds can join any type of organization and have those outcomes achieved. 
Furthermore, their GPAs are likely to be higher. A question that remains to be resolved is if 
higher GPAs for participants is due to the expectations within the organizations of higher 
academic achievement, or some other factor. Another implication of this work is that students 
who wish to enhance their identity as engineers ought to join organizations like competition 
teams or professional societies. Engineering Identity is also related to higher GPAs, perhaps for 
similar reasons as for Bonding Social Capital. A final implication is that student who wish to be 
more satisfied with their major need only achieve higher grades, as opposed to participate in any 
of the activities studied here. It could be that more discipline-specific activities, such as research 
with a faculty member with the department, could be related to Major Satisfaction.   
 
Future work will involve digging deeper into other aspects of participation that may affect 
outcomes, and connecting the results found here with other portions of the framework. The fairly 
low goodness-of-fit values in all of the linear regression models suggests that there are other 
factors that contribute to these outcomes. There are additional items related to participation that 
were not included in these analyses, such as the frequency of participation and total number of 
participations. Furthermore, other aspects of our conceptual framework, such as background 
characteristics (eg.: demographics and college knowledge), socialization processes (eg.: 
proactive behaviors), or other normative contexts (eg.: course taking patterns, participation in 
non-engineering related organizations) ought to be considered.  
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Appendix 
 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the outcome scales adapted for this study. 
 
  ⍺ Est. Std. Err. 
Major Satisfaction 0.89 

  

I often wish I hadn’t gotten into my major.  1.198 0.044 
I wish I were happier with my choice of an academic major.  1.333 0.049 
I am strongly considering changing to another major.  0.839 0.04 
Overall, I am happy with the major I have chosen.  0.999 0.034 
I feel good about the major I have selected.  1.013 0.034 
I would like to talk to someone about changing my major.  0.81 0.04 
Engineering Identity 0.89 

  

My parents see me as an engineer.   0.88 0.039 
My classmates see me as an engineer.   0.967 0.035 
My peers see me as an engineer.   0.965 0.036 
I have had experiences in which I was recognized as an engineer. 

 
0.984 0.04 

I am interested in learning more about engineering.   0.909 0.038 
I enjoy learning engineering.  0.949 0.034 
I find fulfillment in doing engineering.   0.993 0.037 
Intent To Persist 0.64 

  

I intend to complete a major in engineering.  0.38 0.031 
I have considered/am considering changing my major to a non-
engineering discipline. 

 

1.34 0.056 

I have considered/am considering changing my major to a 
different engineering discipline.  

 

1.31 0.056 

I have considered/am considering changing my major to a 
different engineering discipline.  

 

0.54 0.079 

Social Capital - Bonding 0.89 
  

There are several people in the College of Engineering (e.g., 
friends faculty, staff) I trust to help solve my problems. 

 

1.039 0.04 

There is someone in the College of Engineering I can turn to for 
advice about making very important decisions. 

 

1.068 0.042 

There is no one in the College of Engineering that I feel 
comfortable talking to about intimate personal problems.  

 

1.009 0.048 



When I feel lonely, there are several people in the College of 
Engineering with whom I can talk. 

 

1.18 0.044 

If I needed an emergency loan of $500, I know someone in the 
College of Engineering who would help.  

 

1.092 0.05 

The people I interact with in the College of Engineering would 
put their reputation on the line for me.  

 

1.029 0.044 

The people I interact with in the College of Engineering would 
be good job references for me.  

 

0.845 0.041 

The people I interact with in the College of Engineering would 
share their last dollar with me.  

 

1.015 0.046 

I do not know people in the College of Engineering well enough 
to get them to do anything important.  

 

1.011 0.046 

The people I interact with in the College of Engineering would 
help me fight an injustice.  

 

0.887 0.04 

Social Capital - Bridging 0.92 
  

Interacting with people in the College of Engineering (e.g., 
friends faculty, staff) makes me interested in things that happen 
outside of my town.  

 

0.993 0.037 

Interacting with people in the College of Engineering makes me 
want to try new things.  

 

0.935 0.036 

Interacting with people in the College of Engineering makes me 
interested in what people unlike me are thinking.  

 

0.975 0.038 

Talking with people in the College of Engineering makes me 
curious about other places in the world.  

 

1.04 0.039 

Interacting with people in the College of Engineering makes me 
feel like part of a larger community.  

 

1.037 0.038 

Interacting with people in the College of Engineering makes me 
feel connected to the bigger picture.   

 

1.092 0.039 

Interacting with people in the College of Engineering reminds 
me that everyone in the world is connected.  

 

1.087 0.041 

I am willing to spend time to support general College of 
Engineering community activities.  

 

0.907 0.04 

Interacting with people in the College of Engineering gives me 
new people with whom I can talk.  

 

0.896 0.035 

In the College of Engineering, I come in contact with new people 
all the time.    

0.815 0.04 
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