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ABSTRACT 

 

The college roommate experience can be one of the most important aspects of a students’ 

undergraduate experience.  As colleges and universities across the country have seen a steady 

increase in enrollment over the past three decades, so has the demand for living on-campus.  In 

recent years, concerns have arisen as to the benefit and value of these experiences especially 

considering the significant costs of higher education.  As such, it becomes increasingly necessary 

for institutions of higher education to ensure that the on-campus living experience is positive and 

beneficial. One aspect of this experience is a student’s relationship with his or her roommate. In 

the past, roommate selection was a largely random process controlled by the institution’s office 

of housing. In recent years, new processes have been created that place more of the control in the 

hands of the student. The purpose of the present dissertation is to investigate one of these 

roommate matching programs, the RoomSync Roommate Matching Program.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Roommate Matching 

The college roommate experience can be one of the most important aspects of a 

students’ undergraduate experience.  As colleges and universities across the country have 

seen a steady increase in enrollment over the past three decades, so has the demand for 

living on-campus.  In recent years, concerns have arisen as to the benefit and value of 

these experiences especially considering the significant costs of higher education.  As 

such, it becomes increasingly necessary for institutions of higher education to ensure that 

the on-campus living experience is positive and beneficial. One aspect of this experience 

is a student’s relationship with his or her roommate. In the past, roommate selection was 

a largely random process controlled by the institution’s office of housing. In recent years, 

new processes have been created that place more of the control in the hands of the 

student. The purpose of the present dissertation is to investigate one of these roommate 

matching programs, the RoomSync Roommate Matching Program.  

  As studies have shown, learning, academic performance, and retention are 

positively associated with academic involvement, involvement with faculty, and 

involvement with student peer groups (Astin, 1993).  In his book, What Matters in 

College, Astin discusses experiences that positively and negatively affect student 

outcomes during students’ learning experiences (Astin, 1993).  Life-long higher 

education administrators like Astin have studied the breadth of activities, experiences, 

and influences that affect learning and positive outcomes, including but not limited to, 

access to financial aid, residential experiences, diversity of academic programs, 
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involvement of faculty, experiences in peer education, participation in extracurricular 

activities, and various other activities associated with the college experience.   

Many have argued that these positive influences lead to positive outcomes that 

educational institutions strive to embody in their missions.  In my role as the Associate 

Director of University Housing and Residential Life at Temple University, the 

educational problem I have observed is how students succeed in college while living in 

our residence halls and how this experience differs from those who do not live on 

campus.  Although one of the major reasons students choose not to live on campus is 

financial, there are other reasons that are more about the perception of on-campus living 

than the reality of this experience. 

For those students who make the commitment of joining the on-campus, 

residential community, a common focus of the housing and residential life profession is 

analyzing how staff and administrators design programs and services aimed at 

maximizing students’ success and satisfaction while living on campus.  Additionally, the 

field of housing and residential life has matured to include more service-oriented 

processes and policies designed to meet the needs of students both as members of an 

academic community as well as residents of a living community.  Often these needs 

require constant attention that challenges institutions to operate in a way that places value 

on the educational missions of these schools as well as the systems and procedures 

designed to operate their organizations. 

It is through this paradox that my desire to research relationships between 

students and their community members emerged.  Reviewing the models of student 

engagement should help to explain how students integrate into a campus culture and how 
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roommate matching contributes to students’ engagement on campus.  Those who 

experience good relationships tend to perform better, in essence validating the arguments 

posed by previous research.  Students who do not have positive experiences often are 

challenged, performing poorly academically and persisting at lower levels. 

I am specifically interested in the effects of good and bad roommate relationships 

on academics and persistence to graduation.  I believe observing students at a critical 

phase of their college experience will be a helpful guide to increasing the understanding 

of experiences students have as part of their participation in activities that lead to positive 

results.   

Purpose of Research 

The purpose of this research is to increase our understanding of roommate 

relationships in college and how these relationships impact student success in post-

secondary education.  Research on student success has illustrated several advantages and 

opportunities for students who live on-campus.  Many of these advantages are related to 

the development of first year students, who often benefit from close social and academic 

networks that help with the transition to college life.  If successful, this transition can 

often lead to academic achievement and social engagement at a higher level. 

As it relates to members of Student Affairs and Housing and Residential Life 

departments, this community of professionals provides guidance and direction in several 

key ways such as connecting faculty and students at various points during their college 

career, soliciting and engaging participation in university programs, extracurricular 

activities, and leadership opportunities.  More broadly, campuses have increased their 

focus on improving access for students to diverse events, experiences, and people.  Many 
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of the advantages of living on campus are linked to increased academic success and 

higher graduation and retention rates among the undergraduate and first year students.  

By increasing the number of students who live on campus, the academic advantages are 

expected to be of tremendous value to students.   

In 2011, the Measurement and Research Center (MARC) at Temple University 

reported on first-time freshmen enrolled for the fall 2012 and investigated those who 

lived on campus and whether they returned the next year.  The retention rate for resident 

students was higher than for non-resident students.  According to Sally Frazee, from 

MARC, “there were 3,328 first-time freshmen that lived on campus in fall 2010 and 

2,964 of them returned in fall 2011. Their first-year retention rate was 89.1%.  There 

were 1,001 first-time freshmen that didn’t live on campus in fall 2010 and 817 of them 

returned in fall 2011. Their retention rate was 81.6%” (Frazee, 2012). 

According to Frazee, the 81.6% retention rate for students who did not live on 

campus was significantly different from the 89.1% retention for students living on 

campus.  This has led many in the University Housing and Residential Life department to 

further examine the reasons for this higher increase in retention.  The University used the 

same model for 2012, and the retention rate for those who lived on campus was again 

higher than for non-resident students.  Frazee further added, “there were 3,200 first-time 

freshmen who lived on campus in fall 2011, 2,832 of them returned in fall 2012. Their 

first year retention rate was 88.5%.  There were 1,076 first-time freshmen that didn’t live 

on campus in fall 2011, 898 of them returned in fall 2012. Their retention rate was 

83.5%” (Frazee, 2012). 
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As Student Affairs professionals and researchers in higher education explore the 

dynamics of college life that contribute to the positive impact on student success, there 

are many elements to consider in predicting what leads to success (i.e., high school GPA, 

SAT scores, and socio-economic status) and the experiential opportunities such as 

involvement in student organizations, access to faculty, and leadership opportunities that 

may be considered as additional predictors of success.  Studies have also shown increased 

academic performance and skill development as a result of co-curricular involvement. 

There is a considerable gap in knowledge pertaining to how the roommate 

experience affects students in college.  When considering that physiological needs are 

often those needs that must be met first before reaching higher, more aspirational needs 

like self-esteem and self-actualization needs, one could argue that having a better 

understanding of basic needs like housing, dining services, and safety and security are 

critical elements that can greatly impact students’ environments and universities ability to 

satisfy needs of their students.  Moreover, many colleges and universities have struggled 

with developing successful methods to address challenges of the 21st century that impact 

success in college such as the rising cost of tuition, decreased funding in higher 

education, and the growing demand for skilled workers in the areas where career growth 

is strongest, such as STEM majors - Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math.  The 

challenge for Student Affairs and Housing professionals is creating environments where 

students can learn outside the classroom and how we understand how these environments 

contribute to student success.  
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The guiding questions that I used in developing my research were: 

� Will this study add to the understanding of roommate matching? 

� How does roommate matching impact student choice in selecting a University and 

the option of living on campus? 

� Is success with roommate matching an important predictor of student success and 

satisfaction?   

Many students who live in the residence halls report strong satisfaction in their 

experiences and in the relationships they build with their roommates, fellow residents, 

and the students and professional staff members living on-campus trained to support the 

development of students and their educational journey.  Filling the gap of knowledge 

pertaining to how roommate matching benefits the overall student residential experience 

is a much needed area of focus for colleges and Universities. 

 

Definition of Terms 

Academic Performance  

Academic performance is measured on two scales: Grade Point Average (GPA) 

and Credit Hour Production. For this study, participants were asked to provide their fall 

semester GPA, the credit hours earned for the fall semester and the credit hours enrolled 

for the fall and spring semester. A sum of the fall and spring credit hours was calculated 

for each survey participant.   

 Original Roommate  

The original roommate is the roommate that a person has on the first day of 

residence hall check-in for the first semester of residence hall occupancy. Students who 
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have changed roommates, for any reason, are asked to refer to that person for their 

answers. 

Previously Existing Relationship  

A previously existing relationship is defined as students who chose to live with a 

person with whom they had established a relationship that was not the result of using a 

roommate selection service or having met at any institutionally sponsored events such as 

orientation. Previous relationships could include friends, classmates, friends of friends, or 

some other relationship of the student, but excluding relatives of the student.  

Random Assignment of Roommates 

Random assignment is defined as the method by which a housing office at a 

college or university places students in residence hall rooms together without considering 

any personal information about the student’s personality, behavior, or identity. Random 

assignment can use limited factors including gender, smoking status, and residence hall 

preferences. Whether the assignments are performed manually by housing office staff or 

by an automated system, the major factor is that personality traits and behavioral 

preferences are not used to assign students to their residence hall spaces.  

Roommate Matching 

Roommate matching is a process or method that is used to assign students 

together to specific residence hall spaces. Roommate matching is distinguished from 

Roommate Selection in this study as the student has very limited involvement in the 

process of Roommate Matching. 
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Roommate Selection Program  

A Roommate Selection Program is defined as a web-based computer system that 

utilizes the answers to questions in order to create a student profile that is used to identify 

potential roommate matches for the student.  The program can also provide an 

opportunity for students to attach personal comments in addition to their answers in order 

to describe themselves or the qualities of the roommate that they are seeking.     

RoomSync 

RoomSync is the roommate matching tool used by Temple University and the 

Office of University Housing and Residential Life.  RoomSync’s tool is available as an 

application through Facebook where students enter the Office of University Housing and 

Residential Life Facebook Fan Page and click on application to access the RoomSync 

system.  Students are prompted to fill out a profile to add information and details used to 

help students match with potential roommates.  Details pertaining to this application can 

be found in Appendix A. 

Student Engagement 

Student engagement can be defined as the extent to which a student takes part in 

educationally effective practices as defined in the National Survey for Student 

Engagement. 

Student Satisfaction  

Student satisfaction is the degree to which students rate the overall quality of their 

college experience, which includes the relationship with their roommate.  Two of the 

measures used to analyze student satisfaction at Temple are the Temple Student 

Questionnaire (TSQ) and the National Survey for Student Engagement (NSSE). 
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The following questions directed the study and addressed the issues and 

hypothesis in order to understand the effect of using the roommate matching tool and the 

impact of roommate relationships on success in college: 

RQ1: Does a student’s status using RoomSync impact his/her retention at the end of the 

first semester?   

RQ2: Does a student’s status using RoomSync impact his/her Grade Point Average 

(GPA)? 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

There are several themes that become evident when reviewing the literature 

relevant to students’ experience selecting housing, considering roommates, and 

experiences gathered during students’ first year of college.  I considered this literature 

from the lens of a student affairs practitioner, a researcher, and as a former advertising 

executive.   

One of the challenges facing higher education in the 21st century is increased 

scrutiny of performance and it’s relation to the cost of attending college.  Institutions are 

no longer free to do as they please in the wake of increased public scrutiny in the areas of 

funding and accountability (Bok, 2013).  State legislators, politicians, employers, parents, 

and students are all challenging the value and return on investment of higher education.   

State legislators want to know what taxpayers and parents are getting; politicians 
and media are paying attention to what colleges are teaching and ideas from 
professors on matters of public concern; employers are asking if graduates have 
the necessary skills; and communities are looking at what colleges contribute to 
the local economy. (Bok, 2013) 

 

Like organizations competing in a global economy, higher education is becoming 

increasingly more focused on issues they were once immune to addressing in an ever-

changing, global, competitive market.  This increased attention has produced several 

complaints on higher education in the United States. 

Parents and students complain about the increased costs of higher education, 

struggling to repay loans; legislators complain about the waste and inefficiency of higher 

education, low graduation rates, lack of accountability of performance; employers 
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grumble that graduates cannot write clearly, think analytically, work collaboratively, deal 

with other people effectively, or observe proper ethical standards (Bok, 2013). 

Considering that roommate relationships are often reported as one of a students 

most critical issues and transitional moments during a students’ college experience, 

attempting to evaluate and research ways to utilize effective roommate matching 

strategies was an important goal of this research and the literature review.  College 

roommate relationships can be one of the most important aspects of students’ social 

functioning and introduction to college life.  Roommate relationships are unique for 

Student Affairs professionals because students form relational experiences based on a 

personal, lived experience.  Roommates are in frequent contact with one another, sharing 

personal space and their living environment.  Issues that arise are often connected to 

items such as noise level, waking hours, visitors, social habits, and guests.  These 

experiences are often the first “non-family” interaction a student may have in a living 

environment.   

According to Erb, Renshaw, Short, and Pollard (2014), unlike other friendships 

students form, they often do not choose roommates and may experience personality 

mismatches.  “In a sample of 31,500 students in a nationwide study, 50.1% of women 

and 44.1% of men reported “frequent” or “occasional” conflict with roommates.” (Erb, 

Renshaw, Short, and Pollard, 2014)  For the purpose of this study, this statement is 

important for a few reasons.  First, it validates the idea that providing students a choice in 

the process of selecting roommates may in fact be something that could impact the 

experience of living with a new non-family member.  Secondly, there appears to be an 
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interesting dynamic worth exploring in how roommate experiences and the option of 

selecting roommates impacts men and women. 

The challenge for this study is that the breadth of information pertaining to 

roommate matching was limited.  Filling this gap of knowledge, I wanted to prepare a 

brief history of roommate matching in the context of a historical review of housing and 

residential life as an important first step in the process of preparing a literature review.    

Moving forward, as I considered important trends in the field of Student Affairs 

and Housing connected to the housing selection process and the utilization of roommate 

matching, several themes emerged initially based on previous research.  First, how 

roommate matching and involvement with the housing selection process is linked to 

previous research on student engagement with the university was clearly something that 

became evident in the research and literature review.  Student involvement and 

engagement theories have been long considered when researching student success in 

higher education.  Another goal of this research was to focus on the steps during the 

housing selection process that connect to educationally purposeful activities that are 

considered pathways to students’ success.   

Another trend considered was the current dialogue about the future of higher 

education in America and the latest trends in the United States, especially in the wake of 

the growth of consumerism and the rise of concerns on the affordability of college.  

Issues such as the return on investment and value of higher education are certainly at the 

forefront of public opinion and understanding how service-oriented offices like 

University Housing contribute to student success and satisfaction are critically important 

in the new millennium.  The broader question of how these forces impact the mission of 
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our institutions of higher education is a major point of consideration.  While the trend 

recently has been to operate more efficiently and business-like, there is still a strong 

feeling among many in higher education, that the growing consumerism in higher 

education cannot come at the cost of providing an education and a worthwhile, life-

changing experience for students that many believe transforms students’ lives.   

Given that the housing selection process and roommate matching system studied 

utilized during this study involved online processes and incorporated social media, 

considering the trends in information technology such as using online housing systems 

and the impact of social media, in particularly Facebook, was another issue incorporated 

into the literature review. 

Historical Review of Roommate Matching 

Residential facilities on college campuses expanded greatly following World War 

II with the enrollment of veterans, and in the mid-1960s when the baby boomers began 

arriving on campuses.  Today, an overwhelming majority of students attending a 

traditional four-year college live in a residence hall for at least their first year of college. 

From a historical perspective the idea of residence halls was common is Europe, 

especially England in their system of higher education prior to the colonization of North 

America.  The original purpose of residence halls was to help build character and intellect 

among faculty and students in addition to serving a practical function of providing 

housing for students.  One of the reasons living on campus was critical early in our 

country’s history was related to the safety concerns related to traveling.  Attending 

college frequently required traveling great distances during a time period when travel was 

difficult and often dangerous, so living and boarding at college was necessary. 
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Throughout most of the 19th and early 20th centuries, housing and residential life 

was limited to formal traditions and college house systems in which faculty assumed a 

great deal of the responsibilities for servicing students’ needs for living on campus.  

During this time, the growth of housing in Greek organizations as an option also 

significantly increased. 

During the 1960s, a series of significant events drove expansion in higher 

education that in turn increased the need for expansion in University housing.  As a result 

of the American and Russian space race of the late 1950s, the passage of the National 

Defense Education Act of 1958 (NDEA) occurred that fueled growth in higher education 

for the decade following the passage of NDEA.  Enrollments on college campuses more 

than doubled, going from 3.2 million students in 1958 to an enrollment of 6.9 million in 

1968 (National Center for Educational Statistics, 1981).  In addition to the higher birth 

rate of the baby boom generation, this increase in enrollment helped create the 

community college movement, transformed many state colleges into comprehensive 

universities, expanded the size of already large state universities, and increased the size 

of professional education.  With these changes came a continuing increase in the size and 

number of residence halls to meet the increased demand for housing.      

While enrollment trends have fluctuated since this time, there has been a steady 

increase in the number of students attending college.  Enrollment in 2-year and 4-year 

colleges rose 37 percent from 15.3 million in fall 2000 to 20.6 million in fall 2012 

(National Center for Educational Statistics, 2014). 

During the 1980s, some research in the area of college roommate relationships 

was conducted that attempted to link these experiences to important educational 
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outcomes.  For example, according to Erb, Renshaw, Short, and Pollard (2014) a few 

studies were conducted that connected to roommate relationships linking to outcomes 

such as: 

� Waldo & Fuhriman (1981) found college roommates who rated themselves as 
having the highest level of trust and intimacy within their relationship rated 
themselves as having significantly higher overall emotional adjustment to college.   

� Waldo (1984) found the use of positive college roommate communication skills 
was significantly associated with more positive overall psychological adjustment. 

� Lepore (1992) demonstrated that a supportive roommate relationship can exert a 
cross-domain buffering effect of social support. 

� Dussler, Dunn, Wang, Shelley, and Whalen (2005) found frequent conflict with 
college roommates was a significant predictor of overall stress level. 

� Keup (2007) found difficulty with college roommate relationships was among the 
greatest disappointments of the first year and that college roommate difficulties 
had a negative effect on overall satisfaction. 

(Erb, Renshaw, Short, & Pollard, 2014)   
 

According to Coleman (1985) from 1960 through the 1980s, research about on-

campus housing focused on how college and university housing operations could 

improve their service to students in the area of roommate matching and placement.  Many 

of the previous researchers based their studies on the personality traits of the students at 

the time, a population that has changed significantly over the years.  

Garb (1978) examined the role and purposes that university housing assignments 

play in the college student’s educational experience.  Garb identified the requirements 

that promoted the development of college roommate relationships and the factors needed 

for their successful formation as the hierarchy of involvement that began with basic needs 

and grew to include shared values.  He summarizes that in order to create successful 

relationships, the demands on the roommates increase depending on the amount of 

involvement that each roommate is willing to contribute. 
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Lapidus, Green, and Baruh (1985) conducted a meta-analysis to identify factors 

related to roommate compatibility to determine if evidence existed to predict roommate 

compatibility.  Their study identified personality traits that existed in successful 

relationships but couldn’t be used to predict whether successful relationships would 

occur.  One method that demonstrated potentially positive outcomes was when a 

student’s description of his or her ideal roommate matched the potential roommate’s self-

described personality. 

Stanley, Werring, and Carey (1988) compared students who had selected their 

own roommates to those randomly assigned by the housing office.  They found that 

students who had self-selected their roommates were more likely to remain with 

roommates they had chosen, even when they had a low level of rapport with them. 

Waldo and Fuhriman (1981) studied residence hall roommates to determine if 

there was a connection between the quality of the relationships with their roommates to 

their personal communication skills and adjustment to college.  They found students who 

expressed higher levels of satisfaction with their roommate scored higher on measurers of 

trust and closeness.  The study also showed that residence hall students with positive 

relationships also indicated a higher level of emotional adjustment to college life. 

Studies have shown that residents who report positive social relationships are 

more likely to report satisfaction with their housing (Berger & Milem, 1999).  

Developing social relationships and having a sense of community improve students’ 

overall satisfaction with campus housing and this sense of community can often be found 

in the residence halls. 

Erwin (1983) discussed the influences of roommate assignments upon students' 
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maturity.  According to Erwin, educators (Delworth & Hanson, 1980; Moos et al., 1976) 

expressed the need to learn about specific influences in the environment that produce 

changes in college students.  The role of the residence hall has been thought to be an 

integral part of the educational experience for years (Moos, 1979; Williamson & Wise, 

1958) but much about the sociological and psychological dynamics within the residence 

hall needs to be studied as a sub-environment that influences students' attitudes and 

development.  

Erwin points out that in addition to recognizing the impact of the general 

residential hall environment, the influence of a student's roommate also may be conceived 

as a separate and powerful environment (Brown, 1968). For example, Pace (1970) has 

illustrated the importance of roommate compatibility by showing that dissatisfied pairs 

had lower academic achievement. A number of other studies have explored a variety of 

factors for matching students in attempts to enhance roommate compatibility. Some of 

these schemes for matching students have included smoking and drinking (Broxton, 

1962); fathers' educational level and predicted grade point average (Gehring, 1970); 

weekday bedtime (Jones et al., 1980); year in school, age; hometown size (Nudd, 1965); 

and birth rate (Scheidt & Smith, 1976).  

According to Erwin, three main problems were evident with these studies. 

First, most of the studies about roommate satisfaction were not based on any particular 

student outcome theory, which makes generalizability of results limited.  Second, most of 

the studies in this area ignore students' attitudes and social development as important 

variables.  Third, most of the studies were not designed as experiments but were merely 

descriptive in nature.  
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Another important milestone with regards to the history of roommate matching 

was the birth and growth of social media starting in 2004.  With the launch of Facebook, 

social media greatly impacted operations within the University Housing and Residential 

Life field.  Until this time, many colleges and Universities used paper applications, 

surveys, and other instruments to match students.  While more sophisticated housing and 

residential life programs ventured into adding personality traits to their roommate 

matching process and even incorporated this process into their online housing processes, 

these systems all relied on administrative analysis on students’ preferences and less on 

self-service and student choice.  With the increased use of Facebook in early 2005, many 

Universities began dealing with increased demand from students to be engaged in the 

selection of their roommates based on their increased knowledge of students as a result of 

viewing Facebook profile information. 

Because many college students come from homes where they did not share a 

room, residence halls may provide the first occasion where students are asked to have a 

roommate.  As noted, positive roommate relationships are important for both the 

emotional and intellectual well-being of students.  In the past, a number of strategies were 

used to facilitate roommate matching among these assigning rooms based on similar 

personal habits, smoking, neatness level, sleep and studying habits and room use 

activities to name a few.  Other schools also incorporate personality tests such as the 

Meyers-Briggs Personality Type Indicator.  The most successful form of roommate 

matching based on more recent research and literature involves roommate matching as 

being self-selected where students identify the person with whom they wish to live.  

(Gutherie, 2003) 
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Considering the information collected during the literature review, I considered 

whether this study was evaluative in nature or was intended to add new literature and 

research to the Student Affairs and Housing field.  This study is primarily evaluative in 

nature in that the intent was to study the impact of the roommate matching system used 

during the Fall 2013 housing selection process.  However, considering the considerable 

lack of knowledge in this area, I would also hope that some of my findings would add to 

the limited research available on roommate matching. 

Given the trends previously reviewed, a number of companies began offering 

roommate matching solutions beginning in 2008.  One such company, RoomSync, began 

working with Temple University and the University of Florida in 2009.  Both schools 

were beta-test sites for the RoomSync Roommate Matching System that both schools 

began using during their respective housing selection processes in 2010. 

RoomSync is an application made available through Facebook that allows 

students to search for compatible roommates using specific profile information added to 

the RoomSync Profile as well as content from a students’ Facebook Profile.  At Temple 

University, students are provided information during the Admissions and Housing 

Selection Process aimed at informing students about RoomSync and how to utilize the 

roommate matching tool prior to self-selecting their housing.  Students are encouraged to 

use RoomSync to find suitable roommates to connect with prior to selecting housing in 

early March every year.  The system is targeted to new, incoming students, 

predominantly freshmen.   

As it pertains to the questions that students are asked to provide on the roommate 

matching tool used by RoomSync to expand on their profile there is a focus on many of 
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the issues research has shown to be important and relevant for students such as noise 

level in room, time students go to bed, comfort level with visitors, cleanliness of room, 

comfort level sharing belongings, and describing a student’s activity level.  Appendix A 

contains details related to the RoomSync system used at Temple University and the 

options students can use to enhance their profile. 

Student Involvement and Engagement 

The first theme I examined through my literature review was student involvement 

and engagement theory in higher education.  In general, the belief among many in higher 

education is that students who become involved and engaged during their college career, 

especially in the first year, do better in school, form powerful, lifelong relationships, and 

succeed to graduation at higher levels than students who do not engage on a college 

campus.  In addition, living on campus has been shown to contribute positively to this 

outcome.  These two factors underlie the need to study how to improve the on-campus 

living experience for students. Alexander Astin proposed his “Theory of Student 

Involvement” in part as a way to “bring some order into the chaos of the literature” that 

existed regarding college student development (Astin, 1999b).  Extensive research using 

this theory has shown that the three most potent forms of involvement are academic 

involvement, involvement with faculty, and involvement with a student peer group 

(Astin, 1999a).  This later form of involvement has particular relevance when considering 

the impact of roommate relationships and campus environments.  According to years of 

research, the single strongest source of influence on a student’s cognitive and affective 

development has been determined to be the peer group (Astin, 1999a). 

Student engagement can be defined as the extent to which a student takes part in 
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educationally effective practices (Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley et al., 2006).  Kuh et al. critiqued 

the pipeline analogy of educational attainment, suggesting instead that an individual’s 

educational journey could be more realistically portrayed with a framework that 

accounted for “a wide path with twists, turns, detours, roundabouts, and occasional dead 

ends” (p. 7). As a result the authors developed a visual representation of a new 

framework designed to better capture the elements that matter to students’ experiences in 

college. This framework conceptualizes student engagement as the intersection between 

student behaviors and institutional conditions.  Within this model student behaviors are 

described primarily as study habits, peer involvement, interaction with faculty, time on 

task, and motivation. Institutional conditions included the first-year experience, academic 

support, campus environment, peer support, and teaching and learning approaches. 

Therefore, student engagement as a concept broadens Astin’s (1984) Theory of Student 

Involvement by incorporating institutional conditions. This addition opened the doors for 

administrators to assess the role institutional conditions played in engagement. 

Furthermore, it provided for the chance to enhance student engagement through changes 

to program and services, rather than solely influencing changes in student behaviors. 

The concept of student engagement has gained increased attention in recent years 

(Kuh, Cruce, Shoup, Kinzie, & Gonyea, 2008; Kuh, Kinzie, Cruce, Shoup, & Gonyea, 

2006; Laird & Kuh, 2005; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Pike, Smart, Kuh, & Hayek, 

2006).  Some of this research has demonstrated that student engagement in educationally 

focused activities is positively correlated to grades and persistence. Student grades and 

persistence are two common measurements used to quantify student success in college.  

However, student success encompasses more than just grades and persistence. Other, 
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more difficult measures of student success include personal development outcomes such 

as self-awareness, confidence, self-worth, social competence, a sense of purpose, and 

overall satisfaction with the college experience (Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley et al., 2006). Thus, 

measuring student success in postsecondary education is not an easy task. As a result, the 

construct of student success is not very clear and within the literature there exist multiple 

definitions (Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley et al., 2006). 

In their book How College Affects Students, Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) 

explore notions of student success as they attempt to synthesize a decade of research on 

the impact of college on students. In describing the conceptual framework employed for 

their project, the authors referenced Astin’s (1993) taxonomy of college outcomes 

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). First proposed in 1970, the “taxonomy of student 

outcomes” (Astin, 1993, p. 9) involves three dimensions: type of outcome, type of data, 

and time (Table 2.1). 

Table 2.1: Classification of Student Outcomes by Type of Outcome and Type of Data 
Outcome   Outcome 

Data     Affective   Cognitive 
Psychological    Self-concept   Knowledge 

Values    Critical thinking ability 
Beliefs    Basic skills 
Drive for achievement Special aptitudes 
Satisfaction with college Academic achievement 

 
Behavioral    Personal habits  Career development 

Avocations Level of educational 
attainment 

Mental health   Vocational achievements 
Citizenship   Level of responsibility 
Interpersonal relations  Income 

Awards and special 
recognition 

Note. From What Matters in College?  (Pg. 10), by A.W. Astin, 1993, San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass Publishers.  Copyright 1993 by Jossey-Bass Inc. 
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In this conceptual scheme, the type of college outcome can be classified as either 

cognitive (e.g., reasoning and logic) or affective (e.g., behaviors, attitudes, values, and 

self-concept). In addition, the data collected can be classified as psychological (e.g., 

internal states or individual traits) or behavioral (e.g., observable activities). The final 

dimension, time, is employed as recognition that attending college can have both short-

term and long-term effects.  

The taxonomy of student outcomes is a helpful framework for conceptualizing the 

current study. From a developmental standpoint, a greater understanding of student 

behavior during the roommate matching and roommate experience potentially could 

impact students’ experience through the lens of student development theory as well as a 

condition of their environment.  Looking at these experiences as an outcome of their 

environment and how it impacts their satisfaction could also be considered a perceived 

value of the brand of being associated as a member of the University community.  

While focusing on a student’s experience is certainly valuable to understanding 

student success, more focus can and should be given to the physical environment and the 

role it has on student satisfaction.  One of the surveys used to measure the effects of 

“behaviors that are highly correlated with many desirable learning and personal 

development outcomes of college” (Kuh, 2004, p. 2) is the National Survey for Student 

Engagement. 

The National Survey for Student Engagement (NSSE) is a comprehensive 

instrument designed to measure student engagement.  First piloted in 1999, the NSSE has 

been administered at over 1,200 colleges and universities (NSSE, 2008a). The result of 

several years of administering NSSE on multiple campuses has led researchers to 
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conclude that “student engagement in educationally purposeful activities is positively 

related to both grades and persistence” (Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley et al., 2006, p. 35).  

Furthermore, extensive research on college student development demonstrates “the time 

and energy students devote to educationally purposeful activities is the single best 

predictor of their learning and personal development” (Kuh, 2004). 

Recent research by Kuh has focused on a construct known as “educationally 

purposeful activities” which is composed of the responses to 19 items in the College 

Student Report section of the NSSE survey (2008). When combined, these 19 items form 

a reliable global measure of engagement in effective educational practices (Kuh, Kinzie, 

Cruce et al., 2006).  

The authors selected these items because previous literature demonstrated they 

were all positively related to desired outcomes of college such as grades and persistence. 

Furthermore, as noted, “engagement in educationally purposeful activities has had a 

cumulative positive effect on earnings, values development, cognitive development, and 

lifelong learning outcomes” (Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley et al., p. 87).  A complete list of these 

items is presented in Table 2.2  
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Table 2.2: A complete list of educationally purposeful activities 
 
A summative scale of 19 NSSE items 
1. Asked questions in class or contributed to class discussions 
2. Made a class presentation 
3. Prepared two or more drafts of a paper or assignment before turning it in 
4. Came to class without completing readings or assignments 
5. Worked with other students on projects during class 
6. Worked with classmates outside of class to prepare class assignments 
7. Tutored or taught other students (paid or voluntary) 
8. Participated in a community-based project as part of a regular course 
9. Used an electronic medium (list-serve, chat group, Internet, etc.) to discuss or 

complete an assignment 
10. Used e-mail to communicate with an instructor 
11. Discussed grades or assignments with an instructor 
12. Talked about career plans with a faculty member or advisor 
13. Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with faculty members outside of class 
14. Received prompt feedback from faculty on your academic performance (written or 

oral) 
15. Worked harder than you thought you could to meet an instructor’s standards or 

expectations 
16. Worked with faculty members on activities other than coursework (committees, 

orientation, student life activities, etc.) 
17. Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with others outside of class (students, 

family members, coworkers, etc.) 
18. Had serious conversations with students of a different race or ethnicity than your own 
19. Had serious conversations with students who differ from you in terms of their 

religious beliefs, political opinions, or personal values 
 
Note.  From “ Connecting the dots: Multi-faceted analyses of the relationships between student engagement results from the NSSE, 
and the institutional practices and conditions that foster student success,” by Kuh, G. D., Kinzie, J., Cruce, T. M., Shoup, R., & 
Gonyea, R. M. 2006, Revised Final Report prepared for Lumina Foundation for Education Grant # 2518, p. 85.  Copyright 2006 by 
Center for Postsecondary Research, Indiana University Bloomington. 
 
 
 

Research and theoretical developments in the literature on college persistence 

have suggested that students who establish and maintain strong academic and social 

relationships during the first few months of college enrollment-for example, by making 

friends with their classmates, interacting with faculty and staff, and participating in 

extracurricular activities - feel part of the college community and thus are less likely to 

drop out (Tinto 1993). 
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Students who live on campus, by nature of their location, likely have more 

frequent contact with other students, faculty, and staff members than do their classmates 

who live at home. Students who live on campus are physically closer to their classroom 

buildings, the library, laboratories, the student union, and so forth, which make it easier 

to gain access to school resources and to maintain relationships with members of the 

school community.  

Students who live at home during their first year of college may miss out on these 

key, integrating experiences and, as a result, may have fewer academic and social 

supports to smooth this transition. A number of studies have supported this contention: 

students who live on campus are less likely to drop out than are those who live off 

campus (Astin 1973; Christie & Dinham 1991; Pascarella & Chapman 1983; Thompson, 

Samiratedu, & Rafter 1993; Velez 1985; Wolfe 1993).  Many of these studies, however, 

were conducted with college students in the 1960s and 1970s (Astin 1973; Pascarella & 

Chapman 1983; Velez 1985), while more recent analyses have focused only on students 

within a single university (Christie & Dinham 1991; Thompson et al. 1993; Wolfe 1993).  

According to Berger (1997) students' sense of community in residence halls and 

social integration impacts first-year persistence.  Berger details the temporal process of 

becoming integrated into the college environment described by Tinto (1993) as a 

transition "between membership in past communities and membership in the new 

communities of the college" (p. 125). According to Tinto, every campus is 

composed of multiple communities, any one of which could provide a way for a 

student to become   integrated into campus life. Although the “Tinto 

Interactionalist Model” has been tested empirically in hundreds of studies and 
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dissertations (Braxton, Sullivan, & Johnson, 1997) the role that on-campus 

communities play in fostering integration remains underexplored. 

For these reasons, I conclude that students who live on campus are more 

likely to engage in educationally purposeful activities, due to their access and 

proximity to faculty, staff, and most importantly other students.  The act of 

forming social relationships with the common bond of the institutions activities 

creates an environment that yields more promising results as it pertains to student 

success than students living at home and commuting to campus.  In addition to 

forming social relationships, students form communities which help students with 

first year integration.   

 Berger chose to investigate how campus communities affect the processes of 

integration for three conceptually compelling reasons: 

 

1 .  First, despite Tinto's (1975; 1993) emphasis on the importance of the interaction 

between campus communities and the individual student, no previous 

researchers have examined specific campus communities to investigate how 

they do or do not affect the integration process. 

 

2. Second, researchers have often suggested the importance of community and a 

positive sense of community on college and university campuses (Astin, 1985; 

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 1990; Davis & 

Daugherty, 1992; Kuh, 1991; Spitzberg & Thorndike, 1992), but they have 

provided little empirical evidence to support these claims. 
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3. Third, extensive literature in the field of community psychology suggests that 

individuals with a strong sense of community are more likely to be connected with 

the larger social order (Heller, 1989; Newbrough, 1973, 1992; Sarason, 1974).  

Restated from the community psychology perspective, students with a strong 

sense of community in campus communities, such as residence halls, are more 

likely to be fully connected, or more integrated, into the broader campus social 

system. 

 Many definitions of community and sense of community have been 

developed to describe campus communities. Astin (1985) defined a community 

as a small subgroup of students with a common sense of purpose that can build a sense 

of group identity, cohesiveness, and uniqueness. Spitzberg and Thorndike (1992) 

noted that, traditionally, community has been defined as a small group of people 

living in a common area with shared values, practices, and goals. Schroeder 

(1994) identified four essential principles (involvement, investment, influence, 

and identity) that define a learning community in college residence halls. 

Although many studies have documented the effects that sense of 

community has on the workplace, cities, neighborhoods, hospital wards, religious 

congregations, and unions (Lounsbury & DeNuie, 1995); little empirical work exists 

on the effect that sense of community has on college campuses. Existing literature 

suggests that on-campus residential living facilities may be one type of on-campus 

community that facilitates social integration. Blimling (1993) cited abundant 

evidence that living in residence halls has a strong positive effect on student 

persistence.  Additionally, several retention studies have indicated that students 
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who live in residence halls persist at a much greater rate than do commuter students  

(Mallette & Cabrera, 1991; Pascarella & Chapman, 1983; Pascarella & Terenzini, 

1980; Pascarella,  Terenzini,  & Wolfle, 1986; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1977).  Astin  

(1977) argued that on-campus living accounts for a 12% advantage in a student's 

chance of persistence. 

As I looked to connect the importance of roommate matching to this theme, 

the argument can be made that helping students find more compatible roommates 

through the housing selection process creates a situation where universities prepare 

students better for the interactions and environments they will enter when they 

attend campus at the beginning of the fall semester.  The hope is that this 

intentional, self-service opportunity provides more choice for students hence 

adding to their satisfaction, ownership in the process and ultimate success. 

In summary, the literature supports claims that students who get involved 

perform better academically and persist at higher levels.  The research I proposed 

is consistent with the tents of the Theory of Student Involvement and Student 

Engagement and how this fits into learning more about roommate matching.  A 

key revelation in the literature review is the importance of developing and building 

relationships and its impact on student engagement and development.  Within the 

housing and residential life field, this is an important objective. 
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The Future of Higher Education in the 21st Century 

There has been a documented trend pertaining to increased consumerism in higher 

education over the past decade with a greater emphasis on the value of a college 

education for students.  This strategic consideration is often realized on college campuses 

and is seen in dialogue of senior level administrators when considering the recruitment 

and retention of students.  Due to decreases in enrollment and the number of college-age 

students, reductions in state funding, and the increased importance of marketing and 

branding in higher education, the concept that universities are becoming more like 

businesses has never been more prevalent.  Derek Bok, author of “Universities in the 

Marketplace: The Commercialization of Higher Education” writes,  

Professors of higher education offer an explanation for the growth of commercial 
activity on campus.  In their view, the recent wave of entrepreneurial behavior is a 
response to the reductions in government support for higher education that began 
in the 1970s.  As the economy slowed, after the energy crisis of 1973, Congress 
could no longer sustain the rapid increases in research funding that occurred 
during the 1950s and 1960s.  State legislatures, burdened by the mounting costs of 
prisons, welfare, and health care for the indigent, followed suit and cut their 
appropriations for higher education, especially in the 1980s and 1990s.  The result 
was to force university officials and faculty members to look for new sources of 
funding. (Bok, p. 8)  

 

This growth in attention towards consumerism has increased the importance of 

many student service related functions within the University organization, particularly 

business operations, recruitment, student services, and student affairs.  Many institutions 

have spent considerable time and resources developing programs aimed at enhancing 

students’ experiences on campus in addition to improving the quality of the education 

delivered.  Moreover, universities have seen considerable gains and success in programs 

designed for first-year students such as college preparatory programs, summer programs, 
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orientation programs, leadership development programs, and many other co-curricular 

initiatives designed to synergize the academic and campus life dynamics of the college 

experience for a broader, more enriching experience. 

Those in the University Housing and Residential Life industry within higher 

education have seen for many years the growing trends of consumerism in higher 

education.  The experience of living on campus in many ways relates to a common 

approach that organizations consider when understanding the needs of their customers or 

members.   

Within this framework, there are many factors to consider in designing an 

effective housing program to support the needs of students.  One such factor is the 

facilities designed to meet the needs of a very demanding millennial generation guided by 

parents, many of whom are Baby Boomers and accustomed to high levels of customer 

service.  Other factors are the staff and programs available to support and guide students 

through their college career.  This ranges from Resident Assistants (RAs) who live in the 

buildings to professional staff trained to provide experiences and counsel to support 

student development and learning.  In addition, there are other student services that have 

be added to enrich student’ experiences such as student activities, counseling services, 

health services, recreation, and various student organizations.   

As I pondered how consumerism impacts higher education and the delivery of the 

product institutions of higher education sell, it is inevitable that questions arise pertaining 

to the purpose of what colleges and universities are meant to support.  Many have 

challenged the growth of consumerism in higher education and have challenged leaders 

to consider that the purpose of higher education is to provide an education first rather 
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than the delivery of a product.  While this paradox is certainly an important consideration 

for leaders in higher education to consider, the realities of operating a business support 

the metaphor of organizations running like machines rather than advanced learning 

organisms. 

Also, as leaders of higher education consider the consumerism perspective and 

reflect on how these forces impact higher education, an important function of how a 

colleges and universities recruit and retain students is through the housing it offers to 

students.  Sickler and Roskos (2013) investigated the characteristics of on-campus 

housing that played a role in first-year students’ choice of on-campus housing options.  

During their study of nearly 2,000 students in the fall semesters of 2009 and 2010, they 

asked how important housing was in students’ decision to attend the university, what 

considerations were most important in their on-campus housing choice, whether they 

would choose to live on campus the following year, and whether they would move to a 

different residence hall if they could.  Their study found that most first-year students 

chose size or type of room (70%), proximity/location of building (59%), and friends and 

roommates (57%) as the most important considerations.  As college enrollment is on the 

rise and in some places at an all-time high, so is the demand for suitable campus housing 

(Bozick, 2007; Fry, 2010; Hoover, 2008).  Hallenbeck (1991) posited that in the coming 

years “the impression created by institutional facilities will be increasingly important in 

recruitment and retention.” (p. 666) 

Their study also reflected on the importance of the campus facilities and the 

physical environment and the fact that these contributes significantly to a students’ 

impression of an institution (Reynolds, 2007; Strange, 1991).  “Studies have focused on 
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predicting satisfaction rates relating to the built environment or as a result of 

social/behavioral factors, because satisfaction with housing has been shown to relate 

directly to retention (Astin, 1973; Bozick, 2007; Reynolds, 2007).  More specifically, 

student housing studies have addressed satisfaction rates among students for the general 

residence hall environment (Alkandari, 2007; Thomsen & Eikemo, 2010) or have focused 

on the room types that attract students (Balogh, Price & Moser, 2009; Sickler & Roskos, 

2013) 

Residential facilities are important to campus residents.  Reynolds (2007) found 

that more than 53% of participants felt it was important to see housing facilities during a 

campus visit prior to enrollment and 42% of respondents noted that residence halls were 

“extremely” or “very” important in the college selection process.  They also found a 

positive association between the on-campus environment developed and its impact on 

student recruitment and retention, suggesting that institutional characteristics and 

facilities have a direct correlation with choice of school. 

Sickler and Roskos’ (2013) study also suggested that the appearance of facilities 

contributed significantly to students’ perception of the University and that developing 

social relationships and having a sense of community improved students’ overall 

satisfaction.  They posited that students’ involvement and living on campus are the most 

important factors for a student’s retention and success. 

The literature pertaining to how the product of housing is considered during the 

college admission process has grown to be a major consideration for administrators and 

higher education leaders.  The goal of the research proposed was to learn more about 

students’ preferences with regards to building options as well as roommates matching.  
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The literature shows that a majority of students are concerned about these issues when 

selecting housing creating relevance during the recruitment process for new students as 

well as retaining students through graduation. 

As competition in higher education continues to increase, consumerism in higher 

education will continue to grow.  As previously shared, many constituents including 

students, parents, legislators, community members, etc. are becoming more concerned 

about the product of higher education and as a result are becoming more involved in the 

consumer decision-making process.  As it relates to roommate matching, understanding 

how the process unfolds for new and returning students during their annual housing 

selection and how the use of a roommate matching systems impacts the business of 

housing and residential life and ultimately students’ satisfaction is incredibly important.  

The face of the University Housing and Residential Life industry has drastically 

transformed over the last decade to be more customer service and student focused in an 

era of self-service flexibility that provide numerous options and offerings to cater to a 

diverse mix of students. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 35 

Impact of Information Technology and Social Media 

In addition to facilities, staffing, and programs, universities are also looking at 

how they deliver services utilizing information technology, social media, and marketing 

communications.  More and more, students and their families expect services to be 

provided in a way that builds upon the technology available in society.  This trend has led 

many in the areas of admissions, academic planning, business services, and housing, to 

consider systems and procedures that allow for 24-hour access and quicker response 

times.  The days of waiting in line to submit an application, registering for a class, or 

selecting a room in housing are truly a thing of the past on today’s college campuses.   

According to Kadushin (2012) expanding networks and the growth of social 

media are connected to building social connectedness and enhancing social capital within 

the United States.  In his book, Understanding Social Networks, he examines the recent 

developments and use of technology and writes,   

As of December 2008, 75% of the US adult population used the internet.  Of 
these, 35% now have a profile on an on-line social network site, up more than 
fourfold from 8% in 2005.  Seventy-five percent of adults 18 through 24 have a 
profile and almost 70% of students and teenagers, suggesting that as these cohorts 
age, the total proportion of the US population using social network sites can only 
rise.  Almost 90% of adults use their on-line profiles to keep up with friends, and 
half use it to make new friends.”  The results are similarly impressive for Twitter 
and Google usages as well.  (p. 5) 

 

Kadushin ultimately makes the point that social networks have the potential to 

give people access to valuable resources, i.e. job opportunities, information, social 

mobility, and increased social capital.  This idea of social capital is important for those 

who work in higher education, in particular residence life, because of the impact out-of-



 36 

the-classroom experiences have on students’ success in college and the connection 

improved social relationships have on a students’ success and persistence in college. 

 Connecting this concept to roommate matching is an important one.  Given that 

the goal of many housing and residential life programs is to build and enhance 

communities that are forged through students, building connections with students that 

adds social capital to the institution leads to stronger more supportive communities.  

Developing a supportive on-campus community is important for positive roommate 

experiences as the community encourages many of the positive outcomes seen in positive 

relationships.  The question for administrators is how are these experiences developed 

and enhanced in a way where students are given opportunities and freedoms to match 

decisions as well as learn about their roles and responsibilities as members of these 

productive communities. 

Information technology has been one of the most transformative forces to impact 

higher education and many student service related departments.  Students’ use of 

computers, the Internet, and mobile devices now directly impacts how universities 

service their students and in response how students communicate with campus officials 

and administrators.  Whether it is using services, communicating with staff, and more 

broadly how they build relationships and networks to support their growth, students are 

finding and using technology in ways that impacts their experience.   

According to Greenberg and Weber (2008) Millennials are incredibly smart and 

driven by technology.  They are shaped by technology and comfortable with the 

technologies that connect people around the world electronically (p. 24). Their book 

details a study conducted called the Greenberg Millennials Study that was designed in 
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consultation with Gerstein/Agne Strategic Communications, one of the most respected 

research organizations in the United States.  The authors point out that when asked to rate 

a series of events or trends for their importance in shaping the attitudes and beliefs of 

their generation, the clear leader was the rise of the Internet, cell phones, text messaging, 

e-mail, and similar devices in personal technology.   According to the survey, this was 

noted as having greater importance on their generation’s identity than the terrorist attacks 

on 9/11.  Another survey reported respondents spending an average of 21.3 hours a week 

on-line, including time spent e-mailing and instant messaging. 

Greenberg and Weber (2008) posited that the Millennials are generally optimistic 

about the social and economic impact of new technologies and believe technology makes 

people more efficient, closer to friends and family, and makes it easier to make new 

friends.  As researchers look for ways to engage students on college campuses, especially 

those involved in the admissions and recruitment process, helping students transition 

from high school to college is critical to their success.  Information technology will 

continue to play a significant role in many areas of higher education, including housing 

selection and roommate matching. 

Establishing that positive roommate relationships builds strong communities, the 

research shows that students who use information technology during the housing 

selection process can benefit students greatly because students are given options of 

selecting people they desire to live with and finding compatible roommates.  This 

opportunity adds to building better relationships that leads to better performance and 

increased satisfaction.  A number of colleges and university housing offices have 

explored improvements in the use of online systems to improve their respective housing 
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systems including options for improved roommate matching programs.  Offering 

solutions to assist students in meeting and ultimately agreeing to reside with another 

student they do not know has been recognized as one of the most important decisions a 

student will experience when considering college.  In recent years this experience has 

been linked to retention, academic success, and student satisfaction at institutions of 

higher education.  The ability to provide students with options, information, and 

processes to investigate and recruit potential roommates during the admissions processing 

greatly adds to the value-added services students and their families expect during their 

interactions with the university.  Moreover, the research shows that students who make 

good roommate decisions and connect with individuals that meet their interests and 

personal preferences, show greater success in retention, academic performance, and 

student satisfaction (Kalsbeek & Hossler, 2009). 

Given the research conducted, the process of determining a system for new 

students to use that empowers them during the admissions process seems critical for the 

future.  Utilizing technology and social media, there appears to be adequate resources to 

provide students options and information to help make better decisions in selecting 

roommates.  

Also, incorporating an understanding of consumer behavior and theories behind 

what motivates students to act, responding to the needs of students with a focus on 

developing good relationships, roommate matches based on personality and preference 

likeness, and the ability to proceed in a way that addresses students’ need and their 

ultimate success, I believe this research has value in highlighting a successful approach to 

increasing the opportunities for students’ success. 
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In summary, no greater trend has impacted the Housing and Residential Life field 

than the growth of information technology and social media.  The ability to provide 

services in a way that embrace these trends has paved the way for many enhancements to 

housing and residential life processes and the way in which students select their choices 

and fulfill their basic physiological needs.  The importance of connecting these processes 

to a social network and resources that allow for open and honest communication is the 

key to success.  I believe the literature suggests that those who embrace social media and 

technology in useful ways, can improve students’ experiences not only with processes 

like housing selection and course registration, but also in building stronger communities 

connected with more of the on-campus population. 
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Student Affairs for a New Generation 

Another important consideration in higher education is the growth of marketing 

and branding of educationally beneficial services such as the on-campus, residential 

experience and how a new generation will respond to the product of higher education.  

The relevance of factoring in consumer behavior and its connection to marketing and 

branding relates to the increased focus in higher education on students’ success and 

retention.  Many colleges and universities approach the process of marketing their on 

campus facilities and activities out-of-the classroom as value added benefits of one higher 

education experience to another. 

Considering that options for post-secondary education are abundant, students and 

families are often treated like consumers during the college decision making process.  

This strategy of building campus communities that cater to students’ needs is a growing 

trend in the industry.   

Since the roommate matching process and the general process that students 

engage in when selecting their housing are critically important decisions, the need to 

understand students as individual consumers and as a cohort with common beliefs, 

values, attitudes and opinions is important in developing policies and procedures that 

support recruiting and retaining students.  In marketing, an understanding of consumer 

behavior is generally something companies consider when developing strategies for 

selling their products or services to their target audience.     

On any given day, Student Affairs practitioners, regardless of their position or 

title, may find themselves working with individual students, advising student groups, or 

providing advice to student organizations.  All of these activities require the practitioner 
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to understand how each student is unique, how students function as groups, and how 

students in the aggregate respond to and shape the campus environment. The knowledge 

base of the profession has given Student Affairs educators numerous theories to assist 

them in working with both individuals and groups of students. 

In the book New Directions for Student Services, several authors reflect on the 

future of higher education and the changing dynamics that are impacting the field.  

According to Coomes (2004), “we have come to understand the developmental tasks in 

which our students are engaged and how gender, race, and sexual orientation shapes their 

identity” (Pg. 6).   He also discusses the cognitive processes students use to make sense 

of the world and how personality type plays an important role in human development.  

“These theories all focus on different aspects of development but share a common 

emphasis on the individual. Other theorists have offered us group perspectives for 

understanding students” (p. 6). 

As Coomes points out, the most extensive articulation of a generational model is 

that of William Strauss and Neil Howe. Their model has been the basis for examinations 

of generations of college students (Howe & Strauss, 2003; Komives, 1993).  Given their 

work in understand generations, the Strauss and Howe model warrants further discussion. 

Strauss and Howe (1991) describe the “peer personality” of an emerging 

generation called the Millennials (students born after 1980).  Student Affairs practitioners 

can better identify with students, understand their needs, and address potential 

intergenerational conflicts that emerge when values are not aligned.  In the housing field, 

this conflict generally materializes when students are placed in situations living with 
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other students with different values, backgrounds, and interests and interact in a campus 

community that contains varying interests, values, and beliefs.   

The Millennial generation represents a significant departure from the immediately 

preceding Thirteenth generation, or Generation X, and is a correction for the excesses of 

the Boomer generation. Howe and Strauss (2000) identify seven key characteristics of the 

Millennial generation: special, sheltered, confident, team-oriented, conventional, 

pressured, and achieving. A more complete description of each of these Millennial 

generation characteristics is available in Appendix B.  These characteristics have 

significant implications for the design and delivery of student affairs programs and 

services. They also suggest new patterns and levels of student involvement in campus life 

that have not been seen at colleges and universities for a number of years. This and future 

generations will also require a reexamination of how programs and services are organized 

and delivered.  

According to researchers, the relationships between Boomer generation or 

Generation X faculty and staff and the Millennial students attending higher education can 

be better understood within the framework of generational analysis.  According to 

Strauss and Howe, each generation has its own biography, a biography that tells the story 

of how the personality of the generation is shaped and how that personality subsequently 

shapes other generations. In their model, generations are defined as “a cohort-group 

whose length approximates the span of a phase of life and whose boundaries are fixed by 

peer personality” (p. 60).  
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They assert that a “phase of life” involves central social roles that span a twenty-

two-year period of an individual’s life. Strauss and Howe build what they admit is a 

“simple lifecycle framework of four life phases of equal twenty-two-year lengths. 

Accordingly, they define youth as lasting from ages 0 to 21; rising adulthood from ages 

22 to 43; midlife from ages 44 to 65; and elderhood from ages 66 to 87” (p. 56). Echoing 

the work of such life-span developmentalists as Erikson (1964), Levinson and Associates 

(1978), and Chickering and Havighurst (1981), Strauss and Howe suggest that the life 

roles at each life stage are distinctly different. For youth, the central role is one of 

dependence and includes growing, learning, accepting protection and nurturance, 

avoiding harm, and acquiring values. For the rising, activities include working, starting 

families and livelihoods, serving institutions, and testing values. For those in the midlife 

stage, leadership, parenting, teaching, directing institutions, and using values become 

important life tasks. Finally, elderhood entails stewardship, including supervising, 

mentoring, channeling endowments, and passing on values.  

A generation also has a peer personality, which Strauss and Howe (1991) define 

as a “generational persona recognized and determined by (1) common age location; (2) 

common beliefs and behavior; and (3) perceived membership in a common generation” 

(p. 64).  To be a generation, its members must recognize it as distinct from other 

generations. What leads to this recognition is the interaction the members of a new 

generation have with members of other generations and how they experience “social 

moments,” which Strauss and Howe define as “an era, typically lasting about a decade, 

when people perceive that historic events are radically altering their social environment” 

(p. 71). 
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As the largest generation in our nation’s history, the Millennial generation holds 

important implications for how colleges develop programs and policies during the initial 

decades of the twenty-first century. In 2002, approximately 6.9 million Millennials were 

enrolled in the nation’s colleges and university, representing 44.2 percent of all students. 

By 2012, the number of Millennials was estimated to increase to 13.3 million, or 75 

percent of all students. According to these estimations, the number of Millennial students 

enrolled in 2012 would have increased by 93.5 percent over the 2002 level, while the 

number of students from other generations decreased by 50.2 percent during that same 

ten year period (National Center for Education Statistics, 2002). 

In addition to changes in student demographics, cutting-edge Millennials have 

established themselves in entry-level administrative and faculty positions by 2012. The 

first college graduates of the generation completed college in 2003. Those same students 

are now enrolling in student affairs preparation programs and are beginning to enter the 

administrative ranks in entry-level positions. Millennial generation faculty members also 

began showing up on campuses by 2010. These demographics projections suggest the 

importance of understanding how this generation’s values, beliefs, and behaviors are 

shaped and how to best educate and work with members of the Millennial generation. 

One way to compare values is to develop a list of collective views or perceptual 

categories and then indicate how the generation cohorts would tend to thematically 

respond to these prompts (see Table 2.3). By so doing, it is possible to come to appreciate 

the differences between the generations that are currently occupying the vast majority of 

the higher education environment.  This comparison can depict some of the flash points 

of potential conflict between Boomers, Gen Xers and Millennials as well as give some 
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indication as to how these conflicts can be reconciled in order to better serve the current 

generation of students winding their way through institutions of higher learning. 
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Table 2.3: Comparing Generation Values
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A common issue with using standard personality trait measurements in marketing 

and understanding consumer behavior with this framework is that it has mixed results.  

According to Solomon (2011) researchers simply have not been able to predict 

consumers’ behavior on the basis of measured personality traits.   

In the ninth edition of Solomon’s book, Consumer Behavior: Buying, Having, and 

Being, he explains that there are several logical explanations for these less-than-stellar 

results such as the fact that personality tests are typically designed for specific 

populations and generalizing results can be somewhat misleading, changes in instruments 

used to study various groups occur as the population being studies changes, and 

measuring personality traits tends to focus on overall tendencies rather than specific 

situations or without advance notice to consider traits used in different situations (2011). 

The literature clearly shows that Millennials require extra attention and care more 

so than previous generations.  Their understanding of consumerism makes them smarter, 

more conscious customers.  The use of technology drives their expectation for immediate 

responses and actions.  In addition to being confident and sheltered, they are team-

orientated and high achievers.  And while trying to understand the current student 

population through the lens of personality trait measurements is not the primary strategy, 

my goal was to use multiple frameworks to help practitioners and researchers provide a 

better understanding to how students select roommates and how this roommate 

experience impacts their experience and success. 
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According to Lee (2002) in studying the reasons why men and women have 

recently had different outcomes in progressing through STEM academic programs he 

concludes that gender differences can be used to understand why differences appear in 

retention outcomes.  He suggests that the fact that the effects of newer relationships in 

programs differed by sex suggests there is a gendered quality to this proposed dimension: 

girls may be more influenced by newer relationships, while boys may maintain 

resistance, privileging enduring social ties.  Lee contends that this has profound 

implications not only for understanding why girls and women drop out of Science, 

Mathematics and Engineering disciplines more readily than do boys and men, but for 

understanding the differences in female and male decision making in many areas.  I 

believe that recent studies looking at the decrease in female participation in STEM 

programs shines light onto the issue of gender differences among students in higher 

education and more can be explored in areas that affect Student Affairs such as leadership 

in student organizations, interactions in programs outside of the classroom, and related to 

this study, impact of roommate relationships based on gender. 

The aforementioned study provides insight into why students react differently to 

interactions with each other based on gender differences, i.e. females are more affected 

by newer relationships than males; males maintain resistance to forming new social ties.  

This point may bear relevance in the context of roommate matching showcasing the 

willingness of females to participate in forming new social relationships compared to 

resistance from male students. 
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Impact of Gender on Roommate Matching 

While the research pertaining to roommate matching was not intended to consider 

gender differences and outcomes based on students’ gender, I anticipate that based on 

research, gender may be a variable to consider and how gender impacts roommate 

matching.   

Throughout the last decade, numerous research studies have called attention to the 

startling gender imbalance occurring on college campuses.  The Department of 

Education’s National Center for Education Statistics (2013) reports that 57% of students 

in degree-granting institutions are women and by 2016, this percent is anticipated to grow 

to 60%.  According to Winter (2009) while both males and females expressed strong 

support for the value of college education, females gave significantly stronger 

endorsement for the value of reading and writing.  Increasingly, males are cited as being 

disadvantaged and underperforming females with problems being attributed to lower 

enrollment numbers, decreasing graduation rates, and increased disciplinary problems.  

The issues are also being considered as a problem attributed to socioeconomic status and 

ethnicity.   

According to Severiens and Ten Dam (2012) since the 1990s, men have 

performed less well in higher education compared to women.  As they assert, “in terms of 

preparing for higher education, women seem to be at an increasing advantage.  At age 16, 

women are catching up in math and the gap in English is widening in their favor.” 

(Severiens and ten Dam, p. 454) 
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Literature Review Conclusions 

The demands of the Millennial generation related to their college experience will 

continue to drive decisions in higher education that impact student retention, access to 

financial aid, on-campus services, and ultimately student success.  The research clearly 

shows that students who become actively involved on campus succeed at higher levels.  

Further when students become socially connected through strong academic experiences, 

support, and advising in a supportive, nurturing, and accommodating campus 

environment, students will report having a better experience and greater success in 

college. 

The literature review details the varying issues that students and their families 

now focus on when considering college and the fact that on-campus housing is one of the 

most critical components of a student’s decision making process.  Moreover, the specific 

issues students are concerned about with regards to their housing experience, whether 

that is the types of facilities offered, amenities in these respective buildings, roommate 

matching, and quality of the programming and support staff, all play a major role in 

students’ success and satisfaction.  These issues bear incredible weight in the selection of 

a college or University and as competition in higher education continues to grow, these 

factors will be even more critical for the future. 

Information technology and social media will continue to play a role in the 

decision making process for students attending universities in the 21st century.  Colleges 

and universities will need to continue to find the right mix of technology usage, 

marketing, and branding to successfully develop and execute good housing systems and 

programs that assist students in making the best decisions. 
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Heading into 2015 and beyond, the prevailing themes universities will face, such 

as the growing emphasis on affordability of college, cuts in state funding, and growing 

pressure to produce results with less, will continue to challenge higher education 

administrators in planning for the future.  Looking to what colleges and universities can 

offer students in terms of their on-campus housing options, research shows that this 

generation wants an experience in which they live, learn, and grow through their college 

experience.  Universities will continue to find ways to add to the student experience as 

this is one way in which higher education contributes to student success. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

Design 

Developing research about students’ experiences in the residence halls and 

increasing the gap of knowledge about their roommate relationships and how these forces 

impact their learning and success in college is a critical issue in higher education, 

especially as more pressure is placed on the value of a college education. 

I reviewed institutional data supplied by the Office of Institutional Research at 

Temple University collected during the Admissions and Orientation process in addition 

to details of on-campus residents at Temple University who utilized the RoomSync 

Roommate Matching tool during the annual Housing Selection Process.   

Temple University utilizes a roommate matching system called RoomSync, a 

roommate matching software service on Facebook that works with housing departments, 

conferences and companies to create a seamless roommate matching solution on 

Facebook.  The innovative process empowers students, new hires, and event-goers to 

choose their own roommates and has been proven to help reduce roommate conflicts and 

increase group interactivity. 

RoomSync began as an idea and has since grown into a tool that is used by dozens 

of student housing communities and tens of thousands of students. At the core of 

RoomSync is the belief that empowering roommate choice leads to happier people who 

are more willing to work through their differences. And in the long term it means more 

students graduating from college. The company is a supporter of the Lumina Foundation 

to increase the proportion of Americans with high-quality degrees and credentials to 60 
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percent by the year 2025.  They also believe that an important step towards achieving this 

goal is to improve students' quality of life through more compatible roommate pairings.   

Temple University was chosen as one of two beta schools selected to test the 

software in 2011.  Temple University has completed its fourth year of its use of 

RoomSync as the primary roommate matching tool via the online housing selection 

process.  Prior to using RoomSync, students were either randomly assigned roommates or 

were assigned roommates based on a previous roommate requested from someone a 

student had known prior to arriving on campus.  Now, following the submission of the 

tuition and housing deposit, students can visit the Temple University Housing and 

Residential Life Facebook Fan Page and access the RoomSync Roommate Matching 

system to search for roommates, complete a profile to allow others to search for students 

looking for roommates, and make connections prior to selecting housing.  

A pilot study was also done in fall 2012 using the variables described in this 

section for Temple University and New Mexico State University, two schools who were 

early adopters of the RoomSync Roommate Matching system. 
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Methodology Rationale 

The purpose of this research is to educate administrators about how roommate 

relationships impact students during their first semester of college.  These relationships 

are built when students first learn of their acceptance to a college or university.  They 

progress by connecting with other admitted students on social media, most notably 

Facebook and Twitter.  Following these early stages, in some cases students begin to 

converse about living together on campus, taking classes together, joining learning 

communities and other programs designed to help students during the transition process.  

Students are guided to understand how their involvement in the process can impact their 

success through increased awareness and focusing on the positive outcomes involved 

with increased participation in the housing selection and roommate selection process.     

Most quantitative research can be placed in one of three categories: descriptive, 

relationship, and experimental research.  Descriptive research is said to include the 

collection and analysis of data to develop a precise description of a sample’s behavior or 

personal characteristics.   

With regards to a quantitative approach, the specific method I used to conduct my 

research was analyzing the data of students who utilized the RoomSync roommate 

matching system during the Annual Housing Selection Process for the fall 2013, their end 

of fall semester GPA and retention from fall 2013 to spring 2014.  In addition to the data, 

I reviewed research conducted by the Office of Orientation, Undergraduate Admissions, 

and the Office of Institutional Research at Temple University.  The population I studied 

over the last three years has averaged approximately 3,500 students and is comprised of 

56% female and 44% male.   
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The independent variables for this study can be described by the use of the 

RoomSync Roommate tool.  Originally there were three groups selected: students who 

used the RoomSync system and found a roommate match, students who used the 

RoomSync system and didn’t find a roommate, and students who did not use the 

RoomSync system.  For Phase II of the study, this segment was reduced to two groups.  

The dependent variables for this study are students’ grade point average (GPA) and fall to 

spring retention (RET).   

I considered additional research questions based on the analysis from the research 

questions posed earlier factoring in the option of roommate matching to predict first 

semester GPA based on variables such as gender to provide further support in predicting 

student success primarily in the first semester of college.   
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Description of Data Sources 

There were originally three data sources that contributed to the data set for this 

study described below in Table 3.1.   

 

Table 3.1: Description of Data Sources 
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The first data source came from the Office of Institutional Research and consisted 

of data collected from Temple University’s Student Information System BANNER.  The 

data set included academic records such as credit hours completed, fall semester grade 

point average, and persistence data from fall to spring semester.   

In addition to these figures, Temple University annually reviews survey data 

collected on the New Student Questionnaire (NSQ) to predict the risk of attrition and 

categorizes students into groups that are defined by the resulting risk scores.  This 

process is achieved by using an ordinary least squares regression analysis of the data 

collected from the previous year’s freshman cohort and culled from admissions data and 

responses to questions on the NSQ.  These data are collected and analyzed each year and, 

thus, the variables change from year-to-year as the regression is applied to each cohort.  

Through this process, the variables that demonstrate the most significant relationship with 

first-term grade point average are determined and then applied to the incoming first-year 

cohort. 
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For the 2011-2012 academic year, the following variables were used: 

1. Admission points (a composite point system for comparison used by the Office of Admissions 

during the admissions process) 

2. NSQ item #15 (What was your approximate high school average) 

3. The University (school/college) in which the student enrolled 

4. NSQ item #3 (During the school year, on the average, how many hours do you plan to work (for 

money) per week?) 

5. High School attended 

6. NSQ item #74 (Most of my teachers considered me one of the harder workers in their class.) 

7. NSQ item #26 (During high school (grades 9-12), on average, what was your grade in English?) 

8. NSQ item #13 (What is the highest level of formal education completed by your father?) 

9. SAT – Writing Essay Sub-score 

10. Math Placement Test – Part 3 

11. NSQ item #59 (What is the chance that you will change your field of study while you are at the 

University?) 

12. Gender 

13. Membership in bridge program to provide support targeted students in their transition 

from high school to college. 

14. NSQ item #75 (I find it difficult to keep a plan of action in my high school) 

15. SAT – Quantitative Score 

16. NSQ item #78 (I am self-confident) 
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Once applied to the current year cohort, the model was used to predict a first-term 

GPA, though as evident by the variables listed above, it is not solely a measure of 

academic ability.  That is, while first-term GPA is a reflection of academic progress, a 

wide range of variables that may or may not be strictly academic, influence first-semester 

GPA.  This is why looking at factors such as a students living environment and roommate 

matching is so important.   
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I used the following prediction variables to predict first semester GPA illustrated 

in Table 3.2. 

 

Table 3.2: Prediction Variables Used for Fall 2013 Entering Freshman
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It is also important to note that first-year students at this institution generally 

cannot be dismissed for academic reasons until they have accumulated more than 30 

credits, which is typically the end of the first sophomore semester.  By this point a 

student has become acclimated to campus life and his or her living situation, forming 

social networks and connections. 

Lastly, the data collected from students using the RoomSync Roommate 

Matching tool included students who used the Roommate Matching system simply to 

look for roommates, those who used the system and found a match, and students who did 

not use the Roommate Matching tool. 

 

Role of the Researcher 

I have worked in the housing field within higher education in the Philadelphia 

area for the past eleven years with a focus on housing services and business operations.  

My primary responsibilities have included the management of housing occupancy and 

related services along with a variety of branding efforts associated with promoting on-

campus living and the residential student experience.  I have also been instrumental in 

enhancing on-line communications, along with marketing and branding efforts for 

University Housing and Student Affairs while effectively developing and executing an 

integrated marketing communications strategies for the organizations with which I have 

been associated. 

Based on my background in the housing field in higher education, an active 

participant in several housing associations, and a presenter at national conventions, 

discovering ways to improve housing operations and discussing how professionals in the 
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Housing and Student Affairs fields can standardize ideas is always an important topic of 

conversation for those in the field.  Given that competition for students, especially in the 

northeast region of the country, will increase due to population shifts and a shrinking 

pool of college-age bound students, discovering how best to fit the needs of students and 

promoting this as a valued-added benefit for schools has been a growing theme in higher 

education.  More commonly this topic is related to ideas for increasing retention.   

 

Research Questions 

The value and importance of the on-campus living experience on a variety of 

institutional success factors (student success, retention, student satisfactions, etc.) in 

higher education institutions across the country has been studied for well over two 

decades. (Astin, 1985; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005)  The 

aforementioned authors and researchers claim that there is sufficient evidence to illustrate 

that living on campus does positively affect students’ experience.  

The Housing Selection Process is one of the first official experiences within 

Student Affairs during a student’s transition from high school to college.  While students 

certainly interact with Undergraduate Admissions and Student Financial Aid, typically, 

where a student will live in the following year, generally serves as an incredibly 

important component to the decision-making process in selecting a college or university.  

An important piece of the Housing Selection Process is the process of selecting a 

roommate.  According to Garb (1978) “the roommate assignment process is one of the 

first interactions that the housing department has with its students and it is one that will 
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have a direct impact on the student and their impression of the institution as a whole.” 

(Garb, p. 25) 

The following questions direct the study and address the issues and hypotheses in 

order to understand the effect of using on-line roommate matching tools and the impact 

of positive roommate relationships on success in college: 

 

RQ1: Does a student’s status using RoomSync impact his/her retention at the end of the 

first semester?   

 

RQ2: Does a student’s status using RoomSync impact his/her Grade Point Average 

(GPA)? 

 

Sample 

I studied incoming Temple University freshman residing in campus housing.  

Limiting this group to on-campus residents in their freshman year controlled the group to 

students with detailed knowledge and experience in the roommate experience with little 

to no college and/or residential life experiences.   

I used existing survey data supplied by the Office of Institutional Research and 

the cohort of students who live on campus and used the RoomSync Roommate Matching 

system that ranged from 700 to 1,000 students.  I used SPSS to statistically analyze the 

results in responses from students who used RoomSync and found roommates, used 

RoomSync and did not find roommate, and students who did not use RoomSync.   
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Limitations 

This study is limited to a single large, public, state-affiliated institution located in 

the northeast. The students’ characteristics, expectations of their university environment, 

and academic preparation and expectations of a single institution can limit the 

generalizability of the research I conducted when looking to replicate findings to other 

institutions.   

Also, since students are not required to live-on campus and a plethora of off-

campus housing options exist on campus, the first priority in students’ decision-making 

process before considering roommates is generally pricing.  A survey conducted by the 

Office of University Housing and Residential Life in October, 2012 of 1,100 

undergraduate students at Temple University, indicated that nearly 90% of the students 

considered that the cost was the most important factor with regards to living on- or off-

campus.  Since cost generally trumps roommate selection, we need to factor this element 

when considering the forces that may impact overall satisfaction. 

The greatest limitation of this study was the lack of literature that currently exists 

for roommate matching.  Unfortunately, there was not an abundance of research done 

prior to this study on roommate matching and the effects of roommates on student 

success in college.   
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 

This chapter will focus on the quantitative analyses for this study. The study was 

designed to answer three major research questions: 

 

Major Question #1: Does a student’s status using RoomSync impact his/her 

retention at the end of the first semester?   

 

Major Question #2: Does a student’s status using RoomSync impact his/her 

Grade Point Average (GPA)? 

 

I added another question as the data collected for this study were analyzed. 

Major Question # 3: Are there other factors or variables that might impact a 

student’s GPA and retention? 

 

This chapter will focus on two related phases of data collection.  The first phase 

was a pilot study conducted in the spring 2013 semester for fall 2012 data.  This pilot 

study was done utilizing data from Temple University and New Mexico State University.  

The second phase was conducted during the spring 2014 semester for fall 2013 data 

collected at Temple University. The analyses for the pilot study compared retention and 

GPA for three groups of students: students who did not use the RoomSync system; 

students who used the system and found a match; and, students who used the system but 

did not find a match.    
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Pilot Study: Data Analysis for Temple University and New Mexico State University 

A. Temple University 

Data on retention and GPA for Temple students who used or who did not use the 

RoomSync system during the fall 2012 semester were collected. The data for students 

who used the system were further divided between those who found a match and those 

who did not find a match. Data on spring 2013 retention are presented in Table 4.1. 

 
Table 4.1: Spring 2013 Retention as a Function of Room Sync: Temple 
 

 
 

The chi square computed on the data in Table 4.1 was not significant  

(chi square = 2.235, p = .327).  
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Data on GPA are presented in Table 4.2. 
 
Table 4.2: Mean and Standard Deviation of First Semester GPA as a Function of 

RoomSync: Fall 2012 Temple 
 

 
 

The ANOVA computed on the data in Table 4.2 was not significant (F = .962, p = 

.382). 

 
 

B. New Mexico State University 

An identical set of analyses was conducted on the data from New Mexico State 

University. These data are presented in Tables 4.3 and 4.4. 

Table 4.3: Spring 2013 Retention as a Function of Room Sync: New Mexico State 

 

The chi square computed on the above data was statistically significant  

(chi square = 14.86, p = .001). 
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Data on GPA are presented in Table 4.4. 
 
Table  4.4: Mean and Standard Deviation of First Semester GPA as a Function of 

RoomSync: New Mexico State 
 

 
 

The ANOVA computed on the data in Table 4.4 was significant (F = 9.52, p = 

.000). Since the overall ANOVA was significant, a follow-up Tukey test was computed. 

The results of this test showed that the students who used the RoomSync system and 

found a match had a significantly higher GPA as compared to those who did not use the 

system. No other comparison was significant. 

 
 
Summary of the Pilot Study:  

The data from the pilot study illustrated that the RoomSync system worked as 

intended at New Mexico State University since the students who used the system and 

found a match had significantly higher GPAs. In addition, students who used the system 

whether or not they found matches were retained at a higher level as compared to 

students who did not use the system. In contrast, none of the results for Temple students 

were statistically significant.  
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Main Study: Fall 2013 Data from Temple 

Prior to analyzing the data for fall 2013 semester, one of the observations I made 

from the pilot study done in fall 2012 was a simplification of the independent variable, or 

the use of the RoomSync Roommate Matching tool.  For the preliminary study, I 

classified students into one of three categories: those who used the RoomSync Roommate 

Matching system and matched with another student; those who used RoomSync and 

didn’t match; and those who did not use the system. 

For the main study, I decided to refine the definition of the independent variable 

for my analysis by combining the first two groups into one group that used RoomSync.  

As a long-time user of this application tool for Temple University’s Housing Selection 

Process, students’ use of RoomSync and the technology is really the most critical factor 

for this study.  The act of reporting an official roommate match is not necessary to utilize 

the RoomSync system or identify a potential roommate as part of Temple University’s 

Housing Selection Process.  Students do not select roommates into their actual assigned 

unit in housing through RoomSync.  They are required to pull roommates into their 

booking through the online Housing Selection Process.  Students use RoomSync simply 

to meet students online and search for compatible matches.  For this reason, it was 

determined that students grouped into the first and second group could actually form one 

group of students who used RoomSync with the second group being those students who 

did not use RoomSync. In addition to this change, the data set available for the cohort of 

students was far more extensive than the data set available for Phase I. This created the 

opportunity for a more detailed, elaborate set of analyses. 
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During the fall 2013 semester there were 3,322 new main campus freshmen 

admitted to Temple, and an additional 302 newly admitted transfer students; 1,997 were 

female and 1,627 were male. Students were assigned to each of Temple’s residences as 

described in Table 4.5.   

 

Table 4.5: Building Assignments for Freshmen and Transfer Students 
 

 
 

Of the newly admitted students, 1,042 used the RoomSync system while 2,582 

did not use the system.  
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Data on retention as a function of RoomSync usage are presented in Table 4.6. 
 
Table 4.6: Spring 2014 Retention as a Function of Room Sync Usage 

 

The chi square computed on the above data was not significant (chi square = .172, 

p = .678). 

 
 
Data on first semester GPA are presented in Table 4.7. 
 
Table 4.7: Mean and Standard Deviation of First Semester GPA as a Function of 

RoomSync: Fall 2013 
 

 
 

The ANOVA computed on the above data was statistically significant  

(F = 7.57, p = .006, partial eta squared = .002)*.  As shown in Table 4.7, the students who 

used RoomSync had a significantly higher first semester GPA. The effect size, however, 

is small.  *Partial eta squared is the preferred method for reporting effect size in ANOVA 

designs.  A value of .10 or greater is considered a large effect size.  A value of .002 is 

very small. 
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Additional Analyses for Main Study 

Since the data set for the main study included a large set of variables on the 

students, several additional analyses were conducted to further elaborate the results 

presented in Tables 4.6 and 4.7. Each of these is presented below with the research 

question being asked by the analysis included. Table 4.8 includes a list of the additional 

variables that were available for analysis. All of these variables are derived from the New 

Student Questionnaire that all incoming students take. 

During the spring 2014 semester I learned that Temple University had planned to 

stop collecting data for the National Survey on Student Engagement (NSSE).  This 

process prior to spring 2014 was scheduled to occur every two years.  The University 

changed this cycle to occur every three years, so for the purpose of this study I was not 

able to collect data comparing the results of RoomSync Usage, the New Student 

Questionnaire, and the NSSE.  I will elaborate on this point in more detail in Chapter 5 as 

I consider recommendations for future analysis on roommate matching.  

 
Table 4.8: Additional Variables Used in Analyses for Phase II 
 

  Item 
# Item Text Response Choices 

Sex   Gender 1=Male, 2=Female 

Age 1 Age 4=16 or younger, 3=17-18, 2=19-
21, 1=22-25, 0=26 or older  

Hours 
Work 3 

During the school year, on the 
average, how many hours do you 
plan to work (for money) per week? 

4=None, 3=1 to 15 hours, 2=16 to 
20 hours, 1=21 to 25 hours, 
0=More than 25 hours 

Permanent 
Home 5 Where is your permanent home? 

4=City of Philadelphia, 
3=Suburban Philadelphia, 
2=Pennsylvania, othan than 
suburban Philadelphia, 1=United 
States, other than Pennsylvania, 
0=Other country 
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 Table 4.8, continued   

Own 
Income 8 

What is your best estimate of YOUR 
OWN total income during the past 
year? 

4=Less than $2000, 3=$2000 to 
$3999, 2=$4000 to $5999, 
1=$6000 to $7999, 0=$8000 or 
more 

Concerns 
about 
Finances 

11 
Do you have any concern about your 
ability to finance your college 
education? 

4=None (I am confident that I will 
have sufficient funds), 3=Some 
concern (but I will probably have 
enough funds), 2=Major concern 
(not sure I will have enough funds 
to complete college) 

Rating of 
Temple 12 What was your rating of Temple at 

the time you applied for admission? 

4=Temple was my first choice, 
3=Temple was my second choice, 
2=Temple was my third or lower 
choice 

Father’s  
Education 13 

What is the highest level of formal 
education completed by your 
father? 

4=Did not graduate from high 
school, 3=Graduated from high 
school, 2=Some college 
education, 1=Graduated from 
college (a bachelor's degree), 
0=Postgraduate or professional 
degree 

Mother’s  
Education 14 

What is the highest level of formal 
education completed by your 
mother? 

4=Did not graduate from high 
school, 3=Graduated from high 
school, 2=Some college 
education, 1=Graduated from 
college (a bachelor's degree), 
0=Postgraduate or professional 
degree 
 

High 
School  
Average 

15 What was your approximate high 
school average? 

4=A, 3=B+, 2=B, 1=B-, 0=C+ or 
lower 

Expected 
College  
Average 

16 What scholastic average do you 
expect to obtain in college? 

4=A, 3=B+, 2=B, 1=B-, 0=C+ or 
lower 

 
High 
School 
Grades in 
English 

26 

During high school (grades 9-12), on 
average, 

4=A, 3=B+, 2=B, 1=B-, 0=C+ or 
lower what was your grade in the 

following subjects? English 
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Table 4.8, continued 
 

Change 
Major 59 Change your major field of study 

4=Very good chance, 3=Some 
chance, 2=Very little chance, 
1=No chance 

Hard 
Worker 74 

Most of my teachers considered me 
one of the harder workers in their 
class. 

4=Definitely agree, 3=Somewhat 
agree, 2=Neither agree or 
disagree, 1=Somewhat disagree, 
0=Definitely disagree 

Difficulty 
in Planning 75 I find it difficult to keep a plan of 

action in my school work. 

4=Definitely agree, 3=Somewhat 
agree, 2=Neither agree or 
disagree, 1=Somewhat disagree, 
0=Definitely disagree 

Self 
Confidence 78 I am self confident. 

4=Definitely agree, 3=Somewhat 
agree, 2=Neither agree or 
disagree, 1=Somewhat disagree, 
0=Definitely disagree 

SAT Verbal   Higher scores have better SAT 
Verbal Scores 

SAT Math   Higher scores have better SAT 
Math Scores 

 

Additional Analysis # 1: 

Are there demographic differences between the students who use RoomSync and those 

who don’t? 

 

As an initial analysis, the students who used RoomSync and those who did not 

use the system were compared on all of the variables listed in Table 4.8. The results of 

this analysis are presented in Table 4.9. 
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Table 4.9: Comparison of Students Who Used and Who Did Not Use RoomSync on 

New Student Questionnaire (NSQ)  
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As shown in Table 4.9, the students who used the RoomSync System are more 

typically female, live outside of Philadelphia, have higher high school GPAs and higher 

high school English grades, were considered harder workers by their high school teachers 

and are more self-confident. Of these differences the two that are of most interest for the 

primary analyses are the differences in high school GPA and high school English grades. 

Specifically, if the students who used RoomSync are simply better students, then the 

significant difference in first semester GPA may be accounted for by that difference. This 

concern leads to the second additional research question. 

 

Additional Research Question # 2: 

Is there a difference in first semester GPA between students who used and those 

who did not use the RoomSync System if the differences in high school GPA and high 

school English grades are controlled? 

 

To answer this question, the ANOVA reported in Table 4.7 was re-run using high 

school GPA and high school English grades as covariates. The unadjusted and adjusted 

means are presented in Table 4.10. 
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Table 4.10: Unadjusted and Adjusted Mean GPA with High School GPA and High 
School English Grades as Covariates 

 

 

The analysis of covariance showed that with high school GPA and high school grades 

controlled, the difference between the two GPAs was no longer significant (F = 1.78, p = 

.183). 

 

Additional Research Question #3:  

Does a student’s gender affect the student’s response to RoomSync? 

 

To answer this question, a two-factor ANOVA was computed using RoomSync 

Status and Gender as the two independent variables and first semester GPA as the 

dependent variable. The means are presented in Table 4.11 and the ANOVA results in 

Table 4.12. 

 

Table 4.11: Means and (standard deviations) by RoomSync Status and Gender 
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Table 4.12: ANOVA Summary Table 

 

A plot of the significant interaction is presented in Figure 4.1. 

Figure 4.1: Interaction between RoomSync and Gender 
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As shown in Figure 4.1, female students have essentially the same GPA with and without 

RoomSync. Males, however, show a noticeable decrease in GPA without RoomSync. 

 

Annual Housing Selection Process Survey from 2009-2013 

In addition to the statistical analyses described above, from 2009 through 2013, I 

also conducted an annual survey following the completion of the annual housing 

selection process at Temple University.  This effort was done as an analysis of the annual 

process conducted at Temple University facilitated by the Office of University Housing 

and Residential Life.  While this effort was not planned as part of this study, several of 

the questions referenced in this annual survey have a direct connection to this study so 

highlighting these questions and responses has relevance for this study. 

A report detailing a longitudinal analysis of results from the survey from 2009 

through 2013 is available.  In 2013 knowing that I would be conducting this study on 

roommate matching, I added questions to the department’s annual survey for the housing 

selection process.  The survey is organized to capture feedback on three important 

elements of interest for the department: 1) feedback regarding the promotion of the 

annual housing selection; 2) feedback on the technology used for selection housing; and 

3) general feedback about the process and demographic information.   

The questions relating to the promotion of the housing selection process also 

contained some lifestyle questions that I believe connects to the research.  The first 

question related to this study is the indication students provided with the types of social 

media they used to learn about housing on campus.  Overwhelmingly, students responded 

that Facebook was their most used social media site to obtain information about housing.  
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In 2012, 89.8% of students used Facebook and in 2013, 85.6% of students responded as 

using the site.  These figures far exceeded all other forms of social media students 

indicated including YouTube, Twitter, and Pintrest combined. 

Another startling statistic with the data collected in 2013, was pertaining to the 

amount of time students reported spending on social media on a weekly basis.  Of the 

total number of students surveyed, 33.1% of the respondents stated using social media in 

between four and seven hours every week.  Additionally, 18.9% of students surveyed 

used social media in between seven and ten hours and 16.5% of students surveyed used 

social media more than ten hours per week.  In total, 67.5% of students surveyed used 

social media more than four hours per week. 

As I reviewed in the literature for this study, we see again how important 

socializing and basic needs are to students when looking for roommates and more 

importantly when deciding which schools to attend.  When asked what students were 

looking for in roommates to live with next year, the top three answers given were: 1) 

interest in socializing (77.8%), 2) studying habits (76.8%), and 3) time a roommate 

would go to sleep (62.3%). 
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CHAPTER 5:  DISCUSSION 
 

The purpose of this study was to assess the effectiveness of the RoomSync 

roommate matching program in its ability to affect first semester grade point average and 

first to second semester retention.  One long-term objective of this study was to increase 

understanding of roommate relationships in college and how these relationships impact 

student success in post-secondary education.  Using available data from fall 2012 and fall 

2013 of first year students (new main campus freshman, and new main campus transfer 

students) this research looked at key variables that, when combined with data of student 

use of the roommate matching tool, attempted to understand the pattern of academic 

success of first year students who used roommate matching during the annual housing 

selection process.   

The study sought to answer three major research questions. These questions are 

listed below with a brief summary of the results for each. 

 

Major Question #1: Does a student’s status using RoomSync impact his/her 

retention at the end of the first semester?   

The results for this question in both the pilot study and the main study of the 

research were clearly that RoomSync did not affect retention. My analysis of these results 

is that there are many other factors that impact a student’s retention such as financial 

issues, academic success, transitioning issues, and adaptability to the college 

environment, just to name a few, that impact students’ ability to retain from fall to spring 

semester.  Roommate matching is only one of many issues that students address as they 

transition from high school to college.  I believe one of the most relevant issues facing 
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students is their financial ability to pay for college.  This issue tends to weigh heavily on 

the mind of students and their families as they consider continuing their education and 

remaining part of the on-campus, residential population.  Through programs like “Fly In 

Four,” I realize that the issue of college debt may be the most significant factor and 

helping students work through those issues could increase the chances of students 

succeeding in college, remaining part of the academic community, and getting through 

college and graduating in four years. As such, the failure of RoomSync to impact 

retention is, although somewhat disappointing, not surprising.    

 

Question # 2: Does a student’s status using RoomSync impact his/her Grade Point 

Average (GPA)? 

The results for this question are somewhat more complex and contextual than the 

results regarding retention. As shown in the initial analysis for this question, students 

who used RoomSync obtained significantly higher first semester GPAs as contrasted to 

students who did not use RoomSync. On further analysis, however, it was found that 

students who used RoomSync had significantly higher high school GPAs and 

significantly stronger SAT scores. When these variables were controlled, the difference 

between the groups disappeared. Even this result, however, did not completely 

characterize the data. When gender was added to the analysis it was found that male 

students who did not use RoomSync had significantly lower GPAs as contrasted to male 

students who used the program. Thus, it seems that RoomSync can impact first semester 

GPAs, but only for male students. 
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In some ways, the finding of male students benefiting academically from using 

the RoomSync Roommate Matching Tool is not surprising.  Typically, male students are 

less inclined to utilize social media to learn about other male students and engage in 

social networking for the purposes of finding a roommate on college campuses.  Within 

the housing and residential life field, it is normally seen that female students tend to be 

more inclined to use social media, participate in engagement activities, and fully immerse 

themselves in activities that lead to successful academic performance outcomes.  For the 

purpose of this study, those male students who do engage in social networking sites like 

Facebook and use RoomSync can benefit greatly in academic performance. While female 

students did not show a similar increase, I would still suggest that using the roommate 

matching system added value to female students’ experience with finding roommates and 

utilizing resources to progress through the housing selection process.   

 

Question # 3: Are there other factors or variables that might impact a student’s 

GPA and Retention? 

As mentioned above, one of the results relevant to this question was the finding 

that males benefitted from RoomSync while female did not demonstrate this effect.  

These data suggest that further research would contribute to a deeper understanding of 

issues that impact students’ experience and their success.   
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Policy Informed by Research 

Results of this study support the need for institution-based research to improve the 

institution’s efforts to retain students and develop the policy framework to sustain it. 

Policy informed by research, specifically using institutional data to design policy that 

supports the environment and outcomes desired, is one of the recommendations from this 

study (Hossler, Ziskin, Moore, & Wakhungu, 2008). While the national and multi-

institutional studies continue to serve the field of higher education the findings here re-

emphasize the importance of an institutional study which focuses on a sample more 

reflective of individual campus culture, climate and student needs (Herzog, 2005; 

Hossler, Ziskin, Moore, & Wakhungu, 2008).  

The institutional data collected and analyzed during my research will: (1) better 

inform the efforts currently employed by the Office of Institutional Research, the Office 

of Undergraduate Admissions, and the Office of University Housing and Residential Life 

who continually look to identify ways of increasing academic success during students’ 

first year in college; (2) broaden the use of the University’s predictive model for first 

semester GPA by applying additional factors and strengthening the institution’s model 

for improving first year success; and (3) further address the need for improving 

admissions and housing processes to better support students’ decision making and 

persistence during the transition from high school to college.    
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Recommendations for Future Research 

There are a number of recommendations I have considered as part of this research 

that I believe would be worthwhile for further consideration.  Most importantly there is 

evidence that suggests the continuation of this research would be worthwhile for the 

improvement of our students’ on-campus experience. 

First, while using the status of a students’ use of RoomSync may not have had 

statistical significance when I performed my analysis, there might be some value in using 

these data in the prediction model for the University, especially since there was an impact 

for male students.  The data of students using RoomSync are readily available to the 

Office of Institutional Research and could be a valuable variable for the University to 

consider when predicting student success during their first semester.   

Secondly, in speaking with the company the University partnered with in 

providing a roommate matching tool, RoomSync Inc., and colleagues on a national level 

in the field of University Housing and Residential Life, there is great interest in the topic 

of roommate matching and the impact on students’ success.  RoomSync has over thirty 

(30) clients and working with these clients to continue research will certainly add to our 

understanding of how roommate matching impacts students.  Working with associations 

like ACUHO-I (Association for College and University Housing Officers International) 

my hope is to build a coalition of schools interested in further studying roommate 

matching as part of the respective Housing Selection Processes. 

Thirdly, while I did not include the study of how roommate matching impacts a 

students’ experience as part of this study, I believe surveying students who use and do not 

use roommate matching tools and asking questions about how finding a compatible 
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roommate impacts a student’s experience would be a vital follow-up research study to 

conduct.  Moreover, these data could be compared to other instruments such as the NSSE 

(National Survey of Student Engagement) to learn more about how roommate matching 

impacts a students’ experience and their engagement on campus.  With this in mind, I 

would propose developing an instrument to use in surveying students and asking 

questions pertaining to their roommate experience, impact on their engagement on 

campus, and how roommate matching impacts student satisfaction.  Working with the 

coalition I described earlier, I would be interested in exploring the development of a 

Roommate Experience Questionnaire to facilitate during programs over the summer 

where University Housing and Residential Life administrators generally have 

opportunities to engage students in researching important studies like this one.  This 

instrument could be used to evaluate perceptions about the roommate experience, 

expectations, and concerns students have about their roommate experience.  We could 

also use this opportunity to investigate how students prefer to engage with one another 

and the University in considering these decisions.  A draft list of questions is included in 

the Appendix D section of this dissertation.    

With the growth of online systems, many schools and colleges are expanding their 

use of technology to allow students more flexibility and freedom in making decisions on 

their own and in a self-service manner. As we continue to work on ways to improve 

resources for students and work collaboratively to discover solutions that will improve 

student success, increase retention, and create positive experiences for students, I hope 

that annually reviewing roommate matching data will add to our understanding of what 

we can offer students to help them be successful in life. 
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APPENDIX B 
CHARACTERISTICS OF MILLENNIAL GENERATION DEFINED BY  

NEIL HOWE AND WILLIAM STRAUSS 
 

Below is a set of characteristics identified by Howe and Strauss (2000) 
that furnishes a sense of perspective on the central tendencies of Millennial-
generation college students. 

Special 
 

The first trait, being “special,” is in response to boomer authority figures 
telling members of the Millennial generation all their lives that they are special. 
Perhaps because of their numbers, projected to be between seventy-six and ninety 
million depending on immigration trends (Howe & Strauss, 2003) and the relative 
wealth of their parents, Millennials have been made to feel important by those, 
including colleges and universities, who would sell them a product or service. 
They have been made to feel vital to their parents’ sense of purpose. Indeed, one 
of the ancillary aspects of serving Millennial students is dealing constructively 
with their intrusive parents (Shapiro, 2002). As children, they were given trophies 
for participation rather than victory. According to the Howe and Strauss theory of 
generational types (Howe & Strauss, 1991), Millennials are considered to be a 
“civic” generation. As a civic generation they perceived coming-of-age as “good” 
and “empowering,” as opposed to the “reactive” peer personality of Generation X, 
who, these authors asserted, perceived coming-of-age as “bad” and “alienating” 
(Howe & Strauss, 365). Going along with this theory, as Millennials move into 
adulthood they will identify with “building”; in fact, one of the descriptors of this 
generation is “the builders.” It follows not only that these students are to be 
considered special by those who would provide for their student service needs 
because of the high expectations placed on them but also that they would perceive 
themselves as special and highly expectant. 
 

Sheltered 
 

One primary way that authority figures have displayed how special 
Millennial children are is to shelter them from harm’s way—evident from “baby 
on board” signs and child safety rules to post-Columbine name tags and lockdown 
schools. Millennials have been encouraged to follow the rules, and they also have 
come to expect the rules to be clearly communicated and enforced with due 
process (Martin & Tulgan, 2001). In short, for educators and service providers it 
had best be in the syllabus or policy handbook if it is to be enforced.  One of the 
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ironies of this generational interplay has been that Baby Boomers who lived by 
the mantra of “unconditional amnesty” have imposed upon the Millennials 
policies calling for zero tolerance (Howe & Strauss, 2000). This has resulted in a 
need for and expectation of structure on the part of Millennial students. Parents of 
Millennials have organized their children’s lives to give direction; this effort has 
been supported by day care options, after-school programs, recreational centers, 
music and dance lessons, and arts programs that have come to occupy an 
increasing amount of what was formerly free play time for this nation’s youth 
(Howe & Strauss, 2000). The end result is that Millennials have come both to 
trust authority and to count on authority. Schneider & Stevenson (1999) entitled 
their book on Millennial generation teenagers The Ambitious Generation: 
America’s Teenagers, Motivated but Directionless because they found Millennial 
teenagers tended to have high ambitions but no clear life plan. These teenagers 
also tend to overestimate the amount of education they will need for a chosen 
career path and have chosen an educational route with low odds of success. 
Obviously, this is all conjecture, but it does bring up the question of whether 
being sheltered has superimposed direction that could result in college students 
being directionless when they are liberated by the college environment. 
 

Confident 
 

The trait of confidence involves just what Millennials have come to expect 
of their future. A sense of optimism is related to the generally high degree of 
confidence possessed by this generation of students.  Millennials have come to 
expect good news and have been encouraged to believe in themselves (Lancaster 
& Stillman, 2002). This has been nurtured through awards and rewards for what 
the authority figures in their lives judge to be good behavior. From trophies for 
agreeing to participate in activities as children to scholarship grants for passing 
proficiency tests in high school, Millennials have tended to trust this authority 
because it has worked on their behalf. Partly because of their civic orientation and 
partly because of their practical approach to achieving outcomes, they believe in 
community service as long as they get credit for it, literally and figuratively 
(Zemke, Raines, & Filipczak, 2000).  This generation seems to have mastered the 
art of negotiating levels of acceptable behavior with parents, teachers, and even 
employers. They are confident of their ability to match the effort required to meet 
the expectations others place upon them and are motivated to do so as long as 
their own expectations of beneficial outcomes are met. 
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Conventional 
 

A characteristic that the positive thesis of Howe and Strauss would 
advance to counter Schneider and Stevenson’s fear that Millennials have been so 
protected that many of its members have become “directionless dreamers” is that 
Millennial students are highly conventional. Millennials have come to accept the 
social rules that have been imposed upon them because the Boomer authority 
figures who have defined the rules also have the power and resources to support 
such good behavior by supporting those who follow convention. This has resulted 
in Millennials respecting cultural differences far more than the Boomer authority 
figures do, who in turn have encouraged them to do so. There is a considerable 
amount of “do as we say, not as we did” interaction between Millennial students 
and Boomer authority figures (Howe & Strauss, 2000). Millennials have come to 
accept codes of conduct and dress. They have come to expect high-stakes 
proficiency testing as a rite of passage (DeBard & Kubow, 2002).  Even though 
there has been some movement on the part of college freshmen, who, when 
surveyed, increasingly identify themselves as politically liberal or politically 
conservative rather than independent, it has been suggested that this could be tied 
to the assumed stance of those Boomer adults who have such influence on them 
(Sax, 2003).  Indeed, the latest Cooperative Institutional Research Program 
(CIRP) data from 2002 reflect how responsive this generation of college freshmen 
can be to authority. In reversing the five-year trend in which students gravitated 
toward politically liberal labels, there was some movement back to “middle of the 
road” or conservative leanings that have been ascribed to the events of September 
11 and the popularity of President Bush at the time the survey was administered 
(Sax, 2003). Millennial students have learned that one of the best ways of getting 
along is to go along. 
 

Team-Oriented 
 

There is little question that the preponderance of Millennials want to get 
along by being team-oriented. Whether facilitated through the use of cell phones 
to keep in contact with friends and family, or by living-learning centers in 
residence halls to give thematic reinforcement for a sense of mission, Millennials 
like to congregate. Part of the motivation for this is their desire to cooperate and 
be perceived as being cooperative by those who are in a position to judge them 
(Howe & Strauss, 2000; Lancaster & Stillman, 2002). The imposition of rules and 
structure on them has certainly encouraged compliance as opposed to risk taking 
(Lancaster & Stillman, 2002). Still, these students do seem more upbeat about 
working with each other on projects. In fact, there is some resentment when they 
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are forced to compete in a zero-sum game where losers walk away empty-handed 
(Murray, 1997). It should not be surprising that win-win conflict mediation has 
engendered expectations that cooperation leads to beneficial resolution.  Being a 
member of a team lowers the pressure on individuals. On the job, Millennials tend 
to like collective action. As students, they enjoy working on academic project 
teams. The downside can be that Millennial students expect such actions and 
projects to be highly structured because they do not like to work without a net 
(Howe & Strauss, 2000). It has been suggested that, when they do encounter 
difficult people, they become uncomfortable and expect those in authority to 
protect them (Lancaster & Stillman, 2002). However, they are highly motivated 
by noble causes and readily volunteer to join with a group of their peers, as long 
as there are Boomer mentors who are there to make sure the cause is achievable 
(Sax, 2003). 
 

Achieving 
 

There is also no doubt that one of the primary characteristics of the 
Millennial generation members is their need for achievement.  Millennials expect 
to be held accountable, if this accountability can be achieved through good 
behavior. A lack of tolerance for aberrant behavior is acceptable as long as the 
rewards for conventional behavior are known to all (Martin & Tulgan, 2001). One 
residual effect of high-stakes testing is this generation’s respect for objective 
assessment, as opposed to subjective evaluation (Kubow & DeBard, 2002). The 
concept of “fair” should be criteria-based in their view, not subject to 
idiosyncratic interpretation and white, male bias.  Millennial children have seen 
their mothers and other women in their lives make massive strides during this 
generation’s lifetime and are both optimistic and expectant that meritocratic 
ascension will be part of their adult life (Sax et. al., 2002). More than twice as 
many college freshmen, reported in the CIRP data, expect to earn at least a B 
average in college, compared to twenty years ago, and 61.2 percent of women 
believe so compared to only 49.7 percent in 1998. The number of first-year 
women students who project that they will earn a bachelor’s degree has increased 
from 68.9 percent in 1998 to 81.8 percent in 2002. They are willing to invest in 
higher education, but they also expect those in authority (parents, institutional 
officials, politicians) to invest in them (Horn, Chen, & Chapman, 2003).  These 
Millennial students have high respect for “heroes” created by the media, 
particularly those who lead others through the valley to the summit (Sax, 2003). 
Furthermore, they dream of being able to do the same. They have come to expect 
high grades as a reward for compliance to academic standards. Alignment of 
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curriculum is to be matched by alignment of a reward structure that is clearly 
explained and cleanly administered.   
 
 

Pressured 
 

The final characteristic, being pressured, ties into this need for clarity in 
that Millennial students feel pressured to perform; they want a structure enforced 
to ensure that compliance will lead to achievement.  They have been pushed by 
their Boomer parents to be the best that they can be in order to help demonstrate 
how good Baby Boom parenting has been. 
 

They have been made to feel that Boomer parents, coaches, and leaders— 
for the sake of Millennial achievement—have created the many opportunities 
afforded them. They have been given trophies for competing, but their 
accomplishments represent trophies to those adults who would take credit for 
these accomplishments. The end result is pressure to perform at least, and excel at 
best.  This characteristic has led to the Millennials’ reliance on structure. They 
have come to trust that their elders will organize a path toward success as long as 
these young people do not divert from it. There is a respect for conformity 
because it relieves the pressure to improvise (Howe & Strauss, 2000). Millennials 
feel enough pressure to conform to the expectations that have been codified for 
them through zero tolerance policies and standardized performance measurements 
without also having to be creative. 
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APPENDIX C 
LONGITUDINAL ANALYSIS OF THE 

TEMPLE HOUSING SELECTION PROCESS FROM 2009-2013 
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APPENDIX D 
SAMPLE OF ROOMMATE EXPERIENCE QUESTIONNAIRE 
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