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Abstract 

Julianna Paolini 
IMPACT OF SOCIAL INTEGRATION ON STUDENT PERSISTENCE IN 

COMMUTER STUDENTS 

2023-2024 

Stephanie Lezotte, Ph.D. 

Master of Arts in Higher Education 

 

 The purpose of this study is to quantitatively examine the ways in which social 

integration impacts student persistence in the commuter student population on the 

Glassboro campus at Rowan University. Additionally, this study examines the levels of 

social engagement in the commuter student population and in what ways is their 

engagement impacted. The sample consisted of 159 participants who commute to Rowan 

University’s main campus who are enrolled as undergraduate students. Participants were 

surveyed utilizing a Qualtrics survey that was distributed to students starting in December 

of 2023 and ending in February 2023. The survey consisted of questions about the 

population’s demographics, levels of actual engagement versus desired engagement, 

challenges that impact their ability to get involved, and events that contribute to their 

persistence to continue at Rowan University. The survey data was then analyzed to better 

understand commuter students’ social engagement and well as what areas of social 

engagement contribute the most to their persistence. The results indicate that aside from 

peer interactions, social integration has little impact on commuter students’ overall 

persistence. The research suggests that there is a need to create alternative opportunities 

to increase commuter student engagement as well as explore what other areas outside of 

social integration contribute to commuter student persistence to help support their 

success. 
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Chapter I: 

Introduction 

Introduction 

Many scholars discuss the importance of student persistence within higher 

education as it relates to retention and graduation rates. Students who enroll in higher 

education institutions go through a period where they seek some sort of confirmation in 

the decision they made in their institution of choice (Ishitani & Reid, 2015). Tinto (1975) 

discusses in his theory of college departure how academic and social integration can 

impact students’ persistence to remain enrolled and committed to an institution. 

Academic and social integration can take many forms inside and outside of the 

classroom. Both provide different experiences for various populations of students. In 

particular, students who commute to campus often spend less time on-campus and cannot 

engage in the same ways as residential students (Jacoby, 2000). These experiences can 

impact students’ sense of belonging and commitment to their campus. 

Statement of the Problem 

When thinking about student persistence and higher education, it is important to 

consider the experiences students have both inside and outside the classroom. For 

commuter students, their academic and social involvement in college can be impacted in 

many ways that differ compared to their residential counterparts (Jacoby, 2000). Factors 

such as transportation, multiple life roles, balancing support networks, time 

commitments, etc. can get in the way of commuter students’ involvement in academic 

and social activities (Jacoby, 2000). Understanding the perceptions and experiences of 
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this student population’s involvement can help student affairs professionals better support 

and serve these students all the way through graduation. 

Significance of the Problem 

 As commuter students’ needs continue to grow and change, it is important to 

consider how we can best serve this student population both in and out of the classroom. 

Success in students’ education goes beyond the classroom. Tinto’s Model of Student 

Departure discusses the importance of students’ integration both academically and 

socially (Tinto, 1975). The concept of student engagement in higher education has been 

widely discussed in literature (Sá, 2023). For example, the impact of community 

experiences on retention and satisfaction in higher education has been explored in the 

undergraduate student population (Boyd et al., 2022). The impact that student 

involvement has on students’ sense of belonging and psychological well-being in 

students are other areas that have been explored (Ribera et al., 2017; Kilgo et al., 2016).  

However, a lot of previous research takes into account the experiences of both residential 

and commuter students. Therefore, there is still room to be explored as to how social 

integration impacts the commuter student population.  

 This research aims to reflect how areas of social integration impact the commuter 

student population. More specifically, this study aims to explore its impact towards this 

population’s persistence to continue in their institution. This research contributes to the 

broader knowledge of how to better support and retain this population of students 

because as the cost of a college degree continues to increase, more students may opt to 

reside off-campus to save money. Professionals in the field of higher education will have 
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a better understanding of how to create involvement opportunities that fits the needs of 

this population of students.    

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this quantitative study is to evaluate how areas of social 

integration impact commuter students’ overall persistence in their institution. Social 

integration such as peer-interactions, extracurriculars, and faculty-interactions can have 

an impact on student persistence (Tinto, 1975). Students who are highly involved devote 

a substantial amount of time and energy in those specific areas of social integration 

(Astin, 1999). The study also aims to examine what commuter student engagement looks 

like at Rowan University, a public four-year university in New Jersey, as well as how it 

impacts their ability to be engaged. Understanding what social engagement looks like in 

this student population contributes to a broader knowledge based around commuter 

students and their social integration on-campus.  

Assumptions and Limitations 

This study presents several assumptions and limitations. It is assumed that all 

respondents answered the questions truthfully. Another assumption is that this sample is 

representative of the commuter student population. Students who participated that have 

completed multiple semesters at Rowan University may have had more opportunities to 

engage in factors of social integration compared to students who have completed just one. 

Additionally, the data collected from this study may not be transferrable to all institutions 

as the needs and engagement of commuter students may look different at other 

institutions. Previous studies and results may be different pre-COVID due to the 

changing needs of students after the pandemic. This is also one of the first studies done at 
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Rowan University on commuter students’ social integration. A personal assumption 

would be possible bias as I am someone who has seen and worked with commuter 

students and created the survey instrument. Finally, the list of students who fit the study 

inclusion criteria was provided by Rowan University’s Division of Information 

Resources & Technology (IRT). There is a chance that there could have been 

inconsistencies or data errors when compiling the data.   

Operational Definitions 

• Commuter student – A student “who does not live in institution-owned housing” 

(Jacoby, 1989, p. 1). This can be students who live at home—possibly with 

family—and commute to campus from all over the region their institution lies in 

(Rowan University Off-Campus Services & Resources, n.d.).  

• Sense of belonging – There are many ways to define sense of belonging across a 

span of current literature. For the purposes of this research sense of belonging can 

be defined as one’s “feelings about themselves, their sense of importance and 

significance to the school, and their sense of value to the school as a whole” (Dost 

& Smith, 2023, p. 823).  

• Social integration – Within this study, being incorporated into social interactions 

outside of the classroom such as student organizations, extracurricular activities, 

university sponsored events, and informal interactions with peers, faculty, and 

administrators.  

• Student involvement – For the purposes of this study, “is the physical and 

psychological energy a student devotes to the academic experience” (Astin, 1999, 

p. 518).   
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• Student persistence – A student’s ability to remain enrolled and committed to a 

university (Tinto, 1975). Their ability to persist to the next semester rather than 

drop-out or transfer to a different institution. 

Research Questions  

1. How does commuter students’ desired level of engagement compare to their 

actual engagement?  

2. What impacts the ability for commuter students to be involved on-campus? 

3. What events do commuting students report as contributing most to their 

persistence? 

Organization of Remaining Chapters of Study 

 Chapter II will provide a review of relevant literature of the commuter student 

population. This chapter also highlights relevant research on theories and models of 

social integration and student involvement. Chapter III includes the methodology and 

procedures used to conduct the study. This chapter provides details on the context of the 

study, the population and sample, instrumentation, data collection, and data analysis. 

Chapter IV provides the findings of the study while addressing the research questions at 

hand. Finally, Chapter V presents a summary of key findings, a discussion of the 

research, conclusion, and recommendations for future practice and research.   
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Chapter II: 

Review of Literature 

 To explore commuter students’ social integration and persistence, this literature 

review will first explore the background, characteristics, and challenges of this student 

population. This will set a foundation and provide context into the lives of these students. 

The review will then lead to the discussion of topics that contribute to social integration 

and persistence, such as an overview of student involvement and Astin’s theory on 

involvement. Additionally, sense of belonging will be discussed to further highlight the 

importance of involvement and persistence in higher education. Finally, the review will 

conclude with an overview of social integration and persistence in higher education. 

Tinto’s model of student departure provides a foundation for this review and research to 

build upon.   

Commuter Students 

Commuter students can be defined as those who do not live in institution-owned 

housing (Jacoby, 1989). Students who commute to college make up 85% of the 

undergraduate student population (Snyder & Dillow, 2010; Soares, 2013). As this student 

population has greatly increased over decades in U.S. higher education, there has been a 

shift in issues and concerns to address that this group of students uniquely possesses.  

As higher education began to expand in the United States, institutions began to 

evolve to meet the ever-changing needs of its students. Between 1960 and 1980, higher 

education saw an increase in students attending two-year and four-year institutions that 

reflected a new population of students (Kim & Rury, 2011). The proportion of students 

living in dormitories and on-campus housing decreased by about 40% as students who 
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lived at home with their parents increased by about 47% (Kim & Rury, 2011). Commuter 

students are not just limited to those who live at home with their parents. They also can 

account for those who rent houses near or around campus and adults who work full-time 

and have families to care for (Jacoby, 1989).  

When considering what would be a high-quality environment for this group of 

students, it is necessary to gain a better understanding of the profile characteristics of the 

students to better meet their needs (Jacoby, 1989). Descriptive factors of commuting 

students have constantly changed and evolved (Kim & Rury, 2011). Socioeconomic 

status was an early significant factor linked to the enrollment of commuting students in 

the 1960s (Kim & Rury, 2011). Those from a higher socioeconomic status were more 

likely to be enrolled in college in college as they could afford to live there which was the 

preference at the time. Twenty years later, there was an increase in students who 

commuted to college (Kim & Rury, 2011). However, this increase saw a change in 

student profiles as students from a higher income profile were now commuting to college 

(Kim & Rury, 2011). This shift in enrollment illustrated how commuting to college 

versus living there was becoming more socially acceptable (Kim & Rury, 2011). The 

student profiles of commuter students are very familiar to those found in nontraditional 

students. Nontraditional students were one of the largest increases in enrollment during 

the turn of the 21st century, with institutions seeing an increase from 30% to 50% 

between 1996 and 2006 (Newbold, et al., 2010; Bye, et al., 2007).   

The characteristics and demographics of commuter students differ from those of 

their non-commuting counterparts. Gianoutsos and Vicki (2014) conducted a quantitative 

study to compare the differences between the profile characteristics of residential and 
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commuter students. They found factors such as socioeconomic status, residence, age, 

ethnicity, etc., continue to play a role in differences between residential and non-

residential students (Gianoutsos & Vicki, 2014). Socioeconomic status was another 

differing factor as residential students were more likely to come from a higher 

socioeconomic status. Additionally, residential students were more likely to come from 

parents who received a college education (Gianoutsos & Vicki, 2014). In another study 

examining the demographic and psychographic differences between commuter and non-

commuter students, it was found that students who commute were five times more likely 

to be non-traditional students (Newbold et al., 2011). They were also more likely to be 

transfer students (Newbold et al., 2011). While there is no one definition of non-

traditional students, non-traditional students may possess a certain characteristic(s) that 

classify them as such. For example, this could range anywhere from not living on 

campus, to being the first in their families to attend college, or students of older age 

(Trowler, 2015; Chung & Chur-Hansen, 2017).  

As commuter students have a different set of characteristics and demographics 

than those of non-commuter students, they are presented with different challenges during 

their collegiate experience (Burlison, 2015). Issues related to students who commute 

often revolve around areas such as transportation, multiple life roles, a sense of 

belonging, engagement and student involvement, and support networks (Jacoby, 1989; 

Jacoby & Garland, 2004; Burlison, 2015). Compared to residential students, commuter 

students are consumed by more non-academic related commitments that affect the time 

they spend on campus (Burlison, 2015). These non-academic related commitments, such 

as responsibilities at home or an off-campus job, can simply lengthen the number of 
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times a student has to commute and increase the amount of time spent driving (Burlison, 

2015). Ishitani and Reid (2015) suggest that the longer the distance to commute to 

campus could have an impact on retention as students who live closer to campus could 

have more time to engage with the campus.  

The challenges commuter students face impact the ways they can get involved. 

Thomas (2020) wanted to gain a better understanding of the experiences and challenges 

these students face with their engagement in higher education. A common challenge that 

was found among the group was the negative experience students had when commuting 

back and forth to their respective institutions as it can be time-consuming, exhausting, 

and stressful (Thomas, 2020). Alfano and Eduljee (2013) investigated the relationship in 

commuter and residential students’ (n=108) levels of involvement, commitments to work, 

and academic performance. The results found that forty percent of the commuter students 

surveyed had a job. For many of these students, the reason behind working had to do with 

paying bills, tuition, and having money to spend (Alfano & Eduljee, 2013).    

Student Involvement 

According to Astin (1999), student involvement can be defined as “the amount of 

physical and psychological energy a student devotes to the academic experience” (p. 

518). A student who is highly involved is one who devotes time and energy to their 

academics, extracurriculars, and time spent on campus in addition to interacting with 

their peers and members of the faculty (Astin, 1999). Involvement in on-campus 

activities can have a positive impact on the student experience and leave students feeling 

more connected to their campus.  
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Previous research has examined the many ways in which students can get 

involved and how it can impact their overall collegiate experience. In a study that focused 

on students’ engagement in extracurricular activities and decision-making processes, 

students perceived engagement as a critical factor in their overall academic experience 

(Sá, 2023). In addition to strengthening their commitment to their university, the students 

in this study found additional benefits in their involvement in such activities as 

professional development opportunities, strengthened social relationships, relaxation, and 

many other benefits that complement their educational experience (Sá, 2023). In another 

study, first-year students who participated in university signature events tended to persist 

from the fall to spring semester, and furthermore, those who attended three types of 

different events were likely to persist from their first to second year (Kulp et al., 2021). 

This study illustrated the strong association between student involvement and persistence. 

It has been found that students who live in residence halls are more involved with 

their institution compared to their commuter student counterparts (Astin, 1999). Students 

who live on-campus have an increased chance of achieving in areas such as 

extracurriculars, leadership roles, student friendships, and social life as they are presented 

with more time and opportunities to get involved (Astin, 1999). On the other hand, it is 

often more challenging for commuter students to be able to participate in university-

sponsored events (Newbold et al., 2011). Alfano and Eduljee (2013) found that sixty-six 

percent of commuter students in their study engaged in no university sponsored activities. 

They also found that fifty percent of commuter students “agreed” that they desired to 

engage more with their school (Alfano & Eduljee, 2013, p. 339). Commuter students too, 

look for ways to get involved and engage in their campus. Due to the challenges that 
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many commuter students face, they cannot participate in campus activities in the same 

ways that residential students can (Jacoby, 2000).  

Sense of Belonging 

Sense of belonging has been explored across many areas of literature on higher 

education. In a meta-ethnographic study, Dost and Smith (2023) took a closer look into 

the analysis of students’ perceptions as to how they define a sense of belonging. The 

findings revealed the complexity of a student’s sense of belonging. Dost and Smith 

(2023) summed up this multidimensional perspective of a sense of belonging into “four 

main concepts: (1) University belonging and social capital; (2) University belonging and 

ethnic group fit and cohesion; (3) University belonging and social exclusion; (4) 

University belonging and on/off faculty/campus connections” (Dost & Smith, 2023, p. 

832). A study conducted by Ahn and Davis (2020) broke down current and emerging 

factors that contribute to a sense of belonging. The domains of sense of belonging 

discussed in their study complement Dost and Smith’s (2023) findings very well. The 

domain of social engagement—peer interactions, societies, and friendships—has shown 

to be a salient factor among students’ sense of belonging in college life (Ahn & Davis, 

2020). However, there are two emerging domains that can play a big role in fostering a 

sense of belonging on college campuses: surroundings and personal spaces (Ahn & 

Davis, 2020). These two domains focus on the connection students have with the areas 

they are surrounded in, as well as the psychological aspects of belonging (Ahn & Davis, 

2020). In fact, institutions at times fail to provide spaces or lounges for commuter 

students to surround themselves in to help them feel wanted at the institution (Jacoby, 

1989). 
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Sense of belonging plays an important role on the impact of student retention and 

admission in higher education (Jacoby & Garland, 2004). Students’ impressions can be 

influenced by the way an institution portrays itself and whether it is able to meet the 

needs of its students (Jacoby & Garland, 2004). As students who commute face many 

challenges that can impact their success, it is helpful for them to make a decision to enroll 

in an institution that offers the support that they need (Jacoby & Garland, 2004). Factors 

such as creating personal spaces on campus or activities that better includes commuter 

students are important to consider when thinking about commuter students’ sense of 

belonging.  

Student Persistence 

College student persistence has been explored across many sources of literature in 

higher education. Most notable is the theoretical model presented by Vincent Tinto. 

Tinto’s theoretical model of dropout behavior refers to persistence as a student’s 

commitment and integration into an institution (Tinto, 1975). Tinto (1975) explains that 

this model of dropout behavior can be a longitudinal process that involves social and 

academic systems with which a college student interacts. Positive encounters in the areas 

of social integration factor into student support and affiliation with the institution, which 

helps strengthens a student’s commitment to their institution (Tinto, 1975). Interactions 

in these areas not only accompany a student’s commitment to their institution but allow 

students to develop other competencies that can aid them later in life (Sá, 2023).  

Tinto’s model examines the characteristics of individuals that can be related to 

student dropout. This includes the examination of family background, the student’s 

educational performance, past educational experiences, and goal commitments (Tinto, 
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1975). Ishitani and Reid (2015) conducted a study on the influence of student 

characteristics and institutional environments on first-year persistence among commuter 

students. The set of campus variables they analyzed helped evaluate if there is a 

difference in dropout behavior in first year on- and off-campus students. Their findings 

suggested that off-campus students who lived with their parents were 23% more likely to 

leave their institution (Ishitani & Reid, 2015). 

Within college student persistence lies institutional commitment. Institutional 

commitment is one of the variables Tinto considers in students’ persistence decisions 

(Tinto, 1993, as cited in Savage et al., 2019). There are many ways to define institutional 

commitment. A way to understand institutional commitment is to recognize it as a 

commitment between the student and the institution. The institution owes a commitment 

to graduate its students (Savage et al., 2017). Another way to view institutional 

commitment is a student’s satisfaction and confidence in the choice they made toward 

their institution (Robbins et al., 2004). Regardless of definition, institutional commitment 

is a characteristic of student persistence that can contribute to retention in higher 

education.   

Academic integration has also been shown to be a factor in students’ persistence. 

Student-faculty interactions within the classroom have shown a positive correlation to 

students’ educational commitment (Dwyer, 2017). Motivating factors for students when it 

comes to student-faculty interactions include positive personalities, approachability, and 

communication (Dwyer, 2017). Student-faculty interactions do not only have to take 

place within the classroom to have an impact, but they can also occur outside the 

classroom and still contribute to a student’s sense of belonging and persistence.  
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Social Integration 

Tinto (1975) views social integration as “the interaction between the individual 

with given sets of characteristics and other persons of varying characteristics within the 

college… involves notions of both levels of integration and degrees of congruency 

between the individual and his social environment” (p. 107). Social integration can take 

many forms, such as peer interactions, extracurricular activities, and interactions with 

faculty and administrators (Tinto, 1975). Peer interactions provide a space for students to 

feel accepted and connect with others who have shared or similar experiences (Abdul-

Rahaman et al., 2023). Both peer and student-faculty interactions can contribute to 

building an overall community for students. Community experiences such as 

membership, group mattering, and emotional connections also can contribute towards a 

student’s sense of belonging and persistence. Further, engagement in community 

experiences has been shown to correlate with students’ overall satisfaction and 

commitment to their university (Boyd et al., 2022).  

Among many of the common themes of social integration, there are newly 

emerging ones that show there is still much to be explored when it comes to social 

integration in higher education. In a comprehensive literature review of students’ social 

integration, it was discovered that there are numerous and diverse factors that make up 

social integration (Abdul-Rahaman et al., 2023). Personal attributes and social network 

sites add important elements to social integration. Factors such as social behaviors or 

religious beliefs can impact how students connect and interact with each other (Abdul-

Rahaman et al., 2023). Social networking provides a new way of interacting beyond the 

classroom. Interacting through social networking sites allows students to connect with 
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friends old and new, use social media as a way to integrate into a new environment, and 

continue to sustain relationships (Abdul-Rahaman et al., 2023).   

Research on the impact social integration has on student persistence and retention 

displays a variety of findings. In some of the earliest research, Pascarella and Terenzini 

(1983) found that academic and social integration had important direct and indirect 

effects on first-year student persistence. Additionally, they found that social integration 

had a greater impact on female first-year students’ persistence than male first-year 

students’ persistence (1983). Overtime as student demographics changed, so did the 

outcomes of social integration. Ishtani (2016) examined data on 7,571 first year students 

from private and public institutions. Ishtani (2016) found that academic integration 

remained effective in first-year to second-year persistence in college students. However, 

social integration appeared to have lost its significance in first-year to second-year 

persistence of college students (Ishtani, 2016). This may be because the data was limited 

to participation rates of student activities. Ways to get involved varies across many 

institutions to truly capture its impact holistically (Ishtani, 2016).  

Conclusion 

 The commuter student population makes up a significant number of students 

enrolled in higher education. This student population faces its own unique challenges and 

barriers with their student experience. Outside commitments such as life roles, off-

campus jobs, and the time it takes them to commute to campus impact the ways in which 

they can get involved outside of the classroom in college (Burlison, 2015). Tinto’s model 

on student departure and persistence provides a framework for the importance that social 

integration has on a student’s collegiate experience (Tinto, 1975). Not only does being 
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socially engaged allow them to interact with their campus, but it also aids students’ 

growth beyond the classroom (Sá, 2023). This present study will explore what commuter 

student involvement looks like at Rowan University and how it impacts their persistence 

to continue at their institution. Exploring the ways in which involvement and social 

integration impact this population of students can aid higher education professionals in 

serving and retaining this student population.  
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Chapter III: 

Methodology 

Context of the Study  

This study was conducted at Rowan University located in Glassboro, New Jersey. 

Rowan University is a four-year, public institution that serves 15,264 undergraduate 

students across all campuses (Rowan University Fast Facts, 2023). Academic programs at 

Rowan University include 98 bachelor’s, 58 master’s, three professional, and nineteen 

doctoral programs (Rowan University Fast Facts, 2023). Glassboro, New Jersey is 

suburban town with a population of 23,149 people located in southern New Jersey 

(United States Census Bureau, 2020). Located in Gloucester Country, Rowan University 

is surrounded by multiple municipalities and is within 16 miles of 15 surrounding 

southern New Jersey cities (TravelMath, n.d.; Gloucester County New Jersey, n.d.). 

There are only two other four-year institutions located in southern New Jersey: Rutgers 

University—Camden located in Camden, New Jersey, 17 miles away from Rowan 

University, and Stockton University located in Galloway, New Jersey, which is 

approximately 40 miles away from Rowan University’s main campus. This leaves a total 

of three four-year institutions in southern New Jersey for commuter students to consider 

attending.  

 The purpose of this research study is to evaluate how areas of social integration 

impact commuter students’ overall persistence at Rowan University. The study utilized a 

quantitative approach through a survey questionnaire since use of a survey allows me to 

reach a greater number of participants within the population I am interested in (Fowler, 

2013). Due to the nature of the study, a random sampling procedure was utilized to allow 
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for more sensitivity and variability among the population (McMillan, 2016). The target 

population is undergraduate students who commute to Rowan University’s main campus 

in Glassboro, New Jersey. The survey was available to undergraduate students above the 

age of 18 irrespective of their race or gender.   

Population and Sampling 

 The study’s target population is undergraduate students who commute to campus 

since the nature of this study is very specific to this population of undergraduate 

commuter students. This population of students includes first-years, sophomores, juniors, 

and seniors who have completed at least one semester at Rowan University. Additionally, 

students who are taking classes fully online or at Rowan’s non-main campuses were also 

excluded. Graduate commuter students were not included in this study due to the limited 

involvement opportunities they have as most extracurricular activities and events are 

exclusive to undergraduate students. Based on these criteria, the survey was made 

available to 6,358 students. To ensure findings are representative of the entire population, 

I needed 363 students to complete this survey based on a 95% confidence level.  

Instrumentation 

A survey instrument was utilized to investigate the research questions for this 

study. The first section of the instrument consisted of questions about the participants’ 

age, gender, zip code, year, number of semesters completed, and distance lived from 

campus. The mile range for distance traveled was derived from an UK Engagement 

Survey conducted by Jonathan Neves (2020). The second section of the survey 

instrument went on to address the research questions. The questions within the survey 

consisted mostly of Likert scale format. A Likert-type scale is useful to measure the 
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levels of satisfaction in students as it can provide a direction or gradation in the 

participants’ responses (McMillan, 2016).  

Data Collection 

The survey instrument was completed in Qualtrics. After IRB approval, the 

survey was then distributed to a list of students compiled by Rowan’s IRT department 

that met the criteria for the study. Students provided voluntary consent to participate in 

the study and could stop the survey at any time without penalty. The survey was available 

for students to partake in from December 2023 – February 2024. All the data were 

reported in aggregate and measures were taken to protect confidentiality, therefore 

published data does not include participants’ individual information. All the data were 

stored in a secure or in an encrypted and password protected environment with access 

limited to the study team.    

Data Analysis  

 This study utilized quantitative methodologies for data analysis. Descriptive 

statistics were mostly utilized to numerically summarize the results of the survey. The 

Likert-scale questions provided a scale of the direction and gradation of the students’ 

responses to better measure their opinions and attitudes towards their persistence. The 

independent variables include demographic information such as age, gender, and zip 

code. The dependent variables analyzed include levels of engagement, challenges faced, 

institutional satisfaction, and persistence.  
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Chapter IV: 

Findings 

Profile of Population 

 This study was conducted at Rowan University’s Glassboro Campus between the 

dates of December 12th, 2023, and February 13th, 2024, after receiving IRB approval. The 

survey was made available via an email through Qualtrics to 6,358 enrolled 

undergraduate students who commute to Rowan University’s Glassboro campus. After 

the initial email, two follow-up emails were distributed to individuals who did not 

complete the survey. The survey closed on February 13th, 2024. After the survey was 

closed, the data were evaluated for any potential missing or incomplete data such as 

participants who did not complete a significant number of questions (Osborne, 2013). 

This left a total of 159 valid responses that were part of the data analysis below.  

 

Table 1 

What is Your Age? n=159 

Age ƒ % 

18-22 118 74.21 

23-27 31 19.50 

28-32 4 2.52 

32 and older 6 3.77 

Note. Table 1 demonstrates the demographic of respondents by age. The majority of 

respondents (74.21%) were between the ages of 18-22 years old. Less than 10% of 

respondents were older than 28 years old. 
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Table 2 

What Year Are You Currently in? n=159 

Academic Year ƒ % 

First-year 0 0 

Sophomore 35 22.01 

Junior 40 25.16 

Senior 84 52.83 

Note. Table 2 demonstrates the demographic of respondents by academic year they are 

currently enrolled in. In this data set, half of the respondents (52.83%) are made up of 

respondents who are within their senior year of college. About half of the other 

respondents (47.17%) consisted of respondents who are either in their sophomore or 

junior year. None of the respondents reported being in their first year of college.   
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Table 3 

How Many Semesters Have You Completed at Rowan University? n=159 

Semesters Completed at 

Rowan University 

ƒ % 

1 2 1.26 

2-3 66 41.51 

4-5 48 30.19 

6-7 32 20.12 

8+ 11 6.92 

Note. Table 3 demonstrates the demographic of respondents by number of semesters 

completed at Rowan University.  

 

Participants were then asked a series of demographic questions regarding their 

commute to and from Rowan University. Table 4 shows the demographic of respondents 

by miles they commute to campus. The majority of respondents (61.39%) travel over 10 

miles to Rowan University. 18.35% of respondents commute between 6-10 miles to 

campus. 13.93% of respondents commute between 1-5 miles to campus. 6.33% of 

respondents travel under 1 mile to get to Rowan University. Table 5 shows the responses 

for how many minutes participants’ commute takes to get to Rowan University. The 

largest group of respondents (40.24%) are traveling greater than 25 minutes to get to 

campus.  
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Table 4 

How Many Miles Away do You Commute to Rowan University? n=158 

Miles Traveled ƒ % 

Under 1 mile 10 6.33 

1-5 miles 22 13.93 

6-10 miles 29 18.35 

Over 10 miles 97 61.39 

 

 

Table 5 

Approximately How Many Minutes Does it Take For You to Commute to Rowan 

University? n=159 

Minutes Traveled ƒ % 

Under 5 minutes 6 3.77 

5-10 minutes 15 9.44 

10-15 minutes 10 6.29 

15-20 minutes 30 18.87 

20-25 minutes 34 21.39 

Greater 25 minutes 64 40.24 

Note. Table 5 demonstrates the demographics of respondents by minutes commuted to 

Rowan University’s Glassboro campus.  
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Figure 1 demonstrates the demographics of respondents by valid New Jersey zip 

code. Participants had the option to write in their zip code. Out of the 156 responses, 

there was one Delaware zip code that was not included on this map. Additionally, there 

was one zip code that was incomplete. Figure 1 shows the number of respondents’ who 

reside in each city of New Jersey.  

 

Figure 1 

What is the Zip Code of Where You Reside During the Academic Year? n=154 

 

Note 1. Demonstrates the demographics of respondents by New Jersey zip codes of where 

they reside during the academic year. Respondents were able to write in their zip code.  

 

Survey Questions 

The survey included 14 non-demographic questions, most of which were based on 

a Likert scale. The beginning of the survey asked participants about their engagement 
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outside of the classroom. Table 6 asked participants about their engagement with club 

and organizations on campus. The majority of respondents (44.36%) reported that they 

are not at all engaged with clubs or organizations on campus. 7.75% of respondents 

selected they felt neutral about their engagement with clubs and organizations. 29.58% of 

respondents reported they are either engaged or very engaged with clubs and 

organizations. Table 7 demonstrates participants’ engagement with on-campus 

programming. The majority of respondents (77.46%) are not at all engaged with on-

campus programming at Rowan University. Table 8 shows how often participants interact 

with their peers outside of the classroom. 20.42% of respondents report that they always 

or often interact with peers outside of the classroom. 30.28% of participants report that 

they sometimes interact with peers. 49.3% of participants report that they rarely or never 

interact with peers outside of the classroom. 

 

Table 6 

During Your Time at Rowan University, How Engaged Are You With Clubs or 

Organizations On-Campus? n=142 

Variable ƒ % 

Very engaged 11 7.75 

Engaged 31 21.83 

Neutral 11 7.75 

Somewhat engaged 26 18.31 

Not at all engaged 63 44.36 
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Table 7 

How Engaged Are You With On-Campus Programming Such as Rowan After Hours, 

Movie Nights, Profs Place Trivia, etc.? n=142 

Variable ƒ % 

Very engaged 3 2.11 

Engaged 6 4.23 

Neutral 7 4.93 

Somewhat engaged 16 11.27 

Not at all engaged 110 77.46 

 

 

Table 8 

How Often Do You Interact With Peers Outside of the Classroom? n=142 

Variable ƒ % 

Always 7 4.93 

Often 22 15.49 

Sometimes 43 30.28 

Rarely 44 30.99 

Never 26 18.31 
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 Participants were then asked if they are satisfied with their level of social 

engagement at Rowan University. 61.27% of participants responded “no” and 38.73% 

responded “yes” when asked about how satisfied they are with their level of social 

engagement (see Table 9). Table 10 shows if participants’ level of social engagement 

meets their expectations of how engaged they want to be. 33.09% of respondents strongly 

agree or somewhat agree that their social engagement meets their expectations. 18.32% 

neither agree nor disagree that their level of social engagement meets their expectations. 

48.59% of respondents somewhat disagree or strongly disagree that their level of social 

engagement meets their expectations of how engaged they want to be. 

 

Table 9 

Are You Satisfied With Your Level of Social Engagement at Rowan University? n=142 

Variable ƒ % 

No 87 61.27 

Yes 55 38.73 
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Table 10 

My Level of Social Engagement Meets My Expectations of How Engaged I Want to Be. 

n=142 

Variable ƒ % 

Strongly agree 13 9.15 

Somewhat agree 34 23.94 

Neither agree nor disagree 26 18.32 

Somewhat disagree 39 27.46 

Strongly disagree 30 21.13 

 

 

 The next survey question asked participants if they wish they could increase their 

current level of engagement outside of the classroom. Of 142 responses, 109 selected 

“yes” and 33 selected “no” (see Table 11). Additionally, participants were asked if they 

had more opportunities to get involved outside of the classroom that were convenient to 

them, would they take advantage of them? Table 12 shows that the majority of 

participants (60.56%) would take advantage of those opportunities. 35.92% of 

participants selected “maybe” to taking advantage of more opportunities to get involved 

that are convenient if given to them. Less than 5% of respondents selected “no” to taking 

advantage of more opportunities to get involved that are convenient to them.  
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Table 11 

Do You Wish You Could Increase Your Level of Engagement Outside of the Classroom? 

n=142 

Variable ƒ % 

No 33 23.24 

Yes 109 76.76 

  

 

Table 12 

If You Had More Opportunities to Get Involved That Are Convenient to You, Would You 

Take Advantage of Them? n=142 

Variable ƒ % 

Yes 86 60.56 

Maybe 51 35.92 

No 5 3.52 

 

 

This study also examined the ways in which commuter students’ involvement on 

campus is impacted. Participants were asked to select as many options that apply to 

outside commitments that impact their ability to get involved or interact with others on 

campus. A total of 588 boxes were selected between 141 respondents. Participants also 

had the option to write in their own responses if they selected “other” (see Table 13). A 

total of 11 respondents selected the “other” option to write in their own responses. Topics 
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from those responses included “childcare,” “gas,” “civic obligations outside of school,” 

and “work schedule.” 

 

Table 13 

Do Any Outside Commitments Impact Your Ability to Get Involved or Interact With 

Others On-Campus? Check All That Apply. n=141 

Variable ƒ % 

Time it takes to commute 96 16.33 

Traffic 69 11.73 

Finding alternative means of transportation 10 1.70 

Parking 93 15.82 

Conflicts with work schedule 94 15.99 

Household responsibilities 62 10.54 

Lack of interest in events/activities offered 53 9.01 

The times events/activities take place 100 17.01 

Other 11 1.87 

Note. Table 13 demonstrates respondents’ selections of outside commitments that impact 

their ability to get involved or interact with others on-campus. A total of 588 checkboxes 

were selected. Respondents had the option to select as many checkboxes as possible that 

apply to them. They also had the option to write in responses by selecting the “other” 

checkbox.  
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The next set of survey questions examined the ways social engagement impacts 

participants persistence to continue into the next semester and at Rowan University. 

Table 14 shows participants’ agreement if involvement in extra-curricular activities such 

as clubs and organizations contribute to their persistence to continue into the next 

semester. 22.53% of respondents selected strongly agree or somewhat agree. 35.22% of 

respondents selected neither agree nor disagree. 42.25% of respondents selected 

somewhat disagree or strongly disagree that involvement in extra-curricular activities 

contributes to their persistence to continue onto the next semester at Rowan University.  

 

Table 14 

Involvement in Extra-Curricular Activities Such as Clubs or Student Organizations 

Contributes to My Persistence to Continue Onto the Next Semester at Rowan University. 

n=142 

Variable ƒ % 

Strongly agree 15 10.56 

Somewhat agree 17 11.97 

Neither agree nor disagree 50 35.22 

Somewhat disagree 15 10.56 

Strongly disagree 45 31.69 

  

 

 Participants were then asked if attending on-campus programming such as Rowan 

After Hours or movie nights contributed to their persistence to continue onto the next 
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semester at Rowan University. Table 15 shows participants’ level of agreement if 

attending on-campus programming contributes to their persistence. The majority of 

respondents (52.11%) somewhat disagree or strongly disagree that attendance at these 

events contributes to their persistence at Rowan University. 37.32% of respondents 

neither agree nor disagree that attending on-campus programming contributes to their 

persistence to continue onto the next semester at Rowan University. 10.57% of 

respondents either somewhat agree or strongly agree that attending on-campus 

programming contributes to their persistence to continue onto the next semester at Rowan 

University.  

 

Table 15 

Attending On-Campus Programming Such as Rowan After Hours, Movies Nights, Profs 

Place Trivia, etc. Contributes to My Persistence to Continue Onto the Next Semester at 

Rowan University. n=142 

Variable ƒ % 

Strongly agree 4 2.82 

Somewhat agree 11 7.75 

Neither agree nor disagree 53 37.32 

Somewhat disagree 20 14.08 

Strongly disagree 54 38.03 
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 Table 16 demonstrates participants’ level of agreement if peer interactions outside 

of the classroom contributes to their persistence to continue onto the next semester at 

Rowan University. 40.84% of participants either strongly agree or somewhat agree that 

peer interactions contribute to their persistence. 27.46% of participants selected neither 

agree nor disagree that peer interactions contribute to their persistence. 31.7% of 

participants either somewhat disagree or strongly disagree that peer interactions outside 

of the classroom contributes to their persistence to continue onto the next semester at 

Rowan University.  

 

Table 16 

Peer Interactions Outside of the Classroom Contribute to My Persistence to Continue 

Onto the Next Semester at Rowan University. n=142 

Variable ƒ % 

Strongly agree 17 11.97 

Somewhat agree 41 28.87 

Neither agree nor disagree 39 27.46 

Somewhat disagree 8 5.64 

Strongly disagree 37 26.06 

 

 

 This study overall aimed to examine if involvement outside of the classroom 

contributes to participants’ persistence to continue at Rowan University. Table 17 shows 

participants’ level of agreement if being involved someway outside of the classroom 
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contributes to their persistence to continue at Rowan University.  40.84% of respondents 

either strongly agree or somewhat agree that being involved outside of the classroom 

contributes to their persistence to continue at Rowan University. 25.35% of respondents 

neither agree nor disagree that being involved outside of the classroom contributes to 

their persistence to continue at Rowan University. 33.81% of respondents selected that 

they somewhat disagree or strongly disagree that being involved outside of the classroom 

contributes to their persistence to continue at Rowan University.  

 

Table 17 

Being Involved Outside of the Classroom Contributes to My Persistence to Continue at 

Rowan University. n=142 

Variable ƒ % 

Strongly agree 14 9.86 

Somewhat agree 44 30.98 

Neither agree nor disagree 36 25.35 

Somewhat disagree 11 7.75 

Strongly disagree 37 26.06 
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 Chapter V: 

Summary, Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations 

Summary of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to examine the ways social integration impacts 

persistence in the commuter student population at Rowan University. Additionally, this 

study aimed to examine the level of desired and actual engagement in the commuter 

student population as well as ways commuter student involvement may be impacted. 

Undergraduate students enrolled in the Fall 2023 semester who had completed at least 

one semester at Rowan University received a 14-question survey via their student email 

to voluntarily participate in the study. Once the survey had closed data analysis took 

place. As the importance of student retention continues to grow, it is critical to consider 

the ways to best support students both inside and outside the classroom. 

Discussion of Findings 

Research Question 1 

How does commuter students’ desired level of engagement compare to their 

actual engagement? 

 The results show that commuter students’ actual engagement in various areas of 

social integration are rather low. Only 29.58% of participants responded that they are 

either engaged or very engaged with clubs and organizations on campus (see Table 6). 

The least amount of engagement is with on-campus programming with 77.46% or 

participants reporting they are not at all engaged in this area (see Table 7). This is similar 

to Alfano and Eduljee’s (2013) findings in which sixty-six percent of commuter students 

in their study engaged in no university sponsored activities. Moreover, the data shows 
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that commuter students are not satisfied with their level of engagement in areas of social 

integration. As shown in Table 9, more than half of the participants responded that they 

are not satisfied with their engagement. Additionally, Table 11 shows that many students 

wish they could increase their level of engagement outside of the classroom. This also 

aligns with Alfano and Eduljee’s (2013) findings that commuter students desire to be 

engaged more with their school. Additionally, Table 12 shows that most commuter 

students would take advantage of getting involved if they had more opportunities to do 

so. These findings suggest that the low levels of engagement displayed by the commuter 

student population is not due to a lack of interest in wanting to be involved, but rather a 

lack of ways to be able to do so. 

Research Question 2 

What impacts the ability for commuter students to be involved on-campus? 

 Respondents had the opportunity to identify the ways their involvement on 

campus is impacted by a series of variables. Table 13 displays the results of what outside 

commitments impact their ability to get involved or interact outside of the classroom. 

Respondents had the option to select multiple variables that apply to them as well as 

write in any additional options not listed. A total of 588 responses were recorded. Some 

common themes included conflicts such as the time it takes to commute to campus, 

conflicts with work schedules, and the times events/activities take place. These results 

were to be expected based on previous research on the challenges commuter students 

experience in college (Thomas 2020; Jacoby 2000). Despite commuter students wanting 

to be involved on campus, there are challenges along the way that make it difficult to do 

so. 
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 The results also revealed that rather than one or two conflicts impacting their 

ability to get involved, it is multiple outside conflicts that respondents are balancing 

during their time at Rowan University. Jacoby (2000) discusses the ways multiple life 

roles and other challenges commuter students are taking on influences the nature of their 

educational experience. Based on the survey results, respondents in this study are 

balancing multiple commitments and conflicts that may be impacting their levels of 

social engagement. 

Research Question 3 

What events do commuting students report as contributing most to their 

persistence? 

 Respondents were asked a series of questions about which areas of involvement 

outside of the classroom contribute to their persistence. They were first asked about the 

ways extracurricular activities such as clubs or student organizations contribute to their 

persistence to continue onto the next semester. Table 14 shows less than 25% of 

respondents agree that involvement in clubs or student organizations contributes to their 

persistence. Additionally, only 15 respondents agreed that attending on-campus 

programming events contributes to their persistence to continue onto the next semester 

(see Table 15). These results are interesting as previous research has found a strong 

association between student involvement in university events and persistence (Kulp et al., 

2021). However, based on the findings from research questions one and two, students 

may not be able to make a strong connection between involvement in these areas and 

persistence as their engagement is low in those areas. Additionally, Kulp et al.’s (2021) 

study includes first-year students who lived on- and off-campus which is something to 
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take into consideration as residential students have an easier time participating in 

university events. 

 Interestingly, the area that respondents reported contributing the most to their 

persistence is peer interactions outside of the classroom. According to Table 16, 58 

respondents reported that they strongly agree or agree that interactions with peers 

informally outside of the classroom contributes to their persistence to continue onto the 

next semester. Peer interactions can occur at any time of the day, in between waiting for 

classes, or walking around campus. There are no time constraints, conflicts with 

schedules, or other variables that could impact this area of engagement unlike the times 

on-campus events or club meetings take place. Additionally, previous studies were 

conducted prior to the COVID-19 pandemic. These results could reflect a change in 

students’ desires for wanting more interaction with their peers due to previous social 

isolation experienced during the pandemic. Peer interactions could provide a way for 

commuter students to interact with others as more opportunities can occur during the time 

they spend on campus. 

Limitations 

 A total of 159 participants enrolled for the survey with the target population 

needing to be 363. This means that the results may not be generalizable therefore making 

it a limitation for this research. This should be taking into consideration for future 

research to allow more time for enrollment of participants. 

 The criteria of this research did not account for students who may be commuting 

for the first time. While all the respondents have completed at least two semesters at 

Rowan University and were currently commuters when participating in the study, it is 
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unknown if they have commuted for more than one semester. Future research could aim 

to consider commuting for at least two semesters as to prevent any time participants 

might have spent living on campus when thinking about their experiences. 

Recommendations for Practice 

 Recommendations for future practice include diversifying the times and locations 

events, clubs, and programs take place on campus. This might allow alternative 

opportunities for the commuter student population to explore ways to get involved and 

fully experience those areas of engagement. Creating alternative opportunities that aid 

commuter students’ ability to get involved or interact with others on campus might help 

them realize the ways social integration can impact their experience as a student as it 

relates to their persistence. Based on the findings, this could include improving practices 

to better foster peer interactions outside of the classroom or offering programs at times 

that are convenient to commuter students’ daily commutes. Higher education 

practitioners that work with commuter students should continue to explore commuter 

students’ needs and desires for engagement on campus. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

 Based on the findings of this study and previous research, there are many 

recommendations that can be made for future research: 

1. Researchers can explore what other factors outside of student social integration 

contribute to commuter students’ persistence in higher education. 

2. Researchers could also investigate the impact academic integration has on the 

commuter student population compared to social integration. 
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3. A study to explore what aids in the retention and success of commuter students in 

higher education. 

Conclusion 

 The purpose of this study was to examine the ways social integration impacts 

persistence in the commuter student population. Additionally, this study examined 

commuter student involvement and the ways their involvement was impacted. The results 

showed that social involvement in the commuter student population is low and impacted 

by various factors both inside and outside of their college institution. This does not mean 

they do not want to be involved, but rather they have a difficult time doing so. As far as 

social integration goes in relation to their persistence, peer interactions seem to be the 

biggest contributing factor to their persistence in social integration. Despite previous 

research suggesting that social integration is a salient factor in students’ persistence in 

higher education, it may not be the most contributing factor in this population due to their 

little social engagement. Recommendations for future practice should consider the ways 

we can help increase the engagement of the commuter student population thus having a 

greater impact on their persistence. Additionally, further research should explore areas 

that might have a larger impact on commuter student persistence such as academic 

integration. 



41 
 

References 

Abdul-Rahaman, N., Terentev, E., & Arkorful, V. E. (2023). The tertiary experience: Of 

social integration, retention and persistence – a review. Public Organization 

Review, 23(1), 133-147. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11115-022-00603-2 

Ahn, M. Y., & Davis, H. H. (2020). Four domains of students' sense of belonging to 

university. Studies in Higher Education, 45(3), 622-

634. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2018.1564902 

Alfano, H., & Eduljee, N. (2013). Differences in work, levels of involvement, and 

academic performance between residential and commuter students. College 

Student Journal, 47(2), 334-342. 

Astin, A.W. (1999). Student involvement: A developmental theory for higher education. 

Journal of College Student Development, 40(5), 518-529.  

Boyd, N. M., Liu, X., & Horissian, K. (2022). Impact of community experiences on 

student retention perceptions and satisfaction in higher education. Journal of 

College Student Retention: Research, Theory & Practice, 24(2), 337-365. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1521025120916433  

Burlison, M. B. (2015). Nonacademic commitments affecting commuter student 

involvement and engagement: Nonacademic commitments affecting commuter 

student involvement. New Directions for Student Services, 2015(150), 27-

34. https://doi.org/10.1002/ss.20124 

Bye, D., Pushkar, D., & Conway, M. (2007). Motivation, interest, and positive affect in 

traditional and nontraditional undergraduate students. Adult Education 

Quarterly, 57(2), 141-158. https://doi.org/10.1177/0741713606294235 

Chung, E., Turnbull, D., & Chur-Hansen, A. (2017). Differences in resilience between 

‘traditional’ and ‘non-traditional’ university students. Active Learning in Higher 

Education, 18(1), 77-87. https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787417693493  

Dost, G., & Mazzoli Smith, L. (2023). Understanding higher education students' sense of 

belonging: a qualitative meta-ethnographic analysis. Journal of Further and 

Higher Education, 47(3), 1-28. https://doi.org/10.1080/0309877X.2023.2191176  

Dwyer, T. (2017). Persistence in higher education through student-faculty interactions in 

the classroom of a commuter institution. Innovations in Education and Teaching 

International, 54(4), 325-334. https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2015.1112297 

Fowler, F.J. (2013). Survey research methods (5th ed). Sage Publications. 

Gianoutsos, & Rosser, V. (2014). Is there still a considerable difference? Comparing 

residential and commuter student profile characteristics at a public, research, 

commuter university. College Student Journal, 48(4), 613-628. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2018.1564902
https://doi.org/10.1177/1521025120916433
https://doi.org/10.1002/ss.20124
https://doi.org/10.1177/0741713606294235
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787417693493
https://doi.org/10.1080/0309877X.2023.2191176
https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2015.1112297


42 
 

Gloucester County New Jersey. (n.d.). Municipalities. Retrieved from 

https://www.gloucestercountynj.gov/831/Municipalities 

Ishitani, T. T. (2016). Time-varying effects of academic and social integration on student 

persistence for first and second years in college: National data approach. Journal 

of College Student Retention: Research, Theory & Practice, 18(3), 263-286. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1521025115622781 

Ishitani, T. T., & Reid, A. M. (2015). First-to-second-year persistence profile of 

commuter students. New Directions for Student Services, 2015(150), 13-

26. https://doi.org/10.1002/ss.20123 

Jacoby, B. (1989). The student-as-commuter: Developing a comprehensive institutional 

response. ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report No. 7. Washington, D.C.: 

School of Education and Human Development, The George Washington 

University. 

Jacoby, B. (2000). Why involve commuter students in learning? New Directions for 

Higher Education, 2000(109), 3-12. https://doi.org/10.1002/he.10901 

Jacoby, B., & Garland, J. (2004). Strategies for enhancing commuter student 

success. Journal of College Student Retention: Research, Theory & 

Practice, 6(1), 61-79. https://doi.org/10.2190/567C-5TME-Q8F4-8FRG 

Kilgo, C. A., Mollet, A. L., & Pascarella, E. T. (2016). The Estimated Effects of College 

Student Involvement on Psychological Well-Being. Journal of College Student 

Development, 57(8), 1043-1049. https://doi.org/10.1353/csd.2016.0098  

Kim, D., & Rury, J. L. (2011). The rise of the commuter student: Changing patterns of 

college attendance for students living at home in the United States, 1960-

1980. Teachers College Record (1970), 113(5), 1031-

1066. https://doi.org/10.1177/016146811111300506 

Kulp, A. M., Pascale, A. B., & Grandstaff, M. (2021). Types of extracurricular campus 

activities and first-year students’ academic success. Journal of College Student 

Retention: Research, Theory & Practice, 23(3), 747-767. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1521025119876249  

McMillan, J. H. (2016). Educational research: Fundamentals of educational research (7th 

ed.). Pearson. 

Neves, J. (2020). 2020 UK Engagement Survey. AdvanceHE. https://s3.eu-west-

2.amazonaws.com/assets.creode.advancehe-document-

manager/documents/advance-

he/AdvHE_UKES%202020_sector_results_report_fv_1605114567.pdf 

 

https://doi.org/10.1002/ss.20123
https://doi.org/10.1002/he.10901
https://doi.org/10.2190/567C-5TME-Q8F4-8FRG
https://doi.org/10.1353/csd.2016.0098
https://doi.org/10.1177/016146811111300506
https://doi.org/10.1177/1521025119876249
https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/assets.creode.advancehe-document-manager/documents/advance-he/AdvHE_UKES%202020_sector_results_report_fv_1605114567.pdf
https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/assets.creode.advancehe-document-manager/documents/advance-he/AdvHE_UKES%202020_sector_results_report_fv_1605114567.pdf
https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/assets.creode.advancehe-document-manager/documents/advance-he/AdvHE_UKES%202020_sector_results_report_fv_1605114567.pdf
https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/assets.creode.advancehe-document-manager/documents/advance-he/AdvHE_UKES%202020_sector_results_report_fv_1605114567.pdf


43 
 

Newbold, J. J., Mehta, S. S., & Forbus, P. (2010). A comparative study between non-

traditional and traditional students in terms of their demographics, attitudes, 

behavior and educational performance. International Journal of Education 

Research, 5(1), 1. 

Newbold, J. J., Mehta, S. S., & Forbus, P. (2011). Commuter students: Involvement and 

identification with an institution of higher education. Academy of Educational 

Leadership Journal, 15(2), 141. 

Osborne, J. W. (2012). Best practices in data cleaning: A complete guide to everything 

you need to do before and after collecting your data. SAGE Publications Inc. 

Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T. (1983). Predicting voluntary freshman year 

persistence/withdrawal behavior in a residential university: A path analytic 

validation of Tinto's model. Journal of Educational Psychology, 75(2), 215-226. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.75.2.215 

Ribera, A. K., Miller, A. L., & Dumford, A. D. (2017). Sense of peer belonging and 

institutional acceptance in the first year: The role of high-impact practices. 

Journal of College Student Development, 58(4), 545-563. 

https://doi.org/10.1353/csd.2017.0042 

Robbins, S. B., Lauver, K., Le, H., Davis, D., Langley, R., & Carlstrom, A. (2004). Do 

psychosocial and study skill factors predict college outcomes? A meta-analysis. 

Psychological Bulletin, 130(2) https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.130.2.261 

Rowan University Fast Facts. (2023). Retrieved from https://sites.rowan.edu/fastfacts/  

Rowan University Off-Campus Services & Resources. (n.d.). Retrieved from 

https://sites.rowan.edu/deanofstudents/ocsr/  

Sá, M. J. (2023). Student academic and social engagement in the life of the academy—a 

lever for retention and persistence in higher education. Education Sciences, 13(3), 

269. https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci13030269 

Savage, M. W., Strom, R. E., Ebesu Hubbard, A. S., & Aune, K. S. (2019). Commitment 

in college student persistence. Journal of College Student Retention: Research, 

Theory & Practice, 21(2), 242-264. https://doi.org/10.1177/1521025117699621 

Soares, L. (2013). Post-traditional learners and the transformation of postsecondary 

education: A manifesto for college leaders. American Council on Education. 

https://www.acenet.edu/Documents/Post-traditional-Learners.pdf  

Snyder, T.D., and Dillow, S.A. (2010). Digest of Education Statistics 2009 (NCES 2010-

013). National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, 

U.S. Department of Education. Washington, DC. 

https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2010/2010013.pdf  

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.130.2.261
https://sites.rowan.edu/fastfacts/
https://sites.rowan.edu/deanofstudents/ocsr/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1521025117699621
https://www.acenet.edu/Documents/Post-traditional-Learners.pdf
https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2010/2010013.pdf


44 
 

Thomas, L. (2020). ‘I am happy just doing the work …’ Commuter student engagement 

in the wider higher education experience. Higher Education Quarterly, 74(3), 

290-303. https://doi.org/10.1111/hequ.12243 

Tinto, V. (1975). Dropout from higher education: A theoretical synthesis of recent 

research. Review of Educational Research, 45(1), 89–125. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/1170024 

TravelMath. (n.d.). Retrieved from https://www.travelmath.com/cities-

near/Glassboro,+NJ 

Trowler, V. (2015). Negotiating contestations and 'chaotic conceptions': Engaging 'non-

traditional' students in higher education. Higher Education Quarterly, 69(3), 295-

310. https://doi.org/10.1111/hequ.12071  

United States Census Bureau. (2020). Glassboro borough, Gloucester County, New 

Jersey. Retrieved from 

https://data.census.gov/profile/Glassboro_borough,_Gloucester_County,_New_Je

rsey?g=060XX00US3401526340  

https://doi.org/10.1111/hequ.12243
https://doi.org/10.2307/1170024
https://doi.org/10.1111/hequ.12071
https://data.census.gov/profile/Glassboro_borough,_Gloucester_County,_New_Jersey?g=060XX00US3401526340
https://data.census.gov/profile/Glassboro_borough,_Gloucester_County,_New_Jersey?g=060XX00US3401526340


45 
 

Appendix A: 

Institutional Review Board Approval 

 

 

 



46 
 

 

  



47 
 

Appendix B: 

Survey Questions 

 



48 
 



49 
 

 



50 
 

 



51 
 

 



52 
 

 



53 
 

 



54 
 

 



55 
 

 



56 
 

 



57 
 

 

  



58 
 

Appendix C: 

Recruitment Email 

 

 


	IMPACT OF SOCIAL INTEGRATION ON STUDENT PERSISTENCE IN COMMUTER STUDENTS
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1714741563.pdf.w93Oi

