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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to use a survey research design to 

examine the effects that living learning programs have on students who 

live in residence halls at a large, research university that offers a variety 

of living learning programs. The study employed Tinto's Model of 

Institutional Departure (Tinto, 1993) as a theoretical framework. Survey 

data was used to measure elements of Tinto's model including students ' 

pre-college attributes, involvement in the social and academic systems of 

the university, integration into each of these systems, and outcomes. 

Astin's Input-Environment-Output Model (Astin, 1970) was used 

as the basis for the research design of the study. Astin's model was 

overlaid on Tinto's model in order to make the theoretical base of the 

study compatible with a practical research design. 

The study was conducted at a large research university. The 

sample consisted of 2,774 residence hall students. There were 14 

residence halls on the campus, eight living learning programs that were 

housed in six haUs, and there were eight haUs that did not house living 

learning programs. The study measured the effects of the living learning 

programs on student integration and student outcomes, while controlling 

for pre-college academic ability and aptitude. 

The study used MANCOVA to determine if differences existed 

between the comparison groups, while controlling for pre-college 

academic ability and aptitude. The study compared living learning 
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students with non-Uving learning students. The study also compared 

non-living learning students who live in residence halls that house living 

learning programs with non-living learning students who live in 

residence halls that do not house living learning programs 

Results of the study indicate that living learning programs had 

positive effects on living learning students, though smaU effect sizes 

question the actual contribution that living learning programs make to 

the differences between living learning and non-living learning students. 

Results regarding non-living learning students that live in halls that 

house living learning programs proved inconclusive, suggesting further 

research in this area. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

There has long been debate among higher education scholars 

regarding the quaUty of undergraduate education. Over the years, 

these debates have generally been held within the confines of coUege 

and university campuses. However, several recent national reports, ^ 

beginning with Involvement in Learning (Study Group on the 

Conditions of Excellence in American Higher Education, 1984) and 

most recently Powerful Partnerships: A Shared Responsibility for 

Learning (American Association of Higher Education, American College 

Personnel Association, & National Association of Student Personnel 

Administrators, 1998), have placed the quality of undergraduate 

education under pubUc scrutiny. These reports indicate that a major 

problem at coUeges and universities is the lack of collaboration 

between academic affairs and student affairs. The reports point out 

that this disconnection between the classroom and student life outside 

the classroom results in an uncoordinated education for students. 

Student learning is delivered piecemeal instead of through a holistic 

educational system. The results of these reports have constituency 

^Other reports include To Reclaim a Legacy: A Report on the Humanities in Higher 
Education (Bennett, 1984), College: The Undergraduate Experience in America (Beyer, 1987) 
and An American Imperative: Higher Expectations for Higher Education (Wingspread Group on 
Higher Education, 1993). 
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groups such as students, parents, government officials, and employers 

questioning both the high cost of higher education and the 

effectiveness of undergraduate curriculum [Wingspread Group, 1993). 

Fortunately, a substantial body of research about how coUege 

affects students is avaUable to higher education scholars. The volume 

of research is apparent in two comprehensive summaries of empirical 

research on how college affects students. Feldman and Newcome 

(1969) reviewed over 1,500 research studies conducted from the 

1930s through the 1960s. Twenty years later, Pascarella and 

Terenzini (1991) sjnithesized over 2,600 research studies that were 

conducted from the late 1960s through the end of the 1980s. This 

research has allowed scholars to justify to constituency groups 

recommendations based on empirical evidence. EweU (1988) 

indicates that this research on how coUege affects students not only 

identifies problems and remedies, but also becomes part of the 

solution. He beUeves that ongoing assessment of students and 

institutions provides a permanent mechanism to attain and maintain 

quaUty. 

An important finding in the research is that Uving in a residence 

hall has the most significant positive within college effect on s tudents 

(PascareUa & Terenzini, 1991). In other words, of aU the 

subenvironments and experiences that occur within the same 

institution, living in a residence hall has the most positive impact on 

students. However, the research also indicates that Uving in a 
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residence hall can isolate students from the inteUectual Ufe of a 

college and inhibit some aspects of cognitive growth (Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 1991). This implies that residence halls can be powerful 

educational tools, but that both the structure of the environment and 

the programs that occur within the environment are the keys to 

realizing the educational potential of residence haUs. 

One recommendation to improve undergraduate education that 

has emerged from the research on the within college effects of 

residence halls is the creation of living learning programs. Traditional 

residence halls are non-academic components of universities that fall 

within the purview of student affairs. Living learning programs are 

coUaborative educational programs with both an academic component 

and a student affairs component. They are co-sponsored by an 

academic department and the housing department at a given 

institution. It is the academic component that helps Uving learning 

programs create an environment that is different from traditional 

residence halls. Gabelnick, MacGregor, Matthews, and Smith (1990) 

report that living learning programs provide a means of addressing a 

broad array of issues raised in recent higher education reports. They 

further explain that Uving learning programs address issues of 

curricular coherence, civic leadership, student retention, active 

learning, educational reform, and faculty development. Gabelnick et 

al. assert that Uving learning programs are especiaUy attractive because 

they don't require large amounts of money or large-scale institutional 



reorganization. They beUeve that the Uving learning program reform 

effort is distinctive in its focus on structural barriers to educational 

excellence, pointing to the structural characteristics of many colleges 

and universities as major impediments to effective teaching and 

learning. In addition, they contend that by understanding why Uving 

learning programs are successful, we can gain important insights into 

the process of educational reform. 

Gabelnick et al. (1990) suggest that Uving learning programs 

help s tudents mesh their academics with their experiences outside 

the classroom by removing barriers that exist between academic affairs 

and student affairs at colleges and universities. Zeller (1999) concurs 

by noting that student learning opportunities have been strengthened 

in the last fifteen years through collaborative efforts that span 

traditional academic and student affairs boundaries. ZeUer goes on to 

state: 

Clearly, many of the most successful initiatives in 
this area have been residentiaUy-based learning programs. 
Residential facUities and programs have become the focal 
point for educational innovation and reform on many 
campuses, (pp. 6-7) 

Living learning programs help to move academics from an activity that 

occurs only in the confines of a classroom to an important part of the 

daily lives of students. Perhaps most significantly, Uving learning 

programs transform residence halls from educational distractions into 

hubs of the intellectual lives of colleges and universities. 



Research on living learning programs is limited. The research 

has typicaUy been conducted on campuses that offer only one Uving 

learning program. The research that is available has generally 

compared s tudents from the one living learning program with 

students who live in residence halls but do not participate in the Uving 

learning program. According to Pascarella and Terenzini (1991), the 

current research indicates that Uving learning programs have: 

...positive and significant effects on students ' gains in 
autonomy and personal independence, intellectual 
dispositions and orientations, and generalized personal 
development, as well as on declines in authoritarianism 
and dogmatism. Moreover, these effects are discernible 
even when pre-college scores on these variables are 
controlled. There is no evidence, however, that Uving 
learning programs have any influence on changes in 
s tudents ' development of more mature interpersonal 
relations or their personal adjustment or general 
psychological weU-being. (p. 261) 

Pascarella and Terenzini further indicate that when the interpersonal 

contacts that students have with other students and faculty are 

controlled, the beneficial effects of living learning programs on these 

student outcomes tend to diminish or disappear. Students who 

participate in living learning programs appear to be engaging their 

peers and interacting with faculty outside the classroom significantly 

different than students who Uve in residence haUs but do not 

participate in living learning programs. This provides evidence that 

living learning programs may be breaking down barriers that exist 

between academic affairs and students affairs. 



Love and Love (1995) beUeve that it is important for universities 

to provide the structure and space for multiple learning communities 

on their campuses. Palmer (1999) indicates that a wide variety of 

living learning programs do exist on a number of large campuses. 

However, the research literature includes only two studies (Inkelas, 

1999; Pike, 1999) that were conducted on a campus that offers a 

variety of living learning programs. This creates a gap in the Uterature 

for two reasons. First, there is little evidence that more than one 

living learning program on a particular campus will produce the same 

results as those identified in the single program studies. Second, 

since Uving learning programs are usually small in size, program 

participants are typically housed in residence haUs with other 

students. This creates a new category of students: students who do 

not participate in Uving learning programs, but live in residence halls 

that house Uving learning programs. A recent study conducted by 

University Housing at the University of Michigan (Inkelas, 1999) 

provides preUminary evidence that living learning programs may have 

an affect on s tudents who do not participate in the Uving learning 

program but Uve in the residence halls that house the Uving learning 

programs. According to Inkelas, it is possible that whUe these 

s tudents do not participate in Uving learning programs, they may be 

affected by the programs through the informal interactions they have 

with living learning students in their residence haUs. 



Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to use a survey research design to 

examine the effects that Uving learning programs have on students 

who live in residence halls at a large, research university that offers a 

variety of Uving learning programs. Specifically, the study sought to 

determine if differences exist between students who Uve in residence 

halls and participate in Uving learning programs and s tudents who Uve 

in residence halls and do not participate in living learning programs. 

For s tudents who do not participate in living learning programs, the 

study also sought to determine if differences exist between students 

who live in residence halls that house Uving learning programs and 

students who Uve in residence haUs that do not house Uving learning 

programs. 

The study measured the frequency of student discussions of 

sociocultural issues and academic issues with peers, perceptions of 

personal growth since attending college, and college GPA to 

determine if differences exist between groups. Research has shown 

that students ' pre-college academic ability and aptitude may influence 

college student outcomes (Pascarella SL Terenzini, 1991). Therefore, 

the study controUed for students ' pre-college academic ability and 

aptitude to account for influences these variables have on any 

differences that may exist between groups. 
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Research Hypotheses 

FoUowing are the research hypothesis for the current study: 

1. Students who participate in living learning programs achieve more 

positive outcomes, as measured by the frequency of student 

discussions of academic issues and sociocultural issues with peers, 

perceptions of personal growth since attending college, and college 

GPA, than students who do not participate in living learning 

programs, even after controlling for their pre-college academic 

abiUty and aptitude. 

2. Students who do not participate in Uving learning programs and 

live in residence haUs that house a Uving learning program achieve 

more positive outcomes, as measured by the frequency of student 

discussions of sociocultural issues and academic issues with peers, 

perceptions of personal growth since attending college, and coUege 

GPA, than students who do not participate in living learning 

programs and Uve in halls that do not house Uving learning 

programs, even after controlling for their pre-college academic 

abiUty and aptitude. 

Theoretical Perspective 

Tinto's Theory of Student Departure (Tinto, 1993) provides a 

useful model for the formulation of a theoretical perspective to study 

the effects of living learning programs on university residence hall 

s tudents. Tinto's model (see Figure 1) is longitudinal, describing 
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factors that impact student outcomes. The Tinto model specifically 

describes the student outcome of student departure from 

matriculation through voluntary withdrawal from the university. The 

model explains that prior to entering coUege, students possess a set of 

pre-college attributes that include family background, skiUs and 

abiUties, and prior schooling. For example, a student may have 

attended a high school with an outstanding academic reputation, 

graduated in the top ten percent of her graduating class, scored 1500 

on her SAT test, and come from a high income family with parents 

who both graduated from coUege. Prior to attending college, the 

educational goals that a student develops and the plans she makes to 

engage in coUege activities wiU be influenced by her pre-college 

attributes. For instance, the student described above would probably 

have different educational goals and intentions than a student who 

attended a high school with a poor academic reputation, graduated in 

the middle of her graduating class, scored 1100 on the SAT test, and 

came from a low income fanuly with parents who never attended 

college. As the model describes, a student's external commitments 

wiU also have an influence on her educational goals and intentions. For 

example, a student who has a fanuly commitment that requires her to 

go home frequently will probably have different educational goals and 

intentions than a student who spends most weekends at coUege. 

According to the model, s tudents enter college and become involved 

in coUege experiences based on their pre-college attributes and the 
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educational goals and intentions that were developed prior to their 

arrival. Students engage in experiences that support their educational 

goals and intentions. Tinto (1993) describes universities as bipolar in 

nature, consisting of distinct academic and social systems. The 

academic system centers on the formal education of students. 

Activities in this system occur primarily between students and faculty 

in classrooms and laboratories. The social system focuses on 

interactions that occur outside the classroom, primarily between 

students and their peers in residence halls and other university 

meeting places. Tinto asserts that in order for students to be 

successful, they must achieve some level of integration in both 

systems. The level of integration need not be the same for each 

system and wiU vary from university to university. Both the academic 

and the social systems contain formal and informal components. 

Moreover, the formal or informal interaction students experience in 

one system may influence their formal or informal interaction within 

the same system or in the other system. For example, students who 

participate in the formal, social experience of residence haU student 

government may realize informal, social interaction based on 

friendships made with other s tudents who also participate in the 

residence haU government. These students may also realize informal, 

academic interaction through a tutoring program co-sponsored by the 

residence hall student government and an academic department. 
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While Tinto's model describes student departure, Pascarella and 

Terenzini (1991) report that the model can be successfully applied to 

other student outcomes. Due to its focus on the interplay between the 

academic and social systems of universities, Tinto's model is 

particularly relevant to this study. Tinto (1993) explains that 

universities are comprised of several unique communities or 

subcultures from which students receive benefits from membership. 

Tinto asserts that students must find membership in at least one 

community in order to be successful. Membership in a Uving learning 

community offers tremendous potential benefits to students when 

applied to Tinto's model because the programs integrate the academic 

and social systems of universities thereby increasing students ' chances 

for success at the university. 

Tinto's model helps to illuminate another important aspect of 

this study. The primary purpose of this study is to determine the 

effect of living learning programs on students who participate in the 

programs. A secondary purpose of the study is to determine if Uving 

learning programs affect students who do not participate in the 

programs but who engage in interaction with program participants. As 

Tinto's model depicts, Uving learning programs exist as part of the 

academic and social systems of universities. Students who participate 

in the programs interact with faculty, staff, and students in formal and 

informal academic and social settings. According to Levine (1994), 

most students spend approximately 15 hours per week in the 
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classroom and the remainder of their time interacting with their 

peers in a residence hall setting. Since most living learning programs 

are not large enough to fill an entire residence hall, living learning 

participants interact in their residence haUs with students, who Uve in 

the same residence hall but do not participate in their living learning 

program, on a daUy basis. It is possible that this Uiteraction may yield 

benefits associated with living learning programs to the non-

participants. In order to determine if non-living learning participants 

receive benefits from their interactions with living learning students, 

comparisons will be made between non-participants who Uve in halls 

that house living learning programs and those who Uve in residence 

halls that do not house living learning programs. 

Definition of Terms 

The following list of definitions is provided in order to ensure a 

common understanding of the terms used in the study. 

Combined ACT/SAT score-Combined quantitative and verbal 

scores from the American College Test or the Scholastic Aptitude 

Test. 

Frequency of discussion of academic issues with peers-A 

composite measure comprised of student self reported conversations 

with their peers on the foUowing discussion topics: classes and 

assignments, class material, current news events, and future plans and 

career ambitions. 
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Frequency of discussion of sociocultural issues with peers-A 

composite measure comprised of student self reported conversations 

with their peers on the foUowing discussion topics: 

multiculturalism/diversity, lifestyles and customs, and major social 

problems. 

Grade point average fGPA)-average of all grades received by a 

student in either high school or college based on a four point grading 

scale. 

Living learning program-A program housed in a residence hall 

that is co-sponsored by an academic department and the housing 

department at a university, which contains both academic and student 

affairs components. 

Personal growth since attending coUege-A composite measure 

comprised of student self reported growth since attending college in 

the foUowing areas: abUity to get along with different people; abiUty to 

put ideas together and see relationships in ideas; understanding of seU 

and abiUties interests, and personaUty; abUity to function as part of a 

group or team; abiUty to learn on own and pursue ideas on own; 

development of own values and ethical standards; leadership abUity; 

awareness of different lifestyles and cultures. 

Pre-college attributes-Characteristics that students possess 

prior to entering college. 
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Delimitations of the Study 

This study was confined to determining if difference exist 

between two sets of comparison groups. The study compared Uving 

learning students with non-Uving students. The study wiU also 

compare non-living learning students who Uve in residence haUs that 

houses Uving learning programs with non-Uving learning students that 

Uve in residence haUs that do not house Uving learning programs. 

Comparisons of groups were based on measures of the frequency of 

student discussions of sociocultural issues and academic issues with 

peers, perceptions of personal growth since attending college, and 

college GPA. The study controlled for students ' pre-coUege academic 

abiUty and aptitude. The study was conducted at a large, research 

university. 

This study used Tinto's Model of Student Departure (Tinto, 

1993) as a theoretical framework, but did not seek to validate the 

model based on results of the study. It also did not seek to measure 

the goals/commitments component of the model, or identify, or 

control for, the external commitments component of the model. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study used data collected through a cross-sectional survey 

design. As such, variables were measured at a specific point in time. 

This presents two Umitations regarding responses. First, while the 

survey gathered pre-coUege data, respondents provided the data in 
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the middle of the second semester of the academic year. It is possible 

that the students ' responses to the pre-coUege attributes items may 

have been different if they had been coUected prior to attending 

college. Second, it is possible that respondents' responses to items 

measuring dependent variables may have been different if they were 

surveyed following completion of the academic year. Additionally, this 

study applied cross-sectional data to a longitudinal model. Thus, it 

provides a snapshot of the model at the time the s tudents were 

surveyed. WhUe this analysis provides important evidence regarding 

relationships that may exist between independent and dependent 

variables, it does not address causal relationships. 

The study used a single institution sample and, therefore, is not 

generalizable to other coUeges and universities. 

The survey that was administered to collect the data used in this 

study relied on self-reports for high school GPA, combined ACT/SAT 

scores, and current college GPA. No steps wiU be taken to verify the 

accuracy of these seU-reports. It is important to note, however, that 

both Benton (1980) and Freeburg (1988) have conducted studies that 

support the reUability of self-reported data. 

Significance of the Study 

A study to determine the effects of multiple Uving learning 

programs on residence hall s tudents is important because it wiU 

provide evidence to help university administrators make decisions 
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regarding the feasibility of expanding the number of Uving learning 

programs on their campuses. In summarizing the current Uterature, 

Terenzini, Pascarella, and Blimling (1994) indicate that s tudents who 

live in residence halls show significantly greater positive gains in areas 

related to personal growth such as the development of autonomy, 

inteUectual orientation and self-concept. The authors further report 

that participating in a living learning program enhances the benefits of 

living m a residence hall to include better academic performance. 

The authors indicate that these outcomes are influenced by the 

informal interaction between students and their peers and students 

and faculty. However, most research in the current literature was 

conducted at universities that offer only one Uving learning program. 

This study is significant because it seeks to determine if the positive 

effects of living learning programs hold true on a campus that offers 

more than one Uving learning program. 

This study will provide evidence that wiU help to contribute to a 

more complex analysis of the hypothesis that living learning programs 

contribute to breaking down barriers that exist between the academic 

and student affairs sides of coUeges and universities. This evidence 

will provide important information for housing administrators and 

living learning program directors as they work to improve current 

living learning programs. The evidence will also be of interest to 

students, faculty, and staff who are developing new living learning 

programs. 
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Findings of the study wiU contribute to the current body of 

knowledge by providing research on the effects of Uving learning 

programs on students within a university residence haU system that 

offers a variety of Uving learning programs. This is important because 

as college and university housing departments offer more and varied 

living learning programs to meet the needs of an increasingly diverse 

student population, the community envirormients, both as individual 

programs and as a group, will need to be assessed to ensure they 

provide effective educational opportunities for all students. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The purpose of this chapter is to present literature related to 

the current study. CresweU (1994) indicates that presenting 

literature in a research study serves three main objects. First, it helps 

the reader understand how the current study fits into the existing 

discussion in the literature about the particular area of study. Second, 

it provides the reader with the results of other research studies that 

are relevant to the current study. Finally, it helps to estabUsh the 

importance of the current study and provides a foundation for 

comparing the results of the current study with other research 

findings. 

In order to address these objectives, this Uterature review 

summarizes the foUowing areas: the history of coUege and university 

residence halls, the effects of living in a residence haU on students, 

the development of residence hall Uving learning programs, and the 

effects of living learning programs on students. 

Providing the history of college and university residence halls 

helps to iUustrate to the reader how on campus housing has evolved on 

college and university campuses over the years. This provides an 

important perspective for understanding current ideas and concepts 

regarding living learning programs and how the current study adds to 

this body of knowledge. 
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OutUning the effects of residence haUs on students provides the 

reader with an important reference point. SUice living learning 

programs are housed in residence haUs, it is meaningful to furnish a 

synopsis of how Uving in a residence haU affects students. 

Information regarding the development of residence haU living 

learning programs wUl establish a backdrop for understanding the 

recent resurgence of these programs. 

Research related to the effects of Uving learning programs on 

students provides the reader with research findings from studies 

relevant to the current investigation. It wiU also provide a foundation 

for comparing the current study with other research results, help 

depict how the current study fits into existing discussions in the 

literature regarding Uving learning programs, and establish the 

importance of the current study within the field. Signiflcant studies in 

this area are summarized to famiUarize the reader with study designs 

and research methodologies that formed the foundation for the design 

of the current study. Research involving Uving learning communities 

and studies that focus on student interaction with their peers and 

faculty are included in this section. 

The History of College and University Residence Halls 

Historically, the development of student housing in American 

colleges and universities can be organized into two time periods. 

During the first time period, 1630 through 1930, campus housing 
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focused on meeting the basic housing needs of students. In this era, 

the focus was strictly on providing a facility in which the student could 

eat and sleep. These facUities were commonly referred to as 

dormitories. 

During the second period, 1930 to the present, campus housing 

has placed an emphasis on creating an inteUectual environment within 

the housing facUity. Student development outside the classroom has 

been stressed. Commonly referred to as residence haUs, these 

facilities have prompted a student development orientation. 

American Council on Education (ACE) (1950) explains that the 

nine original colonial colleges were established using the EngUsh 

Universities of Oxford and Cambridge as models. One of the main 

reasons was probably that seven of the nine were founded by a 

graduate of either Oxford or Cambridge. The colonial colleges 

naturally tried to develop the same student housing philosophy as 

these two English universities. They soon discovered, however, that 

this philosophy would not work in the New World. 

ACE (1950) clarifies that Cambridge and Oxford universities 

were actually a collection of residential colleges that were located in 

close proximity. The term residential college referred to the fact that 

s tudents and instructors lived within the walls of the college. BlimUng 

and Miltenberger (1984) indicate that this made these colleges social, 

as well as, academic institutions. Faculty and students were able to 

develop social relationships that enhanced and cultivated the learning 
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environment. Residence haUs were seen as a vital component of the 

educational system within this framework. ACE (1950) reports that 

cultural and social learning which occurred in the form of daUy Uving 

was just as important as academic studies. The emphasis was on the 

holistic development of s tudents . Blimling and MUtenberger (1984) 

explain that residence halls played a significant role in the shaping of 

character and the total development of the student as a scholar and a 

gentleman. 

ACE (1950) reports that the concept of residential colleges was 

foUowed by the first of the colonial coUeges, Harvard and Yale, but the 

idea faUed to catch on and was eventuaUy modified. There were 

several factors that influenced the demise of the English system of 

residence. Unlike the English system, the American colleges were 

small and scattered (ACE, 1950). This prevented the development of 

a large university to support the development of residential colleges. 

Brubacher and Rudy (1976) explain that American colonial coUeges 

were also quite poor. They did not possess the resources to buUd the 

residential quadrangles associated with the English universities. 

There was simply no space avaUable on campus for students to Uve. 

Once financing was obtained to buUd faciUties for student housing, the 

buildings resembled barracks. WhUe these t3^es of buildings were less 

expensive to build, they did not promote the close-knit social 

interaction between student and faculty characteristic of the English 

residential colleges. 
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Blimling and Miltenberger (1984) explain that another factor 

that discouraged social interaction between student and teacher at the 

American colonial coUeges was the denominational nature of the 

American institutions. He explains that aU but one of the colonial 

coUeges were established by religious organizations. The main mission 

of these coUeges was to educate the ministry and produce students 

with high moral fiber who were versed in the religious phUosophies of 

the college's particular religious orientation. Consequently, these 

colleges were more concerned with student control than developing 

student-faculty relationships. 

Brubacher and Rudy (1976) report that some of the roles that 

the faculty in the English residential coUeges played to enhance the 

student-faculty relationship were nonexistent in the American colonial 

coUeges. English Dons were required to remain single and live at the 

college whUe American professors Uved away from the coUege and 

were usually married. In England, the faculty joined the students for 

their meals at a common table. Students in America did not normally 

dine with faculty. Special officials handled the disciplinary system in 

England. This left the instructors free from damaging student rapport 

through the discipUnary process. In the colonial colleges, the 

professors were responsible for student discipline. This placed the 

professor in an adversarial role and made it hard to develop positive 

relationships with students. 
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Leonard (1956) reports that during the late 1700s and early 

1800s, the main mission of colleges shifted from educating the 

ministry to producing intelligent citizens with a focus on training 

governmental leaders. He explains that this was primarUy due to the 

focus of the country on social living under its new democratic 

government. There were twenty-six permanent colleges and 

universities developed during this period. Each of these institutions 

addressed the challenge of housing students differently depending on 

the availabUity of existing facilities in their communities and financial 

resources avaUable to them. As with the colonial coUeges before them, 

some of the smaUer colleges began with students living in the home of 

the president. As enroUment increased, students spUled into the 

houses of faculty and good Christian homes near the coUege. Other 

colleges provided residence in dormitories or community homes from 

the start. However the coUeges began housing students, it seemed 

apparent that the trustees and faculty desired to build dormitories as 

soon as their situation aUowed. 

Leonard (1956) described the facilities of early dormitories as 

meager. Dormitories were usuaUy crude log cabins or brick buUdings. 

Students were required to bring their own furniture, bedding, and 

candles and were usually assigned two or three per room. Like the 

colonial colleges before them, colleges and universities of this time 

period desired to closely supervise the daUy activities of students. 

Dormitories were built with this chief purpose in mind. For example, 
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the trustees at the University of South Carolina placed a fence around 

the college in 1802 and replaced it in 1835 with a six-foot nine-inch 

brick waU of sufficient thickness to be very durable and not easy to 

climb. The responsibiUty for the supervision of dormitory life was 

usuaUy assigned to the president, the faculty, and the tutors. Faculty 

members were normally required to reside in the dormitories unless 

they were granted a special exemption. Tutors were required to Uve 

in the dormitories without exception, which allowed them to satisfy 

their duties. Although some faculty members became quite proficient 

under this type of discipUnaiy system, most found these duties 

laborious and confining. 

Leonard (1956) states that from the early 1800s to the mid-

1800s, a substantial amount of growth was experienced in the nation 

and its higher education system. The nation saw its boundaries 

increase to the Pacific Ocean and its economy improve tremendously 

due in large part to industrialization and the development of natural 

resources. Meanwhile, colleges were being developed at an incredible 

pace. Each decade of this period saw an increase in the amount of 

newly developed colleges. Fifteen were developed in the first decade, 

25 in the second, 46 in the third, and 67 in each of the fourth and 

fU"th. 

Leonard (1956) explains that during this time period, the 

emphasis of higher education shifted once again. This time the focus 

of colleges and universities was on educating the common man. The 
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laboring class, women, and in a few cases African-Americans were 

given an opportunity to obtain a coUege education. This period was 

characterized not only by an effort to make a college education more 

accessible, but to make it a Utile more practical. This resulted in a 

tremendous increase in college enrollment. 

Leonard (1956) reports that the impact of these increased 

enroUments on student housing was overcrowded rooms and 

makeshift accommodations. Colleges handled this problem in 

different ways. Some coUeges used nearby farms to house students. 

Other institutions such as the University of Iowa, Indiana University, 

and Hiram CoUege housed students in classrooms. Northwestern 

University, the University of Michigan, and Mary Baldwin College were 

among a few institutions that made no immediate attempt to house 

s tudents on campus. The townspeople were relied on frequently to 

house students during this time period and accommodations for 

s tudents remained quite primitive. 

The supervision of dormitory life was described by Leonard 

(1956) as stiU normally entrusted to the president and faculty. An 

increasing number of institutions, however, were charging a specific 

person with the supervision of dormitories. Dormitory rules and 

regulations lessened in both number and detaU throughout this period. 

This was due to the increase in student enrollment, the separation of 

the church and state in the control of higher education, and the 

changing objectives of the colleges of this period. The increase in 

26 



student numbers made it hard for the president and faculty to keep an 

eye on everyone. Overcrowding also meant that s tudents could not be 

isolated from the outside world. Both of these developments 

weakened the control colleges had over students in the area of 

discipline. 

Rudolph (1962) explains that as state control over higher 

education was negated through the Dartmouth Case, attitudes of 

coUege personnel toward strict disciplinary guidelines changed. As 

monetary support from government faded, colleges became more 

dependent on student enroUment to survive. This resulted in a 

decrease in the number of dormitory policies. Students were given 

more freedom and the responsibiUty for conduct began to shift from 

the faculty to the students themselves. 

Rudolph (1962) reports that the expansion in coUege objectives 

during this time resulted in a more diverse student body. These 

students were not willing to silently obey outdated poUcies based on 

outdated customs and values. These students were even bold enough 

to demand hearings when accused of poUcy violations. This forced 

colleges to replace strict s tandards of conduct with newer concepts of 

moraUty. The old system of faculty patrols, designed to spy on 

students, were renounce by many coUeges. 

Francis Wayland of Brown was an outspoken critic of the 

dormitory during this period. Rudolph describes Wayland's 

impression of dormitories: 
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In 1842 Wayland described dormitory Ufe as 
unnatural . Indeed, in Wayland's estimation most of the 
evils of college life could be attributed to dormitories: the 
inappropriateness of the same rules and regulations for 
students of all ages, the spread of disease by epidemics, 
the tendency of s tudents to exercise too little, the 
exposure of many young men to the vice and habits of evU 
leaders, the isolation of the coUege from the life of the 
community and of the world, the expenditure of money 
needed for libraries on Uving facUities, the imposition on 
the college of responsibiUties it was unable and 
unprepared to carry out effectively, (p. 99) 

Henry Tappan, president of the University of Michigan, was 

another critic of the dormitory. Crowley (1934a) reports that Tappan 

converted one dormitory into classroom space in 1852 jus t after 

becoming 

president. Crowley explains Tappan's rationale by providing the 

following Tappan quote: 

The dormitory system is objectional in itseU. By 
withdrawing young men from the influence of domestic 
circles, and separating them from the community, they are 
often led to contract evU habits, and are prone to fall into 
disorderly conduct. It is a mere remnant of the monkish 
cloisters of the Middle Ages, still retained in England, but 
banished from the universities of Germany, (pp. 710-711) 

Cowley (1934a) explains that the period from the mid-1800s to 

1930 witnessed a tremendous deterioration of student housing. 

Disciplinary problems and the critics, who spoke against dormitories 

because of their view that these buildings were basicaUy havens of sin, 

were primary causes for this debasement. Also contributing to the 

downfall of dormitories was America's newfound fascination with the 

German educational phUosophy. Germain thought was introduced to 
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America in the early 1800's with the pubUcation of Madame DeStael's 

book Germany which was followed by two others: A Year in Europe by 

John Griscon in 1829 and an EngUsh translation of a French work by 

M. Victor Couzens, Report on the State of Public Instruction in Prussia 

Ui 1831. 

Crowley (1934a) reports that many American educators 

embraced the German educational philosophy. The lack of American 

graduate school opportunities was a major reason for the appeal of the 

German higher education system. Unable to pursue advanced study in 

the United States, great numbers of American scholars flocked to the 

German universities for graduate study. Upon their arrival in 

Germany, American students discovered an educational system much 

different than their own. The German educational system stressed 

teaching and research, but made absolutely no provisions for students 

outside the classroom. Students were left to make their own 

arrangements for housing and whatever social life they wished to 

develop. 

Crowley (1934a) states that German educated Americans 

returned to the United States and immediately began promoting the 

educational philosophies that they were exposed to in the German 

universities. Shortly after the CivU War, the German educational 

philosophy dominated American higher education. True to the 

German universities, the American state universities that developed 

seldom built dormitories. Dormitories were looked down on during 
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the late 1800's and some were even abolished. Financially, the mid-

to-late 1800's were very lean years for many coUeges and universities. 

Due to the emphasis on teaching and research, avaUable funds were 

spent on teacher salaries and laboratory equipment. This left no 

money available for the building of new dormitories and, in most cases, 

the upkeep of existing facilities. Many students who were attending 

college during this time were poor. In order to afford the expenses of 

their education, these students sought inexpensive accommodations 

off campus. This resulted in little to no opportunities for student-

faculty interaction in the dormitory setting. 

Although dormitories continued to operate on college campuses, 

according to Crowley (1934a) the lack of money spent on these 

facUities caused them to seriously deteriorate. Unsatisfied with Uving 

conditions, many students moved out of the dormitories. The 

students who were leaving to escape poor Uving conditions combined 

with students who could not afford to pay room and board rates 

resulted in a dramatic reduction in dormitory occupancy rates. 

Crowley (1934a) provides an example that the percentage of s tudents 

attending college at Amherst Uving in dormitories fell from 53 

percent to 24 percent from 1870 to 1905. 

Crowley (1934a) asserts that the problems of American 

education thought had clearly swung in favor of the German model. He 

explains that whUe this was detrimental to campus housing, it was 

important for higher education in the United States. The German 
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emphasis on research aUowed many coUeges to develop into 

universities. It was also instrumental in the development of American 

graduate education. Although the German focus on teaching and 

research brought American higher education important benefits, the 

deterioration of the coUegiate way of life was troublesome to 

academicians who believed education outside the classroom was 

important. 

Crowley (1934a) reports that m 1895, Arthur T. Hadley, who 

would shortly serve as president of Yale, posed the following questions: 

Can Yale preserve its distinctive features as a 
"coUege" in the midst of its widening work as a university? 
Can it meet the var3ang inteUectual necessities of modem 
life without sacrificing the democratic traditions which 
have had so strong an influence upon character? Can it 
give the special education which the community asks 
without endangering the broader education which has 
produced generations of "all round" men, trained morally 
as weU as intellectually? (p. 759) 

Yale was one institution that never wavered from the dormitory 

as an important element in American higher education. Crowley 

(1934b) reports that WilUam Rainey Harper, a Yale professor, took his 

enthusiasm for dormitories with him to the University of Chicago. As 

president of this university, he had four dormitories buUt with the first 

phase of university construction and by 1900 had constructed seven. 

The University of Chicago's involvement with dormitories served as an 

inspirational example and sparked interest toward student housing at 

other midwestem institutions. 
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As the twentieth century began, a push for a revised idea of 

s tudent residential Ufe was evident in the world of higher education. 

Blimling and Miltenberger (1984) report that Woodrow WUson, whUe 

president of Princeton University in 1907, proposed a quadrangle plan 

for the dormitories. WUson's plan was one of the first attempts to 

integrate academics and dormitory life. Although WUson's plan was 

not successful at Princeton, President LoweU of Harvard would later 

implement Wilson's ideas. Lowell began his plan toward the 

integration of academics and dormitory life in 1909. The plan 

developed slowly, but in 1927 the Harvard house system had become 

an effective mix of academic and social Ufe very similar to the EngUsh 

system of residence. 

Blimling and Miltenberger (1984) explain that another 

contribution to the promotion of dormitories was the American 

women's coUeges. These institutions were estabUshed during the last 

half of the 1800's. Due to the Victorian moraUty of this time, these 

colleges desired to protect and control their female students. The 

authors explain that these women observed strict curfews, were 

expected to be chaperoned at all times while in the company of males, 

and generally lead strict, scrupulously controlled lives under the close 

supervision of their preceptresses and professors. Dormitories 

provided an environment where the moraUty and chastity of young 

women could be ensured. 
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Blimling and Miltenberger (1984) report that as women from 

these colleges graduated and went on to join the faculty and staff of 

other universities; they took their dormitory experiences with them. 

These women promoted dormitory Ufe at their new institutions. A few 

became deans of women who were responsible for student weUare. A 

small group of these deans of women formed a professional 

organization in 1902, the National Association of Deans of Women. 

One of the main missions of this organization was the promotion of 

dormitory life and the educational aspect of that experience. One of 

the primary issues this organization tackled was the primitive Uving 

conditions that existed in many college and university dormitories. 

The organization had a positive effect on student Uving conditions and, 

consequently, the educational environment within dormitories. 

According to Blimling and MUtenberger (1984), the emphasis at 

women's colleges combined with the promotion of the collegiate way 

of life by academicians, alumni, and students resulted in an increase \n 

student housing faciUties. By the 1930s, dormitories were 

constructed on several coUege and university campuses including 

Columbia, the University of Minnesota, ComeU, the University of 

IlUnois, and the University of Michigan. 

Blimling and MUtenberger (1984) explain that by the end of the 

1920's three student housing philosophies had emerged and examples 

of each could be found at various American institutions of higher 

education. The first, modeled after the English residential coUeges, 
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stressed the integration of academic and social life. The EngUsh 

philosophy stressed the development of formal and informal 

relationships between student and professor. Dormitories and the 

collegiate Ufe that formed within their walls were highly valued. 

American colonial colleges tried to implement this type of student 

housing system, but were unsuccessful. This phUosophy was almost 

totally abandoned by the mid-to-late 1800's. The beginning of the 

twentieth century witnessed a resurgence in the EngUsh style of 

residence. 

According to Blimling and Miltenberger (1984), the second 

phUosophy of student housing was imported from the German 

universities. This philosophy totaUy ignored the student outside of the 

classroom. The emphasis of German universities was on teaching and 

research. Dormitories were viewed as the breeding grounds of moral 

decay. They were seen as an administrative headache and an 

unnecessary expense. German views on student housing became 

popular in the last half of the nineteenth century. Most American 

educators frowned on the dormitory during this time. Dormitories 

were not built on the campuses of most of the state universities that 

were estabUshed during this period. Existing housing facUities on 

many campuses were neglected and Uving conditions within these 

buUdings deteriorated. The German phUosophy concerning student 

housing became less popular in the early 1900's. 
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The third philosophy described by BUmling and Miltenberger 

(1984) was an American phUosophy of student housing. This 

philosophy developed as educators balanced the English and German 

viewpoints into a workable compromise. The American solution 

provided shelter for s tudents and various levels of social education. 

The entire student population was not required to Uve on campus. In 

fact, most institutions provided faciUties for only a smaU part of the 

total enrollment. The faculty did not provide most of the education 

that occurred in the dormitories, and professors did not actually Uve 

in the buildings with the students. There was normaUy a Uve-in staff 

person assigned with the supervision of the dormitory. After the late 

1800's, dormitory living conditions improved greatly. By 1930, 

dormitories were an important part of many campuses but were stiU 

quite separate from academic life. 

The 1930s to the present has been a time of growth for coUege 

and university residence haUs, both in terms of facUities and 

philosophy. Frederiksen (1993) reports that in the late 1920s several 

states failed in their attempts to enact laws to permit universities to 

use state funding to finance construction of housing faciUties. He 

explains that in 1931, a study pubUshed in School and Society 

revealed that there was a shortage of student housing at America's 

Land Grant Colleges. The study reports that several states passed 

legislation that gave universities the right to construct housing 

facUities by issuing bonds or through financing from corporations. 
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Some states passed legislation approving specific construction 

projects aimed at aUevlating housing shortages on a given university 

campus. 

Frederiksen (1993) reports that the New Deal programs of the 

federal government and President Roosevelt also provided needed 

support for the construction of housing faciUties. He explains that the 

Federal Emergency Administration of PubUc Works of 1933, which 

was enacted to reduce unemployment through construction and other 

public works, helped universities secure loans and grants to increase 

student housing on their campuses. The success of these grant 

programs paved the way for the increased participation of government 

in the affairs of colleges and universities across the nation. 

Kuh, Shedd, and Whit (1987) report that as the expansion of 

housing facUities continued on coUege and university campuses, 

student affairs professionals were developing a philosophy of student 

development. In 1937, The Student Affairs Point of View emphasized 

the importance of educating the whole student. Kuh et al. indicate 

that this initiated the separation between academic and student affairs 

philosophies. Student affairs professionals beUeved that students 

learned as much outside the classroom as in it. They viewed 

themselves as responsible for educating students outside the 

classroom. InitiaUy, student affairs borrowed heavily from human 

development theories in the field of psychology. Eventually, student 

affairs professionals and higher education scholars started to develop 

36 



and test their own theories and hypotheses about how coUege students 

developed and learned. What emerged was a field of s tudent affairs 

practitioners and scholars that specialize in the study of how coUege 

students develop and learn outside the classroom. 

Frederiksen (1993) indicates that the end of World War II and 

the passage of the GI. BUI significantly increased the enrollments at 

the nation's colleges and universities and placed a tremendous 

demand on these institutions for housing. He reports that the federal 

government provided needed relief in two ways. First, the 

government made former war structures avaUable to veteran students. 

Second, congress passed Title FV of the Housing Act of 1950. This act 

made funds avaUable to institutions at low interest rates with long-

term amortization. While this money made buUding housing facUities 

attractive, s tructures were built to maximize bed space with little 

regard for the quaUty of student life that would exist within their waUs. 

This made it difficult for housing personnel to join their student affairs 

coUeagues in their focus on student development. 

Fredricksen (1993) explains that the 1960s saw access to 

higher education expand as elitist philosophies were replaced by 

egalitarian ideals. The doors of coUeges and universities were opened 

to the masses as the federal government lifted restrictions to 

minorities, women, and the handicapped. It was a time of great 

student activism, as students became very active in the political fabric 

of the nation. Students protested on campuses across the country on 
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unportant social issues such as civU rights and the Vietnam War. In 

college and university dorms, s tudents were demanding freedom from 

administrative control and supervision. The administrative phUosophy 

of in loco parentis, where the institution acted in place of the parent, 

was effectively abolished, as housing poUcies became more Uberal. 

Examples of these changing policies include the abolishment of 

curfews and hours for women; the elimination of dress codes in dining 

rooms, in formal lounges, and at social events; the availabUity of 

coeducational housing; and the establishment of policies that allowed 

students of legal drinking age to consume alcohol Ui the dorms and 

allowed student room visitations by members of the opposite gender. 

Blimling and Miltenberger (1984) indicate that during the 

1970s, housing occupancies stabilized and housing professionals were 

able to attend to the student development needs of their residents. It 

was at this time that a distinction was made between dormitories and 

residence halls. While dormitories were viewed only as physical 

structures where students ate and slept, residence halls were seen as 

dynamic environments where students engaged in activities that 

helped them learn outside the classroom. 

The focus on student development, however, guided this 

learning to areas separate from what student were learning inside the 

classroom. Schroeder and Mable (1994) explain: 

Residence haUs have lacked educational planning, 
strong internal direction, and a set of educational 
objectives connected to the goals of undergraduate 
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education. They have drifted from their espoused focus on 
enhancing student learning to simply maintaining the 
status quo: with policies, procedures, and practices tied 
primarUy to management and administration of facUities 
and a coUection of margUiaUy effective educational and 
developmental programs that often reflect the staffs need 
to address the "latest campus life concem." In other 
words, the management schemes and structures promoted 
during the last quarter of a century have added up to 
distractions from s tudent learning, (p. 13) 

Zeller (1999) reports that the late 1980s and early 1990s have 

witnessed a shift in student affairs from a concentration on student 

development to a focus on student learning. Housing professionals 

have taken a leadership role in this re-definition of the role of student 

affairs. Housing departments across the country are developing 

partnerships with academic departments on their campuses to create 

academic based living learning programs within the residence haUs. 

These Uving learning programs vary in scope and structure, but they 

share a common purpose of helping students learn. There is also an 

emphasis in these learning communities on helping students connect 

what they are learning inside the classroom with their out of class 

experiences. 

The Effects of Residence Halls on Students 

A majority of the research regarding the effects of residence 

halls on students has centered on how a student's place of residence, 

Uving in a residence haU versus Uving off campus, affects a variety of 

student outcomes. Student outcomes studied include grades; 
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persistence and graduation; involvement and satisfaction; personal 

growth and development; attitudes, values, and moral judgment; and 

general cognitive growth (PascareUa and Terenzini 1991). 

Blimling (1993) and PascareUa and Terenzini (1991) both offer a 

syntheses of research regarding the effect of place of residence on 

college students. BUmling concentrates on the effect of place of 

residence on student outcomes. One of the criteria for selecting 

studies for the Blimling synthesis was that a study had to address the 

influence of life in a college residence hall on the academic 

performance of undergraduate college students in the United States. 

PascareUa and Terenzini focus on the overall influence of college on 

students. Their synthesis considered over 2,600 studies examining 

how college affects students. Place of residence was a variable in some 

of these studies. 

Terenzini, Pascarella, and Blimling (1994) provide a summary of 

these s}^theses. They cited six important findings regarding the 

comparison of students who Uve at home and commute to college and 

students who live in college residence haUs. 

Compared to their counterparts who Uve at home 
and commute to coUege, students Uving in college 
residence halls: 
1. Participate in a greater number of extracurricular, 

social, and cultural events on campus 
2. Interact more frequently with faculty and peers in 

informal settings 
3. Are significantly more satisfied with college and are 

more positive about the social and interpersonal 
environment of their campus 

4. Are more likely to persist and graduate from college 
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5. Show significantly greater positive gains in such areas of 
psychosocial development as autonomy and inner-
directedness, inteUectual orientation and self-concept 

6. Demonstrate significantly greater increases in 
aesthetic, cultural, and inteUectual values, social and 
poUtical liberalism, and secularism (p. 39) 

The authors also state that research has shown that residence haU 

students are more open to developmental influences than commuters. 

The authors point out that these effects are not diminished after 

controlUng for differences in student backgrounds traits and aptitudes. 

Terenzini et al. (1994) found no compelling evidence that living 

in a residence hall helps s tudents perform better academicaUy or 

helps them to develop better study habits. Terenzini et al. did find 

evidence that living in a residence hall may have positive effects on 

students: 

...in areas not necessarily Unked closely to the 
student 's formal academic experience (for example, 
critical thinking). Such evidence is consistent with a 
growing body of inquiry suggesting that students' 
cognitive, psychosocial, and attitudinal changes are not 
independent of one another, (p. 40) 

Terenzini et al. (1994) further state that the positive impacts of 

residence halls on students can be enhanced through the 

organizational and structural components of Uving learning programs. 

Living learning programs help to merge the student's Uving 

environment with her or his academic or learning environment. The 

authors report that living learning programs usuaUy contain: classes 

taught in the residence hall, increased student-faculty contact, cultural 

events and faculty lectures in the residence haUs, and student 
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enroUment in a common course together. SUice admission to Uving 

learning programs usually includes an appUcation and selection 

process, the characteristics of students involved in living learning 

programs are significantly different than other residence haU students. 

Terenzini et al. (1994) indicate that when these differences in 

pre-college attributes are controUed, there are three important 

findings regarding the impact of Uving learning programs. Terenzini 

et al. report that living learning program students: 

1. Report a higher-quality social climate, engage in more 
informal contact with faculty, and report a more 
intellectual atmosphere in their residence arrangement 

2. Perform better academicaUy 

3. Are more Ukely to persist in college, (p. 40) 

The authors state that the social, cultural, and interpersonal 

environments of living learning programs appear to mediate 

significant positive indirect effects on student academic and personal 

growth and development. They indicate that a number of studies 

vaUdate the importance of the interpersonal interaction that occurs 

between both students and faculty and students and their peers. 

The Development of Living Learning Programs 

Gabelnick et al. (1990) trace the structural and pedagogical 

roots of contemporary living learning programs to Meiklejohn, 

Tussman, and Dewey. Meiklejohn founded the Experimental College 

at the University of Wisconsin in 1927. The college was a two-year, 

lower-division program focusing on democracy in fifth-century Athens 
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and ninteenth- and twentieth- century America. Each civilization was 

studied hoUstically through a discussion-centered pedagogy involving 

the Great Books. The curriculum required students to develop a 

personal point of view by connecting the ideas in the classroom with 

the real world. One of MeUdejohn's primary goals was the 

development of an academic community. He thought it was important 

to have continuity between structure, curriculum, and community. 

Gabelnick et al. (1990) explain that Tussman was a professor at 

the University of California at Berkeley and a former student of 

Meiklejohn. Tussman saw a duaUsm at institutions of higher 

education. He described institutions as attempting to be both 

research oriented universities and liberal arts colleges. He beUeved 

that the lower-division educational experience of students should be 

restructured to address this dualism. Tussman abolished courses as 

the basic curricular planning units and organized the lower-division 

curriculum into programs. This required collaboration among faculty, 

since programs could not be usefully taught by a single teacher or from 

the perspective of a single discipline. 

Gabelnick et al. (1990) report that Dewey provided a great 

influence on the teaching and learning process by promoting student-

centered and active learning. He focused on developing students as 

individuals and beUeved that schools should buUd on the individuality 

of each student. Dewey advocated for schools to view learning as a 

social process. He beUeved that schools should recognize that 
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students have diverse aspirations and prior experiences that should be 

taken into account in structuring the educational environment. Dewey 

disagreed with the common beUef that learning was a teacher 

dominated relationship where knowledge is handed down to students. 

He viewed learning as a collaborative process between teacher and 

student. He suggested that education should be more purposeful and 

less accidental in terms of engaging the learner. 

WhUe the influence of Meiklejohn, Tussman, and Dewey is 

apparent in the living learning programs that exist on college and 

university campuses today, programs have developed in a haphazard 

manner. Gabelnick et al. (1990) identify a lack of viable models for 

implementing learning communities. The authors also indicate that 

there is little empirical evidence to explain how or why Uving learning 

programs are successful. There are, however, several 

recommendations in the literature regarding the development of 

Uving learning programs. 

The recent resurgence in Uving learning programs stemmed 

from what Schroeder and Mable (1994) describe as a faUure to provide 

students with a hoUstic education. The authors state that hoUstic 

education is not achieved because academic affairs and student affairs 

are uncoordinated in their efforts. Love and Love (1995) explain that 

higher education struggles with the increasing fragmentation of the 

learning process. Fragmentation occurs in disciplines and knowledge, 

in the administrative structure of institutions, and in coUege and 
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university communities. According to the authors, strong cultural 

forces have prevented the reform of higher education. The authors 

beUeve that new forces from both within and outside higher education 

are mounting pressure for change. Pressures include a growing body 

of research linking intellectual, social, and emotional processes; a 

continuing paradigm shfft in the social sciences and education; the 

emergence of discipUnes that incorporate the unpact of social 

processes and issues of affect (women's studies; pan-African studies; 

GLB studies), continuing reform efforts (TQM, general education, and 

core curriculum reemergence); and external pressures (the 

accountabiUty movement, mandated outcomes assessment, and 

financial cutbacks at the state and federal levels). 

On the academic side of higher education, faculty and academic 

administrators seem to believe that their duty to educate students is 

Umited to the classroom. However, Welty (1994) asserts that 

boundaries should be removed from the traditional classroom. He 

states that institutions should develop ways to use the entire campus 

environment to promote student learning. He specifically cites 

coUege and university residence haUs as an important learning 

environment. Whitt and Nuss (1994) concur and emphasize the 

importance of faculty who make connections between coursework and 

student Ufe outside the classroom and who are willing to interact with 

s tudents in residence haU living learning programs. Winston, 

Anchors, and Associates (1993) state that living learning programs 
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should focus on academic skiU enhancement, clarification of academic 

values, and should help students improve performance in specific 

academic curricula. Achievement of these objectives is enhanced 

when faculty involve themselves in living learning programs. 

For their part, student affairs staff seem to often forget that the 

primary purpose of higher education is to educate students. Student 

affairs staff created a focus on student development which Bloland, 

Stamatakos, and Rogers (1996) described as a digression from the 

central educational mission of the university. Kuh (1994) elaborates 

on this point: 

...student affairs staff do not devote enough time and 
energy to activities that encourage students to think about 
what they are leaning outside the classroom and to apply 
this learning to their studies and vice versa. Perhaps if 
student affairs staff better understood what they could do 
in residential settings to enhance student learning — the 
central goal of the academy — they would devote more 
time and energy to those activities, (p. 116) 

According to Schroeder and Mabel (1994), the lack of awareness 

about what can be done to enhance student learning has caused 

residence halls to become functionally disconnected from broad, 

undergraduate educational goals. The authors state: 

Residence halls have lacked educational planning, 
strong internal direction, and a set of educational 
objectives connected to the goals of undergraduate 
education. The have drifted from their espoused focus on 
enhancing student learning to simply maintaining the 
s ta tus quo: with policies, procedures, and practices tied 
primarily to management and administration of facilities 
and a coUection of marginaUy effective educational and 
developmental programs that often reflect the staffs need 
to address the "latest campus Iffe concem." In other 
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words, the management schemes and s tmctures promoted 
during the last quarter of a century have added up to 
distractions from student learning, (p. 13) 

Winston et al. (1993) specify that residence haU programs tend 

to reflect the knowledge and skiUs of residence hall staff and are often 

fragmented and compartmentalized with Utile connection to academic 

programs. Stunpson (1994) suggests that the educational mission of 

residence halls should be congruent with undergraduate educational 

goals. He emphasizes that residence hall programs should be part of 

the overaU mission of higher education and should have the 

understanding and support of the academic community. 

Schroeder and Hurst (1996) believe that a greater emphasis on 

creating and enhancing living learning programs is important for 

higher education for the 1990s and beyond. The authors suggest that 

Blocher's (1978) learning model, Boyer's (1990a) concept of 

community in higher education, and the key principles of The Student 

Learning Imperative (ACPA, 1994) can be woven together to provide a 

conceptual framework for designing effective learning environments. 

Schroeder and Hurst offer a new definition of learning communities 

based on merging definitions by Gabelnick et al. (1990) and Astin 

(1985): 

Learning communities are characterized by 
associational groups of students and teachers, sharing 
common values and a common understanding of purpose, 
interacting within a context of curricular and cocurricular 
structures and functions that link traditional disciplines 
and cocurricular experiences in the vital pursuit of shared 
inquiry, (p. 178) 
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In their discussion, the authors stress coUaboration between student 

affairs and academic affairs to create a common view of learning on 

coUege and university campuses, one that promotes the integration of 

curricular and cocurricular experiences. The authors emphasize that 

learning environments must shfft from teaching-centered and staff-

centered to student-learning-centered. 

Bloland et al. (1996) advocate for an integrated learning 

environment that values the strategic significance of learning derived 

from both knowledge and experience. They believe that this type of 

environment mandates and enables student affairs professionals, 

faculty members, and students to coUaborate in achieving educational 

outcomes. Gabelnick et al. (1990) assert that Uving learning programs 

provide such an environment. They also state that living learning 

programs provide an appropriate, rational, and ethical response to 

many challenges in higher education. 

The non-research living learning literature appears to have 

accepted Uving learning programs as an effective tool for creating 

student-faculty interaction and for eliminating the barriers that exist 

between academic affairs and student affairs at institutions of higher 

education. As colleges and universities strive to create holistic 

learning environments for their students, the creation of new Uving 

learning programs will continue to provide opportunities for students 

to learn outside the classroom. In the process, it wiU become 
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common for institutions to provide a variety of living learning 

programs for their students. It is critical that research is avaUable to 

help colleges and universities anticipate and plan for the effects that 

multiple Uving learning programs may have on their students. 

The Effects of Living Learning Programs on Students 

The research on the effects of Uving learning programs is quite 

Umited. Significant studies in this area are summarized to famUiarize 

the reader with study designs and research methodologies that 

formed the foundation for the design of the current study. These 

studies will help establish a foundation for comparing the current 

study with other research results, help depict how the current study 

fits into existing discussions in the literature regarding living learning 

programs, and estabUsh the importance of the current study within 

the field. 

Gaff (1973) conducted a study to address the problem that the 

quality of teaching and learning had been compromised because 

coUeges and universities had abandoned their central task of providing 

effective education. WhUe the literature prior to the study showed 

that faculty members did not have a major impact on the Uves of 

students, Gaff sought to identify the conditions under which faculty 

made an unpact on students. The effects of Uving learning programs 

on students was not a primary interest of the study. However, a 
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significant conclusion regarding Uving learning programs emerged 

from the findings. 

In his study. Gaff (1973) related survey data from faculty 

members to longitudinal change data from students. The study used 

survey data from nine diverse coUeges and universities. Students were 

surveyed ui the faU of 1966 and those students who were stUl enrolled 

were surveyed again in the spring of 1970, as they were about to 

graduate. The students were asked to complete a set of 

questionnaires aimed at studying their growth and development 

during coUege. Faculty completed questionnaires in the spring of 

1970. The faculty survey included questions regarding faculty 

members' educational goals, classroom teaching methods, views of 

teaching and learning, and relationships with students. 

During the spring of 1970, faculty and students were asked to 

nominate outstanding teachers and to indicate which teachers had a 

significant impact on the Uves of students. Gaff (1973) indicated that 

the biggest factor that separated nominated faculty from their 

coUeagues was the extent to which they interacted with students 

outside the classroom. Of students who nominated faculty, 76 percent 

indicated that they talked with faculty outside the classroom 

occasionally, quite often, or frequently. When asked to indicate how 

many times they had discussions with students outside the classroom, 

55 percent of faculty nominated by their colleagues scored high on the 

scale compared to 26 percent of faculty who were not nominated. Of 
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faculty nominated by students, 54 percent scored high as compared to 

30 percent of who were not nominated. Gaff concluded that this data 

and other analyses in the study suggest that there is much effective 

teaching that occurs in settings outside the classroom. 

The Gaff (1973) study was one of the first to provide empirical 

evidence of the importance of student-faculty interaction outside the 

classroom. It initiated a shift in research focus from measuring how 

much interaction occurred between students and faculty to studying 

the interaction that did occurred between students and faculty to 

determine the factors that encouraged it. The study also provided 

early empirical evidence that students in Uving learning programs 

engage in more informal interpersonal interaction with faculty and 

other students. One of the conclusions of the study was that cluster 

colleges, a type of living learning program, "were more effective in 

bringing s tudents and teachers together in productive learning 

encounters than were the less dffferentiated portions of the same 

universities" (p. 620). 

It is important to note that the Gaff (1973) study only focused on 

faculty impact on students ' values. It is also important to note that the 

study only included two living learning programs, each located at a 

different institution. 

Lacy (1978) conducted a study that compared living learning 

student and non-living learning students to address the problem that 

sociological theories often describe how social structure influences 
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individuals without accounting for the individual characteristics of 

people or their interaction within an institution. The author cautioned 

that causal relevance to characteristics of an institution should not be 

attributed untU the relationships of people within the institutions are 

understood. 

The purpose of the Lacy (1978) study was to consider how the 

values of students change within the social structure of a university. In 

making his assessment, the author used a causal model that 

considered four sets of factors in a temporal order. The factors listed 

in their temporal order included: the incoming characteristics and 

values of students; the social structure of two distinct environments 

within the university; the informal interaction that occurred between 

students and faculty, and students and their peers, in the two 

environments; and student values, inteUectual orientations, and 

personal development measured following the freshman year and 

measured following the sophomore year. The two university 

environments studied included a traditional, large liberal arts coUege 

and a smaU residential coUege. The residential college was an 

innovative living learning program that existed as a subenvironment of 

the liberal arts college. The structure of the residential college was 

designed to encourage student-faculty interaction. 

The study used data from a longitudinal study (Newcomb, Brown. 

Kulik, ReveU, & Reimer, 1970: Newcome, Brown Kulik, Reimer, & 

ReveU, 1971) that coUected data from students in the Uberal arts 
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coUege and the residential college between 1967 and 1971. Two 

standardized instruments, the CoUege Student Questionnaire (CSQ) 

(Peterson, 1968) and the Omnibus PersonaUty Inventory (OPI) (Heist 

& Yonge, 1968) were administered to a random sample of 217 liberal 

arts s tudents and a random sample of 168 residential college students 

at three different times. The instruments were mailed to s tudents 

prior to matriculation and administered during April of 1968 and April 

of 1969. Dependent variables in the study included: inteUectual and 

personal development, cultural sophistication, and social, political, 

and economic attitudes. To measure the dependent variables, the 

author used data from three scales of the April 1968 administration of 

the CSQ; Liberalism, Social Conscience, and Cultural Sophistication; 

and data from four scales of the April 1969 administration of the OPI; 

Complexity, Thinking Introversion, Theoretical Orientation, and 

Autonomy. 

A seff-reported questionnaire, A Student's Time, was 

administered in the spring of 1968 to measure student interaction 

with faculty and peers. To measure peer interaction, students were 

asked to indicate how often they discussed a list of 45 topics with 

other students. The following five areas emerged foUowing a cluster 

analysis: public affairs and social issues, formal academic affairs, art 

and cultural topics, personal matters, and inteUectual topics and basic 

values. To measure faculty interaction, students were asked to 

indicate how often they interacted with faculty in one of seven areas: 
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pubUc affairs, course work, issues on campus, special interests, 

hobbies, literary or academic topics, personal matters, and basic 

values. 

Data coUection can be easUy understood by referring back to the 

causal model. The incoming characteristics and values of students 

were measured by the administration of the CSQ and OPI instruments 

prior to matriculation. The social structures of two distinct 

environments within the university were defined as membership or 

attendance in the liberal arts college or the residential college. The 

informal interaction that occurred between students and faculty and 

students and their peers in the two environments were measured 

through the self-administered questionnaire, A Student 's Time. 

Student values, intellectual orientations, and personal development 

were measured foUowing the freshman year with the April, 1968 

administration of the CSQ and measured following the sophomore year 

with the April, 1969 administration of the OPI. The author used 

general linear least squares regression within the framework of a 

Unear recursive model to test the causal model. 

Results of the study can also be easily understood by referring 

back to the causal model. Prior to entering college, differences were 

noted between residential coUege students and students in the Uving 

learning program in intellectual interests and style, personal 

independence, poUtical orientation, and cultural interests. Residential 

coUege students described themselves as more liberal, socially 
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conscious, cuUurally sophisticated, and inteUectuaUy oriented than the 

Uberal arts s tudents . 

The social s t ructure of the residential coUege environment 

seemed to encourage s tudents in the residential coUege to interact 

more frequently with other students and faculty. It is interesting to 

note that the residential college students interacted with faculty on an 

academic and inteUectual level and tended to base their friendships 

with peers on their intellectual and cultural orientation. 

Residential college students engaged in more academically and 

inteUectuaUy oriented informal interaction with faculty and conversed 

with faculty on all topics, except personal matters, more than liberal 

arts students. Peer informal interaction revealed no tendencies 

except that Uberal arts s tudents talked more with their peers about 

personal matters. 

Following data analysis, a student's pre-college position on a 

particular value emerged as the best predictor of the student 's 

position on the same value at the end of the freshman and sophomore 

years. The college environment was also a sigruficant factor in 

contributing to changes in student values. However, when the 

mediating factors of interpersonal relationships were added to the 

causal model, the direct effect of the coUege environment was 

reduced to a non-signfficant factor. When each of the seven value 

areas were regressed, the predictor that accounted for the indirect 
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effect of the coUege environment, through the mediating factors of 

faculty and peer interaction, was relatively large. 

The Lacy (1978) study only considered one Uving learning 

program. However, the study makes no clarification of the residence 

of the students in the sample size. WhUe it is probably safe to assume 

that some or most of the students in the sample size Uved in a 

residence haU, it is unclear if aU students in the study lived in a 

residence hall and, if so, in the same or different halls. This is 

important because the study indicates that the residential college and 

the liberal arts college represent two distinct environments and that 

the study is concerned with the social interaction that occurs in these 

two environments. Since social interaction occurs outside the 

classroom and much of a student's social interaction outside the 

classroom will occur in the student's place of residence, where a 

student Uves seems an important issue for this study. As an example: 

ff all residential college students were required to live in a residence 

hall their freshmen and sophomore years and liberal arts students 

were not, the residential coUege students would have naturaUy 

interacted more often with their peers because living in a residence 

hall provided them more opportunities for interaction. 

The most significant contribution of the Lacy (1978) study was 

that it cemented ui the literature the idea that coUege affects students 

indirectly through the mediating factors of student informal 

interaction with faculty and peers. The study also further explored the 
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possibUity noted in the Gaff (1973) study that living learning programs 

may be more effective in bringing students and faculty together in 

productive learning encounters. 

Pascarella and Terenzini (1981) conducted a study to address 

the problem that there was a lack of research to indicate ff Uving 

learning programs provide more student-faculty interaction outside of 

the classroom than traditional residence haUs. The authors also 

indicated that the avaUable research provided contradictory findings. 

The purpose of the study was to determine ff an experimental Uving 

learning residence hall would foster more frequent and influential 

student-faculty informal interaction than conventional residence halls. 

The study used longitudinal data coUected from a sample of 

1008 freshman students at a large, private university. In July 1975, 

students were mailed a survey designed to measure their pre-college 

characteristics and their expectations regarding several aspects of 

their future college experiences. In March 1976, students were 

maUed a survey designed to measure their actual college experiences. 

There were 536 students who returned both surveys. An additional 39 

students who were included in an oversampling of the Uving learning 

program participants were added to the final sample. WhUe this 

caused overrepresentation of the living learning participants, the 

sample was representative of the overaU student population at the 

university with regard to gender, racial/ethnic origin, coUege of 

enrollment, and academic aptitude. 
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Variables in the study were organized to measure the 

independent variables of pre-coUege characteristics and the 

dependent variables of student outcomes and student-faculty 

interaction. Pre-coUege variables ui the study were the students ' pre-

college attributes including gender, ethnicity, major program of study, 

academic aptitude, high school achievement personality, mother's 

education, father's education, expectations of the academic program 

and of nonacademic life, and expected number of informal contacts 

with faculty. Student outcome variables in the study were cumulative 

freshman year GPA, voluntary freshman to sophomore year 

persistence/withdrawal decisions, intellectual development, personal 

development, and perceptions of freshman year academic program 

and nonacademic Ufe. Student-faculty interaction variables in the 

study were frequency of freshman year informal, non-classroom 

contacts with faculty and the degree to which student ranked 

interaction with faculty as a source of personal satisfaction, positive 

influence on intellectual development, and positive influence on 

personal development. 

Data was analyzed using multiple Unear regression in a stepwise 

fashion. First, student-faculty interaction was regressed with pre-

college characteristics as predictor variables. Second, student-faculty 

interaction was regressed with participation/non-participation in the 

living learning program as predictor variables. Lastly, outcome 

variables that showed a sigruficant relationship with participation/non-
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participation in the living learning program (determined in second 

step of the data analysis) were regressed with pre-coUege 

characteristics, participation/non-participation ui the Uving leamuig 

program, and factors identffied as signfficantly differentiating the 

living learning program from the traditional residence halls 

(determined in the first step of the data analysis) as predictor 

variables. 

The authors reported that students who Uved in the 

experimental residence hall had a significantly higher frequency of 

irfformal contact with faculty, ranked interaction with faculty 

signfficantly higher as a source of personal satisfaction and as an 

irffluence on personal development. In addition, the study found that 

s tudents who lived in the experimental residence had significantly 

higher academic achievement, were signfficantly more Ukely to persist 

into their sophomore year and had significantly more positive attitudes 

toward their academic program. The authors concluded that the 

educational outcomes associated with dffferences in residence 

arrangement organization are largely accounted for by the distinctive 

pattern of student/faculty relationships fostered by the experimental 

residence. 

The PascareUa and Terenzini (1981) was signfficant because it 

provided empirical evidence that the Uving learning program under 

investigation achieved the increased student-faculty interaction that it 

was designed to produce. In addition, the study showed that the 
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uicreased student-faculty interaction contributed signfficantly to the 

more positive student outcomes achieved by the Uving learning 

students. 

Terenzini, Theophilides, and Lorang (1984) conducted a study 

to address the problem that Utile longituduial research existed in the 

Uterature exploring the academic development of students. The 

purpose of the study was to determine ff students' academic growth 

was related to their coUege experiences after controlling for pre-

college characteristics, to determine if variance existed in students ' 

academic development over their freshman, sophomore, and junior 

years, and to determine ff the sources of impact on academic 

development varied over the students ' first three years of coUege. 

The study was conducted at a large, pubUc university. During 

summer orientation of 1978, all 2,147 incoming students were asked 

to complete the 1978 Student Information Form which gathered 

information about students ' personal, family, educational background, 

and educational expectations and aspirations. In April 1979, aU 1,360 

students who returned usable forms were subsequently sent an 

instrument that gathered information about their freshman year 

experiences and their attitudes toward those experiences. Students 

who continued to return usable surveys were sent the same 

instrument in April, 1980 and April, 1981. The final sample size 

consisted of 250 students. While this is a low response rate, the 

sample was representative of the student population in the areas of 
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gender, race or ethnicity, academic aptitude, parents' annual income, 

parents ' combined formal education, the pre-college ranking of the 

institution as a college choice, and highest degree expected. 

The dependent variables in the study were students ' academic 

development in their freshman, sophomore, and junior years as 

measured by the following criteria: gaining factual knowledge; 

developing the abUity to criticaUy evaluate ideas, materials, and 

methods; developing the ability to apply abstractions or principles to 

solving problems; learning fundamental principles, generalizations, or 

theories; learning how to learn; developing the ability to think 

analytically; developing the abiUty to learn on one's own; and 

developing the abiUty to formulate creative and original ideas and 

solutions. 

Independent variables included the following five pre-college 

characteristics: gender, combined SAT scores, parents' education, 

highest degree planned, and percentile rank in high school class; and 

the following college experiences variables: peer relations, faculty 

relations, faculty concem for student development and teaching, 

frequency of faculty contact of an academic nature, frequency of faculty 

contact of an nonacademic nature, extracurricular activities, classroom 

involvement, and social involvement. 

Hierarchical, stepwise multiple regressions were conducted for 

each year in the following manner: academic development was 

regressed for pre-college characteristics and then on the eight coUege 
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experience variables. Additionally, academic skiU development in the 

freshman year was a predictor for students ' academic growth in the 

sophomore and junior years and academic skiU development in the 

sophomore year was a predictor for students ' academic growth ui the 

junior year. 

The results of the Terenzini et al. (1984) study indicated that 

students experience almost the same average amount of academic 

growth during the first three years of college. In contrast to the 

research literature on other student outcomes, this study found that 

pre-college characteristics were not reliable predictors of academic 

growth in any of the first three years of coUege. This could be due to 

an overrepresentation of higher achieving students in the study's 

sample. However, this is a potentially important finding for the 

current study. It suggests that advantages for living learning students 

in pre-college attributes may not be necessary for Uving learning 

programs to be successful. The variables that proved significant 

predictors in this study for each of the first three years of college were 

the current year's experience (i.e., freshman year experience for the 

freshman year) and the growth experienced in the previous years (i.e., 

freshman year growth and sophomore year growth for the junior year). 

In addition, the study supported the Uterature in its findings 

that faculty and student interaction provided a significant impact on 

student outcomes. This study found that faculty interaction both 

inside and outside of the classroom had sigruficant effects on the 
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student outcome of academic growth for both the sophomore and 

junior years. The finding that faculty mteraction provided no impact 

on students ' academic growth during their freshman year is puzzling. 

It is possible that during the students' freshman year, the institution 

studied did not provide signfficant opportunities for students-faculty 

interaction. This may have necessitated that students spend their 

freshman year exploring ways to interact with faculty and that they 

realized the results of their efforts in the sophomore and junior years. 

The Terenzini et al. (1984) study has significance for the 

current study because it used Tinto's Model of Student Departure as a 

theoretical framework. The authors suggest that students ' integration 

into the academic and social systems of a university influence 

outcomes beyond the voluntary dropout outcome covered by the 

model. The authors argue that a student that is more integrated into 

the academic and social systems of a university may be expected to 

achieve more positive student outcomes than a less integrated student. 

Pike, Schroeder, and Berry (1997) conducted a study to address 

the problem that residence halls lack the structure to contribute 

signfficantly to student success. The purpose of the study was to 

determine if s tudents who participate in nonresidential learning 

communities that have been incorporated into a residential setting 

report more positive college experiences and outcomes than students 

who Uve in traditional residence haUs. The study also sought to 

determine if the relationships between coUege experiences and 
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outcomes were different for the leaming community participants and 

traditional residence haU students. 

The study was conducted at the University of Missouri-Columbia 

(MU). It compared first year students that participated ui Freshman 

Interest Goups (FIGs) with first year students who Uved ui traditional 

residence haUs (TRH). According to Pike et al. (1997): 

The FIGs program at MU was designed to accompUsh the 
following educational objectives: (a) enhance entering students ' 
transitions to coUege; (b) make the campus psychologicaUy 
small; (c) encourage group identity development; (d) provide an 
integrative learning experience; and (e) enhance students ' 
academic and social success, (p. 612) 

The sample included 225 FIG students and 2,453 TRH students 

for a total sample of 2,678. Surveys were maUed to students during 

the tenth week of the Fall 1995 semester. 1,018 students returned 

surveys; 130 were FIG students and 888 were TRH students. The 

survey included five measures that were used as data for the study; (1) 

support from significant others, (2) informal faculty-student 

interaction outside the classroom, (3) academic integration, (4) social 

integration, and (5) institutional commitment. In addition to the 

survey, the foUowing data was also obtained from institutional records; 

gender (background characteristic), ethnicity (background 

characteristic), ACT composite score (background characteristic), 

first-year cumulative GPAs (as a measure of academic achievement), 

and enrollment for the FaU 1995 semester (as a measure of 

persistence). 
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In order to analyze data, students were organized into FIG and 

non-FIG groups. Next, the mean scores on each measure for non-FIG 

students were subtracted from mean scores of aU students. This 

resulted in mean scores of zero for non-FIG students and aUowed the 

FIG student means to show deviations from the non-FIG student 

means. The study then employed a two-group path analysis to evaluate 

the invariance of several models across groups to identify similarities 

and differences between the groups. The first model constrained 

means and intercepts equal to zero and constrained all other 

parameters to be equal for both groups. Subsequent models allowed 

various parameters to be freed. The second model aUowed means and 

covariances for background characteristics and covariances among 

residuals to vary freely. The third model kept intercepts for non-FIG 

students fixed at zero and allowed intercepts for FIG students to vary 

freely. The fourth model allowed measures of faculty-student 

interaction and persistence to vary freely. 

In order to find a model that represented the data, chi-square 

goodness-of-fit and chi-square change statistics were calculated. An 

appropriate model would carry a non-significant chi-square goodness-

of-fit. As parameters were freed in new models, the chi-square 

change statistic identified how much the new model contributed to 

the improvement in goodness-of-fit. The fourth model was the only 

model to produce a nonsignfficant goodness-of-fit statistic and also 

resulted in the best model fit statistics. 
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After controlling for background characteristics, uitercepts for 

the s tmctura l equations showed that FIGs had a significant effect on 

faculty-student interaction, social integration and institutional 

commitment. WhUe not statistically signfficant, intercepts for 

academic integration and persistence were higher for FIGs. There 

were no differences between groups for the external support 

intercepts. Curiously, the intercept for academic achievement was 

higher for TRH students, although it was not statistically signfficant. 

The authors speculated that the nature of residence hall to have a 

stronger social focus rather than academic focus may account for this 

surprising finding. In addition, data was coUected during the fu ŝt year 

of existence of the FIGs on the MU campus. 

The Pike et al. (1997) study was significant because it 

investigated the effects of incorporating traditionally nonresidential 

leaming communities into the residence hall environment. The study 

provided empirical evidence that these leaming communities 

enhanced faculty-student interaction, social integration, and 

institutional commitment. These finding are consistent with previous 

studies of Uving leamuig programs (Gaff, 1973; Lacy, 1978; PascareUa 

& Terenzini, 1981). The finding that FIG students did not perform as 

weU academicaUy as non-FIG students, even though it was not at a 

signfficant level, raises an important issue. It is probable that the 

benefits of incorporating a traditionally nonresidential leaming 
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community uito a residence haU environment may require an 

adjustment period. 

Pike (1999) conducted a study to address that problem that 

Utile research exists regarding the effects of integrating curricular and 

cocurricular experiences. The purpose of the study was to determine 

if s tudents who participate m Uving leaming communities (residential 

learning communities) engage in richer coUege experiences and 

achieve greater gains in leaming than students who Uve in traditional 

residence haUs. The study employed a conceptual model to determine 

if the relationship between coUege experiences and student outcomes 

were the same for the two groups under study. FuiaUy, ff there were 

differences observed in students' leaming and intellectual 

development, the study used the conceptual model to investigate ff 

these differences were the direct result of membership in a leaming 

community or if the differences were mediated by the quaUty of 

s tudents ' college experiences. 

The study was conducted at Midwestem. public, mid-sized, 

research university. It compared students who Uved in traditional 

residence halls with students who participated in living leaming 

programs. There were three types of living learning programs 

represented on the campus under study. The first represented a 

coUaboration between student affairs and faculty. Program students 

coenroUed in a humanities sequence taught in the residence haUs. 
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Program faculty brought a focus on innovation in teaching and leaming 

to the classroom. 

The second leaming conununity was a coUection of theme-

related residence hall floors that ranged from fine arts to women ui 

engineering. Students were provided access to special facUities. 

There was an emphasis on creating academic and social support 

networks for participants. 

The third leaming community was a coUection of Freshmen 

Interest Groups (FIGs). Each FIG was capped at 20 students. 

Participants lived on the same residence haU floor and coenroUed in 

three courses that represented an academic theme. Other elements 

of the FIGs included a one hour pass/faU seminar and peer advisors 

who served as role models for the participants. 

During the Winter semester of 1996, 2406 first-year students 

were mailed the CoUege Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ). 

Surveys were retumed by 626 students for a 26% re tum rate. The 

foUowing ten SCEQ scales were used to represent students' college 

experiences and outcomes: involvement in art, music, and theater; 

involvement in clubs and organizations; uivolvement ui residence 

halls; interaction with faculty; uiteraction with peers; topics of 

conversations; integration of course information; mtegration of 

information in conversations; gauis in general education; gains in 

inteUectual development. The foUowing background characteristics 
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were puUed from institutional sources; gender, minority s tatus, ACT 

assessment composite score, and high school class percentUe rank. 

The study used a three-stage data analysis. First, ANCOVA was 

used to determine ff students who participated in Uving leaming 

programs engaged in richer college experiences and achieved greater 

gains in leaming than students who Uved in traditional residence haUs. 

Second, a two-group path analysis was conducted to test the stabUity 

of relationships among conceptual model components across 

comparison groups. FinaUy, a two-group path analysis was used to 

assess means and intercepts for comparison groups to determine the 

direct and indirect effects of living leaming programs on college 

experiences and student outcomes. 

Results of the ANCOVA indicated that Uving leaming program 

participants experienced significantly higher levels of involvement in 

art, music, and theater; involvement in clubs and organizations; 

involvement in residence haUs; interaction with faculty; interaction 

with peers; integration of course information; integration of 

information in conversations. Residential leaming participants also 

achieved significantly greater gains in general education. 

Two-group path analysis revealed that the relationship between 

background characteristics, college experiences, and outcomes were 

the same for Uving learnuig program students and traditional 

residence hall s tudents. 
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Two-group path analysis indicated that Uving leaming programs 

have significant direct effects on involvement in art, music, and 

theater; involvement in clubs and organizations; involvement in 

residence halls; interaction with faculty; interaction with peers; and 

topics of conversations. No significant direct effects were shown for 

integration of course information, integration of information in 

conversations, gains in general education, or gains in inteUectual 

development. This was in contrast to the ANCOVA results that 

indicated that integration of course information, integration of 

information in conversations, and gains in general education were all 

significantly greater for living leaming program students than for 

traditional residence hall students. 

This contrast in findings regarding integration and outcome 

measures called into question whether dffferences in means noted in 

ANCOVA were due to spurious effects of students' background 

characteristics or were caused by indirect effects of the living leaming 

programs. Standard direct and total effects for background 

characteristics were examined and found to have weak effects on the 

ten measures of college experiences and outcomes. Standard direct 

and total effects for college experiences were examined and found to 

have widespread and notable effects on the ten measures of coUege 

experiences and outcomes. It seems reasonable to conclude that 

mean differences found in the ANCOVA are due to the mduect effects 

of the Uving leaming programs. 
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The Pike (1999) study is signfficant because it was the first to 

consider the effects of dffferent types of Uving leaming programs on 

the same campus. The study provided empirical evidence that the 

Uving leaming programs under study enhanced involvement, 

interaction, integration, and gains in student outcomes. The evidence 

further clarified that living leaming programs seem to have a direct 

effect on students ' daUy involvement within the university 

environment and indirect effects on student outcomes. These finding 

are consistent with previous studies of living leaming programs (Gaff, 

1973; Lacy, 1978; PascareUa & Terenzini, 1981; Pike et al., 1997). 

This is important because it showed that the positive effects of single 

living leaming programs hold true for multiple programs on the same 

campus. 

Summary 

This chapter has provided a comprehensive review of literature 

related to residence hall living leaming programs. An examination of 

the history of coUege and university residence haUs reveals three 

administrative phUosophies have emerged over the years. During the 

initial development of housing facUities, college and university officials 

tried to pattern on-campus housing after the English higher education 

model. The philosophy promoted a collegiate way of live with 

residence haUs serving as centers where students and faculty could 

come together as a community of scholars. However, this philosophy 
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did not take hold, as the early coUeges did not have the money or 

proper staffing to aUow this type of system to flourish. 

From the early 1800s through the early 1900s, student housuig 

was viewed as unrelated to the educational mission of higher 

education. Most existing housing faciUties deteriorated badly and few 

new structures were buUt during this time period. This was due to 

new higher education phUosophy patterned after the German higher 

education system. This philosophy emphasized graduate over 

undergraduate education and placed a priority on research. Housing 

facUities were seen as a drain on financial resources and students were 

effectively left to arrange their own housing. 

Yale college, which never wavered from the EngUsh phUosophy 

that residence haUs serve an important educational function, and 

America's women's colleges lead a push to re-emphasize residential 

ideals. This resulted in an American philosophy of residence Ufe that 

blended the EngUsh and German models. This philosophy provided 

for the food and shelter needs of students and also promoted their 

development outside the classroom. However, instead of creating a 

hoUstic education for students, this focus on student development 

created barriers between academic affairs and student affairs and 

evolved into a distraction from student leaming. Recent 

developments in student housing place the focus on student education 

through collaboration between student affairs and academic affairs. 
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Residence hall living leaming programs provide opportunities for 

students, faculty, and staff to create hoUstic leamuig experiences. 

Research on the effects of Uving in a residence haU provides 

evidence that s tudents who Uve on-campus are more involved in the 

college environment and experience more positive outcomes, in 

several different areas, than students who commute to coUege. 

Residence hall s tudents are also more satisfied with their coUege 

experience and are more likely to graduate from college than their off-

campus peers. 

The current resurgence in Uving leaming programs can be 

traced to Meiklejohn, Tussman, and Dewey who all advocated for the 

hoUstic education of college students. Living leaming programs seem 

to break down traditional barriers that exist between academic affairs 

and student affairs. This merging of the academic and social systems 

at institutions helps students make connections between their 

academics and their daily Uves. 

The research Uterature regarding living leaming programs is 

somewhat sparse. The evidence that is avaUable indicates that 

s tudents who live in residence haUs and participate in living leaming 

programs become more integrated into the college environment and 

received more positive student outcomes than students who live in a 

residence hall and do not participate in a living leaming program. 

However, most of the current research was conducted on campuses 

with only one living leaming program. A recent study by Pike (1999) 
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uidicates that the positive effects of single Uving leaming programs 

hold true for multiple programs on the same campus. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter presents the methodology of the study. The chapter 

is organized uito six sections. First, the research design is discussed. 

This section identifies the foundation of the statistical design of the study 

and reveals the type of data analysis that was conducted in the study. 

Second, information is provided on the residence haUs and Uving 

leaming programs at the university under study. This information 

provides a framework for helping the reader understand the comparison 

groups of the study. Third, the sample is described. Fourth the 

procedures used to development the survey and the steps taken to coUect 

the data are identffied. Fifth, there is a description of the variables of the 

study. FinaUy, there is a review of the steps taken to analyze the data. 

Research Design 

The research design of the study is based on methodological 

recommendations made by Astin (1970) for research on coUege impact. 

The author suggests a research model that includes three information 

elements that are necessaiy for assessing coUege impact: student input 

data, college environment data, and student output data. The model is 

congruent with Tinto's Model of Student Departure. 

Student input data is defined as characteristics that students 

bring with them to college such as talents, skiUs, and aspirations. 
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CoUege envu-orunent data is defuied as features of the coUege that have 

the potential to affect students. Examples of environmental data include 

administrative poUcies and practices, curriculum, teaching practices, 

and peer associations. Student output data is defined as student 

development attributes that the uistitution uifluences or attempts to 

uifluence such as student achievement, knowledge, skiUs, values, and 

attitudes. 

For the current study, student input data is represented by high 

school GPA and combined ACT/SAT score. CoUege environment data is 

represented by participation in a Uving leaming program and place of 

residence. Student output data is represented by frequency of 

discussion of academic issues with peers, frequency of discussion of 

sociocultural issues with peers, personal growth since attending coUege, 

and coUege grade point average. 

Astin (1970) represents the relationship of these three elements in 

a model (see Figure 2). Relationship A depicts that the types of students 

and the characteristics they bring with them to coUege affect the 

institution's environment. Relationship B depicts the effects of the 

college environment on student outputs. Relationship C depicts that the 

types of students and the characteristics they bring with them to college 

affect student outputs without consideration for the coUege environment. 

When studying coUege impact, researchers are interested in relationship 

B. Relationship B is most important because it provides information 

regarding the value that the college environment adds to student inputs 
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in the achievement of student outputs. Two interaction effects involving 

student inputs and coUege environments are also present in the model. 

The first (AC), represents that students may achieve different outputs if 

they are exposed to dffferent coUege environments. The second (AB), 

represents that the coUege environment may produce dffferent outputs 

for dffferent types of students. 

Student 
Inputs 

The College 
Environment 

B 

> 

Student 
Outputs 

Figure 2. Astin's Input-Environment-Output Model (Astin 1970) 

Astin's model can be overlaid on Tinto's model (see Figure 3) to 

show the congruency of the two models. As the heavy dashed boxes 

show, Astin's first component of Input is consistent with Tinto's elements 

of Pre-Entry Attributes and Goals and Commitments. Astin's second 

component of Environment is consistent with Tinto's element of 

Institutional Experiences. Astin's final component of Output is 

consistent with Tinto's elements of Integration, Goals and Commitments, 

and Outcomes. 

Astin (1970) explains that three types of inferential errors can 

occur in studies that test for coUege impact. The first error is a Type I 

error where the nuU hypothesis is rejected when it is true. This occurs 

when the researcher concludes that there is no coUege effect when there 

is a college effect. The second error is a Type II error where the null 
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hypothesis is accepted when it is false. This occurs when the researcher 

concludes that there is a coUege effect when there is no coUege effect. 

The author identffies the third error as Type III error where the nuU 

hypothesis is correctly rejected and the researcher accepts the wrong 

alternative hypothesis (in a two-taUed test). This occurs when the 

researcher concludes that there is a college effect, but concludes that the 

effect occurs in the opposite direction of the actual impact. The 

researcher's responsibiUty in designing data coUection and statistical 

methodology is to reduce the chances of incorrect inferences by 

controUing for the three types or error. 

The current study uses one-way multivariate analysis of 

covariance (MANCOVA) for data analysis. Tabachnick and FideU (1983) 

explain that MANCOVA is designed to investigate the effect that one or 

more independent variables have on a set of dependent variables. The 

MANCOVA also controls for one or more independent variables 

(covariates) that are not under study, but that may have an effect on the 

dependent variables. These covariates are controUed because prior 

research has shown that they have an effect on the dependent variables. 

Tabachnick and FideU (1989) clarify that MANCOVA is a test that 

determines ff mean dffferences among groups on a set of dependent 

variables occur by chance after adjusting for dffferences associated with 

one or more covariates. The test creates a new dependent variable that 

maximizes group differences from the dependent variable under study. 

To control for covariates, the test makes an adjustment that assumes 
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that aU subjects score the same on the covariates. In effect, the test 

removes any variance between the covariates and the MANCOVA creates 

a Unear combination that maximizes the separation between groups. 

MANCOVA then compares the variance of group means on the new 

dependent variable to test hypotheses. 

Since this study seeks to determine ff different coUege 

environments (independent variables) result in dffferent student 

outcomes (dependent variables) after controUing for academic abUity and 

aptitude (covariate), it employs MANCOVA. This data analysis method 

determines ff dffferences exist in the dependent variables between living 

leaming and non-Uving leaming students. AdditionaUy, dffferences are 

investigated in the dependent variables between non-Uving leaming 

student who Uve in residence halls that house Uving leaming programs 

and non-living leaming student who Uve in residence haUs that do not 

house Uving leaming programs. 

Residence HaUs and Living Leaming Programs 

It is important to provide some information regarding the residence 

halls and Uving leaming programs at the university where the study was 

conducted. Since this irfformation may help the reader understand the 

comparison groups of the study, it is offered just prior to describing the 

sample. 

There are fourteen residence haUs at the university and eight Uving 

leaming communities. Four of the Uving leaming communities are 
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housed in four separate residence haUs. Each of the haUs have more 

bedspace than the number of participants in the Uving leaming program, 

so there are students who Uve in these haUs who do not participate in the 

Uving leaming programs. There are two haUs that each house two 

different programs. Both of these haUs have more bedspace than the 

number of participants in their combined Uving leaming programs. 

Hence, there are students in both of these haUs who do not participate in 

either Uving leaming program. There are eight residence haUs that do 

not house living leaming programs. There were 1,568 residence haU 

bedspaces occupied by living leaming community members during the 

1998-1999 academic year. 

Each of the Uving leaming programs varies programmatically and 

in structure. Descriptions that foUow of each of the Uving leaming 

programs were provided by The Coordinator of Research for University 

Housing at the university where the data was be coUected. 

The eight Uving leaming programs can be categorized into three 

broader areas: four-year academic programs, transitions programs, and 

academic initiative programs. The four-year academic programs typicaUy 

have broad curricular offerings for their participants and represent 

programs that aUow for student participation during all four years of 

their coUege careers. The transition programs generaUy serve only first-

year and second-year students, and focus on transition to coUege issues 

and first-year retention and achievement. Many transition programs also 

offer their own courses or course sections, but do not offer the same 
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breadth or length of curricula as the four-year academic programs. 

Academic initiative programs are Uving leaming communities that are 

components of larger non-residence-based academic initiatives. For 

example, the Math, Science, and Engineering for Women Program is a 

university-wide academic initiative that was developed to provide support 

to female students pursuing degrees in math, science, and engineering. 

The Math, Science, and Engineering for Women Living Leaming Program 

is a component of the larger university-wide math, science, and 

engineering for women academic initiative. 

An Honors Housing program is one of two four-year academic 

living leaming programs at the university. It is part of the Honors 

CoUege, which was estabUshed at the university over thirty years ago. 

The Honors CoUege mission is to provide an enriched academic 

environment for the university's most academicaUy talented students, 

and it operates in a two-tiered structure. First-year and second-year 

students participate in lower-division Honors by invitation and complete 

three academic components: a Literature and Ideas requirement, Honors 

courses, and a Sophomore Seminar. Third-year and fourth-year 

students are admitted to upper-division Honors by appUcation to an 

honors concentration program administered by a Uberal arts department 

or program. 

Upper-division Honors students complete a Senior Honors thesis 

under the guidance of a faculty member. Honors Housing is offered to 

first-year and second-year Honors CoUege students. Approximately haff 
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of aU first-year Honors students choose to participate in Honors Housing. 

There are approximately 1,700 student in the Honors CoUege and 250 of 

these students Uve in Honors Housing. The 250 Honors Housing 

students Uve in a residence haU that houses 969 residents. Residence 

haU activities avaUable to Honors Housing participants include a weekly 

lunch time round table discussion, faculty fire-side chats, class-related 

movies, social activities such as dances and musical performance by 

Honors students, and social and education programs offered by resident 

advisors. 

A Residential CoUege Uving leaming program is the second of the 

two four-year academic leaming communities avaUable at the university. 

The Residential CoUege curriculum, granted degree-granting privUeges by 

the university's Regents in 1967, emphasizes linkages between 

participants' inteUectual, artistic, social, and cultural activities, and 

underscores connections between theory and practice. There is a 

freshman and sophomore residency requirement with some juniors and 

seniors also opting to Uve in the Residence CoUege residence haU. There 

are approximately 1,000 student enroUed in the Residential CoUege. Of 

these 1,000 participants, 500 Uve in the Residential CoUege residence 

hall. The Residential CoUege administrative offices, faculty offices, and 

classrooms are also housed in the same residence hall. The Residential 

CoUege employs its own faculty, most of which hold joint appointments 

in the Residential CoUege and another Uberal arts coUege department. 

WhUe Residential CoUege students can take courses outside of the 
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program, they cdso have the opportunity to take special classes open only 

to Residential CoUege students in 12 dffferent disciplinary areas. Special 

features of the Residential CoUege include: an evaluation system that 

does not employ letter grades but instead offers Residential CoUege 

faculty narrative evaluations, a requirement that participants achieve a 

high level of competence in a second language, and an emphasis on 

writing, especiaUy on interdiscipUnary topics. Residence haU activities 

avaUable to Residential CoUege participants include daUy foreign 

language lunch tables and weekly coffee hours, community service 

volunteer opportunities, several student clubs, art gaUery displays, and 

social and education programs offered by resident advisors. 

A Writing Intensive Uving leaming program is the fust of two 

transition programs. The Writing Intensive programs serves 

approximately 360 first-year and second-year students. The program 

focuses on intensive writing in coUaboration with the EngUsh 

Department. First-year students are offered a variety of writuig courses 

taught by graduate student uistructors who also Uve in the residence 

haU. The program also offers its students the opportunity to enroU in 

special sections of many required subjects such as psychology, calculus, 

chemistry, economics, and foreign languages. Residence hall activities 

available to Writmg Intensive Uving leaming participants include 

academic related workshop such as stress management, time 

management, and test anxiety; a writing tutorial service; supervised 

study haU; career planning sessions such as how to select a major and 
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how to write a resume; art workshops such as painting, drawing, and 

paper making; athletic and outdoor activities such as biking, canoeing, 

and rock climbing; community service volunteer activities; and social and 

education programs offered by resident advisors. 

An Academic and Social Issues Uving leaming program is the 

second of the two transitions programs. The mission of this program is 

to improve the academic achievement and retention of aU students, to 

close the achievement gap between White students and 

underrepresented students of color, and to prepare all students to Uve 

successfuUy in a diverse world. The program was developed in 1991 and 

was based on a theory developed by Claude Steele that lower success 

rates among African-American coUege students may be due to negative 

stereotypes about their academic potential and performance. 

Approximately 625 first-year students were enrolled and Uved in the 

Academic and Social Issues Uving leaming residence haU. In order to 

facUitate the smooth transition to coUege for aU of its participants, the 

program requires aU students to enroU in an eight week long course that 

explores various academic and social issues and university resources. 

Students also join at least one mastery workshop that complemented 

core Uberal arts courses in chemistry, EngUsh, math, and physics. 

Special sections were reserved for program participants orUy in first-year 

seminars, EngUsh composition, and math. Residence haU activities 

available to Academic and Social Issues Uving leaming participants 
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uiclude community service volunteer opportunities and social and 

education programs offered by resident advisors. 

The Research Partnership Uving leaming program is the first of 

four academic uiitiative programs. This Uving leaming program is part of 

a larger university-wide Research Partnership program that seeks to 

unprove the academic performance and retention of underrepresented 

undergraduates of color by providing them opportunities to work with 

faculty members in research partnerships. Approximately 100 students 

participate in the living leaming program. The program builds upon 

students ' research experiences and interests by providing course 

offerings linked to research, as weU as co-curricular and community 

service opportunities. Residence haU activities avaUable to Research 

Partnership Uving leaming participants include intramural sports, study 

groups, cultural field trips, and social and education programs offered by 

resident advisors. 

The Math, Science, and Engineering for Women Uving leaming 

program is the second of four academic initiative programs. The Uving 

leaming program is part of a larger university-wide Math, Science, and 

Engineering for Women program that seeks to increase the retention of 

women who are majoring or considering careers in math, science, and 

engineering. Approximately 120 students participate in the program. 

The program provides students with both formal study groups, that are 

faciUtated by juniors, seniors, or graduate students, and irfformal study 

groups. The program also offers workshops on a number of academic-
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oriented and career-oriented issues. Students can choose to enroU in 

special sections of first-year math or science courses, some of which are 

taught in the residence haU. Research experiences are also avaUable ui 

coUaboration with the Research Partnership program. Residence haU 

activities avaUable to Math, Science, and Engineering for Women Uving 

leaming participants include tutoring programs, cultural field trips, 

community service volunteer activities, an Alternative Spring Break trip, 

intramural sports, a ropes course outing, and social and education 

programs offered by resident advisors. 

The German Culture Uving leaming program is the third of the four 

academic initiative programs. Approximately 20 students participate in 

the program. The program is open to students who are interested in 

German language and culture. However, students are not required to be 

German majors and there are no Linguistic prerequisites. Students are 

required to attend a one credit weekly seminar on specffic themes and 

events related to German culture. A Ubrary that contains books on 

Germany or German culture in both German and English is also 

avaUable to students. Residence haU activities avaUable to German 

Culture living leaming participants include German conversation 

classes, a weekly coffee hour, meetings of the German Club, showings of 

German films, and celebrations of Oktoberfest and Fasching. 

The Pre-Medical Uving leaming program is the final academic 

initiative program. Approximately 35 students participate in the 

program. The Uving leaming program is part of a larger university-wide 
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eight year Medical Degree program that admits students to the 

university's medical school provisional on achievement of a minimum 

required undergraduate grade point average and MCAT score. Students 

are encouraged to be sensitive to the human dimensions of the practice 

of medicine by taking an integrated sequence of humanities and social 

science courses, enrolling in two first-year social science seminars and 

participating in a Primary Care Preceptorship. One of the features of the 

Preceptorship includes a four-week period spent observing the 

humanistic side of medicine with a primary care physician. 

Administrative offices for the program were located in the residence haU 

and some courses were taught in the haU. Residence haU activities 

avaUable to Pre-Medical Uving leaming participants include social and 

education programs offered by resident advisors. 

Sample 

The sample was selected from a study conducted at a large, 

research university during the 1998-1999 academic year. The study 

sought to explore the effects of the university's Uving leaming programs 

on residence haU students ' academic, inteUectual, social, and 

environmental outcomes. A survey (see Appendix A) was distributed in 

March 1999 to 8,437 students who Uved in university residence haUs 

during the 1998-1999 academic year. The survey was retumed by 2,890 

students, which represents a 33.3% response rate. After examining the 

surveys for outUers, the final sample size was reduced to 2774. The 
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current study uses data from a subset of the items on the survey (see 

Appendix B). 

Instrumentation and Data CoUection 

This research is based on data coUected in a cross-sectional study 

of students conducted at a large, pubUc, research university in March 

1999. Specffically, this study analyzes responses to a survey aimed at 

assessing how Uving leaming programs, housed in residence haUs at the 

university, contributed to the educational development of students. The 

survey (see Appendix A) addressed several common components of 

leaming communities, including student satisfaction with and 

perceptions of the academic environment and community peer 

interaction, student-faculty interaction, personal growth, and community 

service. 

The Coordinator Research for University Housing at the university 

where the data was coUected provided the foUowing irfformation 

regarding the development of the survey instrument for University 

Housing. 

In January 1997, a task force was estabUshed to assess Uving 

leaming programs. The task force set forth the goal to construct a 

survey instrument to assess the Uving leaming programs at the 

university. In order to develop the survey instrument, the task force 

estabUshed a research and development team. The research and 

development team consisted of the Associate Director of University 
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Housing, the Dffector of University Housing, two Associate Professors, 

and two Graduate Students. The Associate Director of University 

Housuig was the principal uivestigator of the team. The Associate 

Duector of University Housuig founded and directed two dffferent Uving 

leaming programs at the university and has pubUshed several articles on 

the subject of Uvuig leaming programs. The Director of University 

Housing has directed residence Ufe programs and has authored and 

edited pubUcations on housing and residence haU Uving leaming 

programs. Both of the Associate Professors are involved in assessing 

teaching and leaming issues as part of the National Center for 

Postsecondaiy Improvement, funded by the U.S. Department of 

Education, Office of Educational Research Improvement. One Associate 

Professor has research interests that include student educational 

outcomes, campus racial cUmates, and Latino coUege students. The 

other Associate Professor has research interests that include coUege 

student development and the impact of coUege on students. This 

Associate Professor was the former director of administration and 

analysis for the annual Cooperative Institutional Research Project at 

UCLA. Both of the Graduate Students have professional experience and 

research interests in student development. 

The research and development team spent a year reviewing 

Uterature with an emphasis on residence haU Uving leaming program 

assessment and evaluation at uruversity campuses across the country. 

The team compUed avaUable research instruments used to evaluate 
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specific residence hall Uving leamuig programs along with research 

instmments used to evaluate the general impact of coUege on students. 

NationaUy distributed survey uis tmments that were compUed included 

the CoUege Student Experiences Questiormaire (Pace); Continuing 

Student Questionnaffe (NCHEMS/CoUege Board); Cooperative 

Institutional Research Project (Astui); National Survey of Hispanic 

Students (Hurtado); Student Opinion Survey (ACT); and Student 

Satisfaction Inventory (Noel-Levitz). The team also compUed survey 

instruments from other coUeges and universities used at both the 

program and institutional level, and survey instruments used by 

residence haU Uving leaming programs at their university. 

The team developed the first draft of the survey in July, 1997 

based on their Uterature review; review of related Uving leaming surveys; 

and consultation with current residence haU Uving leaming program 

directors, development teams of future residence haU Uving leaming 

programs, and university administrators. The team ensured that the 

draft instrument addressed several issues that were both common to and 

distinct among the various residence haU Uving leaming programs. 

These issues included: students ' transition to coUege, students' 

interactions with faculty members, students' interactions with peers, 

students ' abiUties to see appUcations of in-class material to out-of-class 

experiences, students' growth and development, students' perceptions of 

the residence environment and/or Uving learning program, students' 

Uving leaming program participation and use of programs/services, 
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students' satisfaction with the Uving leaming program, and 

communication systems in the Uving leaming programs. The team 

added a set of demographic items to complete the survey instrument. 

To prepare the draft survey instrument for a pUot test in one of the 

university's residence haUs, the team consulted with the Uving learning 

program director and the residence haU director of the pUot test haU. 

The draft survey instrument was next administered to a smaU group of 

students in a focus group setting. Feedback was gathered and 

adjustments to the draft survey instrument were made after each of 

these steps. 

The draft survey instrument was pUot tested in April 1998. The 

pUot test consisted of a single maUing to aU 591 residents of the pUot 

residence haU. 161 students retumed the survey for a re tum rate of 27 

percent. This rate is consistent with other suiveys administered on this 

campus targeting the undergraduate population. The pool of 

respondents were also diverse in the areas of gender, racial/ethnic 

background, sexual orientation, socioeconomic status, academic class 

level, and academic concentration. 

Following the pUot of the draft survey instrument, tests of 

construct and scale validity were conducted. Tests included exploratory 

factor analysis (principle components, orthogonal rotation) and alpha 

reliability. In addition, residence haU Uving leaming program directors 

and the research and development team were consulted. FinaUy, 

feedback on specffic survey items was sought from student focus groups. 
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Fuial revisions to the draft survey instrument were made based on 

resuUs of the pUot test data and feedback from residence haU Uving 

leamuig program directors, the research and development team, and the 

student focus groups. 

The survey was admuiistered ui mid-March 1999. Resident 

Advisors (RAs) were given one survey for each student who Uved on their 

floor. RAs held floor meetings at which their residents fiUed out and 

retumed surveys. RAs took attendance and foUowed up individuaUy with 

residents who did not attend the meeting. To encourage high re tum 

rates, RAs were offered an incentive of a pizza party for the floor with the 

highest percentage of retumed surveys. These data coUection methods 

were used because costs were low, students were readUy avaUable to 

RAs, turn around time was quick, and it was felt that students were 

more Ukely to re tum the surveys at the floor meetings. 

The data presented in the current study is drawn to represent pre-

college attributes, participation in a Uving leaming program, place of 

residence, and outcomes of students who attend a large, research 

university that offers a variety of Uving leaming programs in its residence 

halls. Pre-coUege attributes include items that measure students' 

combined ACT/SAT score, high school GPA. It is important to measure 

and control these variables since they have been shown to have an effect 

on the outcomes measured in this study (PascareUa & Terenzini, 1991). 

Participation in a Uving leaming program includes an item that 

identffies ff students participate in one of eight Uving leaming programs. 
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Place of residence, determined through a coduig system that was used in 

the admuiistration of the origuial survey, measures whether students Uve 

Ul haUs that house Uving leaming programs or do not house Uving 

leaming programs. Based on their response to the survey item 

identifying their Uving leaming participation and the code on their 

surveys, students were placed in one of three comparison groups: living 

leaming participants, students who do not participate ui a Uving leaming 

program and Uve in a haU that houses a Uving leaming program, and 

students who do not participate in a Uving leaming program and live in a 

haU that does not house a Uving leaming program. 

Student outcomes include items that measure the frequency of 

students ' discussions of academic issues sociocultural issues with peers, 

coUege GPA, and personal growth since attending coUege. A new survey 

that compUes aU the items used to generate the data for the current 

study is presented in Appendix B. As indicated on the survey, the 

dependent variables of frequency of students' discussions of academic 

issues with peers (item 5), frequency of students' discussions of 

sociocultural issues with peers (item 6), and personal growth since 

attending coUege (item 4) are aU composite measures. Two steps were 

taken to ensure the reUabUity and vaUdity of these composite measures. 

First, Cronbach's alpha reUabiUty analysis was used to examine each 

composite measure. Table 1 provides the alphas for each composite 

measure, along with the alphas ff a given item would have been deleted 

from the measure. In each case, the alphas are strong and removal of 
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Table 1. Cronbach's Alpha ReUabiUty Analysis for 
Composite Measures 

Composite Measure 

Academic Conversations 
Discussed something learned 
in class 
Talked about current news 
events 
Shared concem about 
classes/assignments 
Talked about future 
plans/career ambitions 

Sociocultural Conversations 
Discussed major social 
problems 
Talked about different 
lifestyles/customs 
Discussed views on 
multiculturalism/diversity 

Personal Growth 
Becoming aware of different 
philosophies 
Developing own 
values/ethical standards 
Understanding self and 
abilities, interests, personality 
Improving ability to get along 
with different people 
Functioning as part of a 
group or team 
Leadership Ability 

Ability to put ideas together, 
see relationships 
Ability to learn on own , 
pursue ideas on own 

Alpha if Item Deleted 

.66 

.71 

.66 

.72 

.76 

.74 

.76 

.86 

.85 

.85 

.85 

.85 

.86 

.85 

.86 

Alpha 

.74 

.82 

.87 
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any uidividual item would weaken the measures' alpha. Second, aU 15 of 

the individual items were entered into a factor analysis. The analysis 

used Principal Component Analysis as the extraction method and 

Varimax with Kaiser Normalization as the rotation method. As Table 2 

shows, the analysis chose the same 3 component groups as the 

composite measures used in the study. 

Variables in the Study 

This study uses the following independent variables: 

Students ' participation in a Uving leaming program 

Students ' place of residence 

This study controls for the foUowing covariates: 

Students' combined ACT/SAT score 

Students ' high school GPA 

The study uses the foUowing dependent variables: 

Frequency of students' discussions of sociocultural issues with 

peers 

Frequency of students' discussions of academic issues with peers 

Students ' college grade point average (GPA) 

Students ' personal growth since attending coUege 

The only variable that may require some explanation is frequency 

of sociocultural conversations. Sociocultural conversations were defined 

as discussions that included the topics of multiculturalism/diversity, 

Ufestyles and customs, or major social problems. 
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Table 2. Factor Analysis for Composite Measures' 

Composite Measure 

Improving ability to get along with 
different people 
Ability to put ideas together, see 
relationships 
Understanding self and abilities, 
interests, personality 
Functioning as part of a group or 
team 
Ability to learn on own , pursue 
ideas on own 
Developing own values/ethical 
standards 
Leadership Ability 

Becoming aware of different 
philosophies 
Discussed views on 
multiculturalism/diversity 
Discussed major social problems 

Talked about different 
lifestyles/customs 
Shared concem about 
classes/assignments 
Discussed something learned in 
class 
Talked about current news events 

Talked about future plans/career 
ambitions 

Component 
1 

.77 

.75 

.74 

.73 

.71 

.71 

.67 

.64 

2 

.84 

.82 

.82 

.41 

.492 

3 

.84 

.82 

.58 

.493 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

Rotation converged in 5 rotations 
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It is helpful to use Tuito's model as a reference pouit to represent 

how the variables of the study relate to each other. As Figure 4 depicts, 

this study measures the pre-coUege attributes of combined ACT/SAT 

scores and high school GPA. These variables are identffied as 

covariatesbecause they have an effect on the outcomes that the 

researcher wishes to control. 

Next, the study accounts for uistitutional experiences. Students 

may either participate or not participate in a Uving leaming program. 

Students may either Uve in a residence hall that houses or does not 

house a Uving leaming program. It is helpful to use a matrix (see Figure 

5) to clarify the how these variables define the three dffferent types of 

coUege environments under study. 

Living leaming participants Uve in the residence haU that houses 

their Uving leaming program. Non-Uving leaming participants may Uve 

in a haU that houses a Uving leamuig program or a haU that does not 

house a Uving leaming program. This creates three different coUege 

environments: the Uving leaming environment, the residence haU 

environment with interaction between Uving leaming participants and 

non-Uving leaming participants, and the traditional residence hall 

environment without Uving leaming interaction. 

Two of the outcome variables, frequency of academic conversation 

and frequency of sociocultural conversations, faU within the integration 

component of Tinto's model. The other two outcome variables, coUege 

GPA and perceptions of personal growth, are considered outcomes in the 

98 



s 
o o 
3 
O 

CD 

C 
CJ 

o 
CJ 

— 

O 

a 

na
l 

o 
-i-i 

D 
4 - 1 

4-1 
C/3 

^ 

ce
s 

c (U 

•c (U 

^ 
W 

c/3 
4_> 

c 
e 

- M 

•3 
3 
r" 
O 

u 
c/3 
o 
O 

4_) 4-1 

C 3 

U 4-1 

c/3 

n 

P
er

ce
 

• w 

•« J S
.I 

V 
CU 

O 

(1) 
o 

r c/3 
x: 

G
ro

w
t 

•OD 
• ^ 4 

'U 
r-

A
tt

ei
 

V 
•^r 
D 

C
o

l 

o C 

S OJ en 

H T: ^ 
0̂  < C 

< 4 - l 

o 
>. 
y 

u
en

 
cr 
<u U 

cd 
-1 

H - l 

io
cu

l 
u C3 

tu c/] 

CO 
c 
o 

er
sa

t 

> r" 

o 

o 

OJ 

99 



Tinto model. WhUe the Tinto's model only considers student departure 

as an outcome, these variables are considered outcomes in this study 

because they measure student achievement foUowuig their integration 

uito the academic and social systems of their coUege environment. 

Residence HaU 
Houses a Living 
Leaming Program 

Residence HaU 
Does Not House 
a Living Leaming 
Program 

Student Participates 
in a Living Leaming 
Program 

Student Does Not 
Participate in a Living 
Leaming Program 

Living Leaming 
Participants 

Students who do not 
participate in a Uving 
leaming program and 
who interact in their 
haUs with Uving 
leaming participants 

Not AppUcable 

Students who do not 
participate in a Uving 
leaming program and 
do not interact in their 
haUs with Uving 
leaming participants 

Figure 5. Three Dffferent CoUege Environments Under Study 

Data Analysis 

Data analysis included the following steps: 

1. Descriptive statistics were used to report the number of surveys 

retumed, to describe the sample, and to describe the independent 

variables of the study. 

2. Bivariate statistics were used to explore relationships between each 

dependent variable and the independent variables. Comparisons were 
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made between Uving leaming and non-Uving leaming students. 

Comparisons were also made between non-Uving leaming students 

who Uve in residence haUs that house a Uving leaming program with 

non-Uving leaming students who Uve in residence haUs that do not 

house a Uving leaming program. T-tests generated means and P 

values to determine ff statisticaUy signfficant relationships exist 

between each dependent variable and the independent variables. 

3. MANCOVA was used to compare Uving leaming students with non-

Uving leaming students, while controlling for pre-college academic 

abUity and aptitude. Another MANCOVA was run to compare non-

Uving leaming students who Uve in residence haUs that house living 

leaming programs with non-Uving leaming students who Uve in 

residence haUs that do not house Uving leaming programs, whUe 

controUing for pre-coUege academic abiUty and aptitude. 
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CHAPTER n^ 

RESULTS 

This chapter presents the results of the statistical analysis of data. 

The chapter is organized uito four main sections. The first section 

describes the overall sample, the uidependent variables, and the 

dependent variables of the study. Descriptive statistics are used to 

present demographics of the overaU sample and the comparison groups 

of the study. Descriptive statistics are also used to present the dependent 

variables for the overaU sample and the comparison groups of the study. 

In the second section, attention is given to the issue of the 

normalcy of data. Results of histograms that checked for the normalcy of 

the data set are provided and impUcations are discussed. 

The third section reports data for Uving leaming students and non-

Uving leaming students. Bivariate statistics are provided for each 

dependent variable to determine ff signfficant dffferences exist between 

the comparison groups. MANCOVA results are also provided to 

determine ff there are significant dffferences between living leaming 

students and non-Uving leaming students on any of the dependent 

variables, after controUing for pre-coUege academic ability and aptitude. 

The fourth section of this chapter reports data for non-Uving 

leaming students who Uve in residence haUs that house Uving leaming 

programs and non-Uving leaming students who Uve in residence halls 

that do not house living leaming programs. Bivariate statistics are 
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provided for each dependent variable to determine ff signfficant 

relationships exist between the comparison groups. MANCOVA results 

are also provided to determine ff there are significant dffferences between 

non-Uving leaming students who Uve in residence haUs that house Uvuig 

leaming programs and non-Uving leaming students who Uve ui residence 

haUs that do not house Uving leaming programs on any of the dependent 

variables, after controlling for pre-coUege academic abUity and aptitude. 

Descriptive Statistics 

Table 3 shows the number of students in each of the comparison 

groups for the study. It is important to note that whUe it was anticipated 

that no students would both participate in Uving leaming programs and 

Uve in residence haUs that did not house a Uving leaming program, there 

were actuaUy 29 students in this situation. Since these students 

received benefits from the Uving leaming programs and this study is not 

concerned with comparisons of this group to any other group in the 

study, these 29 students were not separated out of the living leaming 

comparison group. 

Table 4 summarizes the demographic characteristics of the total 

sample, including gender, race/ethnicity, and family socioeconomic 

status. There are approximately 10% more female students than male 

students in the sample. Over two-thirds of the sample are White 

students, foUowed by aimost 15% Asian students and 10% African 

American students. It is interesting to note that there are sUghtly more 

103 



Table 3. Student Distribution by Independent Variables 

Participated in Living Leaming 
Program 

No 

Yes 
Total 

Living Leaming Program in Hall 
No 

953 

29 
982 

Yes 
1104 

688 
1792 

Total 
2057 

717 
2774 

Table 4. Total Sample Demographics 

Demographic Characterist ic 

Gender 
Female 
Male 

Total VaUd 
Missing 
Total 

Race / Ethnicity 
African American/Black 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Hispanic / Latino 
Whi te /Caucas ian 
Multi-Racial or -Ethnic 
Race not Included in Above 

Total Valid 
Missing 
Total 

Socioeconomic S ta tus 
Upper Class 
Upper-Middle Class 
Middle Class 
Lower-Middle Class 
Ix)wer Class 

Total Valid 
Missing 
Total 

N 

1540 
1215 
2755 

19 
2774 

274 
386 

18 
81 

1816 
101 
33 

2709 
65 

2774 

262 
1238 
976 
199 

51 
2726 

48 
2774 

% 

55.90 
44.10 

100.00 

10.10 
14.20 
0.70 
3.00 

67.00 
3.70 
1.20 

ICO.OO 

9.60 
45.40 
35.80 

7.30 
1.90 

100.00 
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multi-racial students than Hispanic students and American Indian 

students. A majority of the students come from upper-middle class and 

middle-class famUy backgrounds. 

Table 5 compares the demographic characteristics of Uving 

leaming students with non-Uving learning students. There are over 25% 

more female students than male students in the Uving leaming sample. 

Females outnumber males in the non-Uving leaming sample, but only by 

a sUght percentage. Racial breakdown is about the same for the non-

Uving leaming sample as the overaU sample, whUe the Uving leaming 

sample shows sUghtly higher percentages for Whites and Asians. 

SimUarly, the non-Uving leaming sample has about the same makeup of 

famUy socioeconomic background as the overaU sample, whUe the Uving 

leaming 

sample has sUghtly higher percentages of upper class and upper-middle 

class students. 

Table 6 compares the demographic characteristics of non-Uving 

leaming students by whether they Uve in a residence haU that houses 

(haUs that house) or do not house (haUs that do not house) a living 

leaming program. The haUs that house sample has about the same 

percentage of male and female students. However, the haUs that do not 

house sample has almost 20% more females than males. This is 

probably because there are three aU-female buUdings represented in the 

sample and no aU-male buUdings. There are sUghtly more White 

students and sUghtly less Asian and African-American students in the 
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Table 5. Demographics for Living Leaming and Non-Living Leaming 
Students 

Demographic Characteristic 
Gender 

Female 
Male 

Total 

Race/Ethnicity 
African American/Black 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
American Indian or Alaskan 

Native 
Hispanic/Latino 
White/Caucasian 
Multi-Racial or -Ethnic 
Race not Included in Above 

Total 
Socioeconomic Status 

Upper Class 
Upper-Middle Class 
Middle Class 
Lower-Middle Class 
Lower Class 

Total 

Participated in 
Living Leaming Program 

Yes 
N 

451 
264 
715 

53 
106 

6 

21 
479 

28 
10 

703 

86 
345 
223 

43 
16 

713 

% 

63.08 
36.92 

100.00 

7.54 
15.08 
0.85 

2.99 
68.14 

3.98 
1.42 

100.00 

12.06 
48.39 
31.28 

6.03 
2.24 

100.00 

N 

1089 
951 

2040 

221 
280 

12 

60 
1337 

73 
23 

2006 

176 
893 
753 
156 
35 

2013 

Vo 
% 

53.38 
46.62 

100.00 

11.02 
13.96 
0.60 

2.99 
66.65 

3.64 
1.14 

100.00 

8.74 
44.36 
37.41 

7.75 
1.74 

100.00 

Total 

1540 
1215 
2755 

274 
386 

18 

81 
1816 

101 
33 

2709 

262 
1238 
976 
199 
51 

2726 
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Table 6. Demographics for Non-Living Leaming Students 

Demographic Characteristic 
Gender 

Female 
Male 

Total 

Race/Ethnicity 
African American/Black 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Hispanic / Latino 
White/Caucasian 
Multi-Racial or -Ethnic 
Race not Included in Above 

Total 
Socioeconomic Status 

Upper Class 
Upper-Middle Class 
Middle Class 
Lower-Middle Class 
Lower Class 

Total 

Lived in a Hall with a Living 
Leaming Program (Non-Living 

Leaming Students) 
Yes 

N 

526 
567 

1093 

83 
135 

8 
38 

752 
38 
17 

1071 

95 
483 
399 

84 
14 

1075 

% 

48.12 
51.88 

100.00 

7.75 
12.61 
0.75 
3.55 

70.21 
3.55 
1.58 

100.00 

8.84 
44.93 
37.12 

7.81 
1.30 

100.00 

N 

563 
384 
947 

138 
145 

4 
22 

585 
35 

6 
935 

81 
410 
354 

72 
21 

938 

No 
% 

59.45 
40.55 

100.00 

14.76 
15.51 
0.43 
2.35 

62.57 
3.74 
0.64 

100.00 

8.63 
43.71 
37.74 

7.68 
2.24 

100.00 

Total 

1089 
951 

2040 

221 
280 

12 
60 

1337 
73 
23 

2006 

176 
893 
753 
156 
35 

2013 
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hails that house sample than the overaU sample. There is a small 

increase in the number of African-American students in the hails that do 

not house sample as compared to the overaU sample. FamUy socio

economic background is about the same for both samples when 

compared to the overaU sample. 

Table 7 summarizes the covariate and dependent variable means 

for the overaU sample. High school GPA, frequency of academic 

conversations, frequency of sociocultural conversations, personal growth, 

and coUege GPA are aU computed on a four-point scale with one as the 

low and four as the high. In order to place ACT and SAT scores on the 

same scale, ACT and SAT scores were converted to z scores. This 

resulted in a scale with -4.16 as the low and 2.07 as the high. WhUe z 

scores are harder to conceptualize than the four-point scale used for the 

other dependent variables, their use made for much cleaner statistical 

analysis. 

The descriptive statistics for the overaU sample reveal four 

interesting pieces of information. First, students entered coUege with 

impressive high school GPAs, as the mean score of 3.74 converts to an A-

letter grade. Second, the N for cumulative ACT/SAT is much lower than 

the other variables. There were a few cases that were removed from the 

data set because the scores that were reported were lower or higher than 

the tests' scales (for example, a student reporting a score of 1700 for the 

SAT when the highest score possible is 1600). However, most of the 

missing cases were due to students not reporting a score for either test. 
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Table 7. Covariate and Dependent Variables for the Total Sample 

Covariates 
High School GPA 
Cumulative ACT/SAT^ 

Dependent Variables 
Frequency of Academic Conversations 
Frequency of Sociocultural Conversations 
Personal Growth 
CoUege GPA 

N 
2757 
2489 

2748 
2747 
2746 
2741 

Mean 
3.74 

- .0417 

3.32 
2.68 
2.93 
3.21 

Z scores were computed to standardize ACT and SAT scores. 
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This was probably because students were unable to remember their 

scores. Third, students indicated that they engaged in more academic 

conversations than sociocultural conversations. FuiaUy, mean coUege 

GPAs are lower than the mean high school GPAs. 

Table 8 summarizes the covariate and dependent variable means 

for the Uving leaming and non-Uving leaming samples. The biggest 

dffference between groups appears to be in the covariate of cumulative 

ACT/SAT score. Living leaming participants seem to have much higher 

scores on these standardized tests than the non-Uving leaming students. 

There also appears to be sUght dffferences in the frequency of 

sociocultural conversations and in coUege GPAs. Living leaming 

students seem to be engaging in more sociocultural conversation than 

non-Uving leaming students. Considering that the Uving leaming sample 

is less diverse than the non-Uving leaming sample this is a bit 

surprising. Living leaming students also seem to be achieving higher 

coUege GPAs than non-Uving leaming students. 

Table 9 summarizes the covariate and dependent variable means 

for non-Uving leaming students by whether they Uve in a residence hall 

that houses (haUs that house) or does not house (haUs that do not house) 

a Uving leaming program. It appears that ACT/SAT scores provide the 

only dffference between the groups. Non-Uving leaming students who 

Uve in residence halls that house Uving leaming programs seem to have 

scored higher on these standardized tests than non-Uving leaming 

students who Uve in halls that do not house living leaming programs. 

110 



Table 8. Covariate and Dependent Variables for Living Leaming and 
Non-Living Leaming Students 

Covariates 
High School GPA 
Cumulative ACT/SAT* 

Dependent Variables 
Frequency of Academic Conversations 
Frequency of Sociocultural 
Conversations 
Personal Growth 
College GPA 

Participated ir 
Living Leaming Pre 

Yes 
N 
714 
672 

713 

712 
715 
707 

Mean 
3.76 

.1637 

3.37 

2.78 
2.95 
3.29 

N 
2043 
1817 

2035 

2035 
2031 
2034 

I 

gram 
Ĵo 

Mean 
3.74 

-.1177 

3.30 

2.65 
2.92 
3.18 

Total 

N 
2757 
2489 

2748 

2747 
2746 ' 
2741 

Table 9. Covariate and Dependent Variables for Non-Living Leaming 
Students 

Covariates 
High School GPA 
Cumulative ACT/SAT^ 

Dependent Variables 
Frequency of Academic Conversations 
Frequency of Sociocultural 
Conversations 
Personal Growth 
College GPA 

Lived in a Hall with a Living 
Leaming Program (Non-Living 

learning Students) 
Yes 

N 
1094 
990 

1089 
1089 

1088 
1091 

Mean 
3.75 

-.0789 

3.28 
2.67 

2.95 
3.18 

No 
N 

949 
827 

946 
946 

943 
943 

Mean 
3.73 

.1642 

3.31 
2.62 

2.90 
3.19 

Total 

2043 
1817 

2035 
2035 

2031 
2034 

Z scores were computed to standardize ACT and SAT scores. 
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statistical Assumptions of NormaUty of Data 

Prior to conducting the bivariate and MANCOVA statistical 

procedures, the covariates and dependent variables were checked for 

normaUty. Histograms were run on each variable. AU variables appeared 

to be normaUy distributed, except for high school GPA and frequency of 

academic conversations. However, it was determined that the non-

normalcy of these variables is of no concem for two reasons. First, since 

the study uses a large sample size, concerns about the non-normalcy of 

the data are aUayed by the central limit theorem. Second, the results of 

t-tests used for bivariate analysis were checked against the Mann-

Whitney. The results for these two t3T>es of non-parametric t-tests were 

very simUar. These consistent results also ensure that the non-normalcy 

of the data is not a concem. 

The use of a large sample size to address the normalcy of data 

issue, causes concerns for finding statisticaUy signfficant results that do 

not have practical relevance. In order to account for this, etas wlU be 

included in the MANCOVA. The use of etas aUows the comparison of the 

relative effect sizes of dffferent predictors in the same model. Eta 

squared wiU account for the strength of association between the 

independent variables and the dependent variables in the MANCOVA. 

Living L/eaming Students and Non-Living Leaming Students 

This section presents the results that test the first hypothesis of 

the study: students who participate in Uving leaming programs achieve 
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more positive outcomes, as measured by the frequency of student 

discussions of academic issues and sociocultural issues with peers, 

perceptions of personal growth since attending coUege, and coUege GPA, 

than students who do not participate ui Uving leaming programs, even 

after controlUng for theu pre-coUege academic abUity and aptitude. In 

order to determine ff dffferences existed between Uving leaming and non-

Uvuig leaming students, the study used two types of statistical analysis. 

First, bivariate statistics were used to determine ff dffferences existed 

between Uving leaming and non-Uving leaming students for any of the 

dependent variables. Second, MANCOVA was conducted to determine ff 

dffferences existed between Uving leaming and non-Uving leaming 

students for any of the dependent variables, after controlling for high 

school achievement and aptitude. 

Table 10 summarizes the bivariate statistics comparing Uving 

leaming and non-Uving leaming students for each of the dependent 

variables. As the table shows, there appears to be signfficant dffferences 

between Uving leaming and non-Uving leaming students in the frequency 

of their academic conversations, in the frequency of their sociocultural 

conversations, and in their coUege GPAs. There seems to be no 

signfficant difference between Uving leaming and non-Uving leaming 

students in personal growth. 

Table 11 summarizes the MANCOVA comparing Uving leaming and 

non-living leaming students for all of the dependent variables, after 

controlling for high school achievement and aptitude. As the table 
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Table 10. Bivariate Statistics Between Living Leaming and Non-Living 
Leaming Students for Each of the Dependent Variables 

Frequency of Academic 
Conversations 

Frequency of Sociocultural 
Conversations 
Personal Growth 

CoUege GPA 

Participated in a 
Living Leaming 
Program 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 

N 
712 

2035 
713 

2035 
715 

2031 
707 

2024 

Mean 
2.78 
2.65 
3.37 
3.30 
2.95 
2.92 
3.29 
3.18 

t-test 
p-value 

<.001 

.004 

.436 

<.001 

Mann-
Whitney 
p-value 

.002 

<.001 

.439 

<.001 

Table 11, MANCOVA Comparing Living Leaming and Non-Living Leaming 
Participants, Adjusted for High School GPA and Combined 
ACT/SAT scores 

Participated in a Living 
Leaming Program^ 
Yes (N=663) 
No {N=1792) 

Adjusted Mean 
Adjusted Mean 

p-value 
Eta Squared 

Frequency of 
Academic 
Conversations 

3.39^ 
3.32" 
.007 
.003 

Frequency of 
Sociocultural 
Conversations 

2.80'^ 
2.64" 
<.001 

.007 

Personal 
Growth 

2.97" 
2.92" 
.079 
.001 

College 
GPA 

3.24" 
3.19" 
.012 
.003 

* Overall Wilks' Lambda p-value <.001; eta squared = .010 
" Evaluated at covariates appeared in the model: Cumulative ACT/SAT score = -.042, 

high school GPA =3 .75 

114 



shows, there appears to be a signfficant dffference in student outcomes 

between students who participate in Uving leaming programs and 

students who do not participate in Uving leaming programs as measured 

by the frequency of student discussions of academic issues and 

sociocultural issues with peers, perceptions of personal growth suice 

attending coUege, and coUege GPA, even after controUing for their pre-

coUege academic abUity and aptitude. Since the means for the Uving 

leaming students are higher, Uving leaming students seem to be 

achieving more positive outcomes than non-Uving leaming students. 

Along with providing an overaU p-value and an overall eta, 

MANCOVA also provides individual p-values and etas for each dependent 

variable. As Table 11 indicates, frequency of sociocultural conversations, 

frequency of academic conversations, and coUege GPA aU seem to have a 

signfficant effect on the dffferences between the groups. Personal growth 

appears to have a marginal signfficant effect, perhaps more accurately 

identffied as an influence, on the dffferences between the groups. 

Non-Living Leaming Students 

This section presents the results that test the second hypothesis of 

the study: students who do not participate in Uving leaming programs 

and live in residence halls that house a Uving leaming program achieve 

more positive outcomes, as measured by the frequency of student 

discussions of sociocultural issues and academic issues with peers, 

perceptions of personal growth since attending college, and coUege GPA, 
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than students who do not participate in Uving leaming programs and Uve 

in haUs that do not house Uving leaming programs, even after controUing 

for their pre-coUege academic abiUty and aptitude. To determine ff 

dffferences existed between non-Uving leaming students who Uve in 

residence haUs that house Uving leaming programs and non-Uving 

leaming students who Uve in residence haUs that do not house Uving 

leaming programs, the study used two types of statistical analysis. First, 

bivariate statistics were used to determine ff dffferences existed between 

non-Uving leaming students who Uve in residence haUs that house Uving 

leaming programs and non-Uving leaming students who Uve in residence 

haUs that do not house living leaming programs for any of the dependent 

variables. Second, MANCOVA was conducted to determine ff dffferences 

existed between non-Uving leaming students who Uve in residence haUs 

that house Uving leaming programs and non-Uving leaming students 

who Uve in residence haUs that do not house Uving leaming programs for 

any of the dependent variables, after controlUng for high school 

achievement and aptitude. 

Table 12 summarizes the bivariate statistics comparing non-Uving 

leaming students who Uve in residence haUs that house Uving leaming 

programs and non-Uving leaming students who Uve in residence haUs 

that do not house Uving leaming programs for each of the dependent 

variables. As the table shows, there appear to be no signfficant 

differences between non-Uving leaming students who live in residence 

haUs that house Uving leaming programs and non-Uving leaming 
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Table 12. Bivariate Statistics Between Non-Living Leaming Students 
Who Live in Residence HaUs that House Living Leaming 
Programs and Non-Living leaming Students Who Live in 
Residence HaUs that do not House Living Leaming 
Programs for Each of the Dependent Variables 

Frequency of Academic 
Conversations 
Frequency of Sociocultural 
Conversations 
Personal Growth 

College GPA 

Living Leaming 
Program in Hall 

Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 

N 
1089 
946 

1089 
946 

1088 
943 

1091 
943 

Mean 
3.28 
3.31 
2.67 
2.62 
2.95 
2.90 
3.18 
3.19 

t-test 
p-value 

.224 

.190 

.105 

.611 

Mann-
Whitney 
p-value 

.226 

.207 

.085 

.495 
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students who Uve in residence haUs that do not house Uving leaming 

programs in the frequency of their academic conversations, in the 

frequency of their sociocultural conversations, in their personal growth, 

or in their coUege GPAs. 

Table 13 summarizes the MANCOVA comparing non-Uving leaming 

students who Uve in residence haUs that house Uving leaming programs 

and non-Uving learning students who Uve in residence haUs that do not 

house Uving leaming programs for aU of the dependent variables, after 

controUing for high school achievement and aptitude. As the table 

shows, there appears to be a signfficant difference in student outcomes 

between non-Uving leamuig students who Uve in residence haUs that 

house Uving leaming programs and non-Uving leaming students who Uve 

in residence haUs that do not house Uving leaming programs as 

measured by the frequency of student discussions of academic issues 

and sociocultural issues with peers, perceptions of personal growth since 

attending coUege, and coUege GPA, even after controlling for their pre-

coUege academic abiUty and aptitude. 

Based on the mean scores, it appears that non-Uving leamuig 

students who Uve in residence haUs that house Uving leaming programs 

appear to be engaging in more sociocultural conversations and achieving 

greater personal growth. Non-Uvuig leaming students who live ui 

residence haUs that do not house Uving leaming programs appear to be 

engaging in more academic conversations and achieving higher coUege 

GPAs. None of these dffferences, however, are at a signfficant level. 
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Table 13. MANCOVA Comparing Non-Livuig Leaming Students Who Live 
in Residence HaUs that House Living Leaming Programs and 
Non-Living leaming Students Who Live in Residence HaUs that 
do not House Living Leaming Programs, Adjusted for High 
School GPA and Combuied ACT/SAT scores 

Living Leaming Program in 
Hall^ 
Yes (N=976) 
No (N=816) 

Adjusted Mean 
Adjusted Mean 

p-value 
Eta Squared 

Frequency of 
Academic 
Conversations 

3.23" 
3.33" 
.192 

.001 

Frequency of 
Sociocultural 
Conversations 

2.67" 
2 .61" 
.101 
.002 

Personal 
Growth 

2.94" 
2 .91" 
.247 

.001 

College 
GPA 

3.16'^ 
3.19° 
.194 
.001 

"" Overall Wilks* Lambda p-value = .020; eta squared = .007 
" Evaluated at covariates appeared in the model: Cumulative ACT/SAT score = -. 1168, 

high school GPA = 3.75 
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Along with providing an overaU p-value and an overaU eta, 

MANCOVA also provides individual p-values and etas for each dependent 

variable. As Table 13 indicates, none of the dependent variables seem to 

have a signfficant effect on the dffferences between the groups. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter discusses the results of the study and offers 

recommendations for future research. The chapter is organized into four 

main sections. First, the decisions of whether to accept of reject the 

hypotheses of the study are discussed. Second, conclusions about the 

effects of Uving leaming programs on residence haU students at the 

university under study are discussed. AdditionaUy, data that 

contributed to these conclusions are highUghted. Third, results of the 

current study are compared to other studies in the Uterature and 

consideration is given to the impUcations of the current study to the body 

of knowledge. FinaUy, recommendations are offered for future research. 

Hypotheses 

The current study considered two hypotheses regarding the effects 

that Uving leaming programs have on residence haU students. The first 

hypotheses states: students who participate in Uving leaming programs 

achieve more positive outcomes, as measured by the frequency of 

student discussions of academic issues and sociocultural issues with 

peers, perceptions of personal growth since attending college, and college 

GPA, than students who do not participate in Uving leaming programs, 

even after controlUng for their pre-coUege academic abiUty and aptitude. 

Based on the results of the MANCOVA (see Table 11), this hypothesis is 
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accepted. The dffferences between Uving leaming students and non-

Uving leaming students as measured by the outcomes of the study is 

highly sigruficant with a p-value <.001. Individual p-values for three of 

the dependent variables ui the MANCOVA uidicate that there is a 

signfficant difference between Uving leaming students and non-Uving 

leaming students for frequency of academic conversations, frequency of 

sociocultural conversations, and coUege GPA. AdditionaUy, the p-value 

for personal growth shows that there is a marginaUy signfficant 

dffference between Uving leaming students and non-Uving leaming 

students on this variable. FinaUy, Uving leaming students have higher 

mean scores on aU of the dependent variables than non-Uving leaming 

students. Living learning students are engaging m more academic and 

sociocultural conversations, perceive that they are achieving more 

personal growth, and are achieving higher coUege GPAs than non-Uving 

leaming students. It is, therefore, reasonable to accept the hypothesis 

and conclude that Uving leaming students achieve more positive 

outcomes than non-Uving leaming students. 

The acceptance of the hypothesis that Uving leaming students 

achieve more positive outcomes than non-Uving leaming students is 

tempered by the overaU eta squared value in the MANCOVA (see Table 

11). WhUe the dffference between living leaming and non-Uving leaming 

students is highly signfficant, the strength of association between the 

independent variable of student participation in a Uving leaming program 

and the independent variables of frequency of academic conversations, 
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frequency of sociocultural conversations, personal growth, and coUege 

GPA appears to be low. In other words, the MANCOVA indicates that it 

is highly unlikely that the mean dffferences for the dependent variables 

occurred by chance, whUe the eta squared value uidicates that the 

independent variable of student participation in a Uvuig leaming program 

accounts for a smaU proportion of the variance in the dependent 

variables. 

There are three main reasons that may account for the smaU effect 

size. First, the survey instrument may not have accurately measured the 

variables of the study. FaUure to use items that measured what was 

important to students about each variable could account for ineffective 

measures of the variables. Second, the current study may have used 

variables that do not account for the positive effects that Uving leaming 

programs have on student outcomes. Other variables, such as student 

interaction with faculty (PascareUa & Terenzini, 1991), may better reflect 

the positive effects that Uving leaming programs have on student 

outcomes. FinaUy, the smaU effect size may also be because the 

dffferences between the groups compared in this study are a result of the 

indirect effects that Uving leaming programs have on students, which are 

weU documented in the Uterature (Lacy, 1978; PascareUa & Terenzini, 

1991; PUce, 1999). 

The non-normaUty of the high school GPA may also play a role in 

the smaU effect size. As mentioned in chapter four, the distribution of 

high school GPAs were not normal. Data was skewed to the right 
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uidicatuig that students were fairly homogeneous around the variable of 

higher school GPA. Students entered the university under study, which 

is a highly selective uistitution, with a mean high school GPA of 3.75. 

These students would be expected to receive positive outcomes 

regardless of their coUege environment. 

The second hypothesis of the current study states: students who 

do not participate in Uving leaming programs and Uve in residence haUs 

that house a Uving leaming program achieve more positive outcomes, as 

measured by the frequency of student discussions of sociocultural issues 

and academic issues with peers, perceptions of personal growth since 

attending coUege, and coUege GPA, than students who do not participate 

in Uving leaming programs and Uve in haUs that do not house Uving 

leaming programs, even after controUing for their pre-coUege academic 

abUity and aptitude. Based on the results of the MANCOVA (see Table 

13), this hypothesis is rejected. The dffferences between students who do 

not participate in Uving leaming programs and Uve in residence halls 

that house a Uving leaming program and students who do not participate 

in Uving leaming programs and Uve in halls that do not house Uving 

leaming programs, as measured by the outcomes of the study, is 

significant with a p-value of .020. However, none of the individual p-

values for the dependent variables in the MANCOVA shows that there is 

a signfficant dffference between non-Uving leaming students who Uve in 

residence haUs that house Uving leaming programs and non-Uving 

leaming students who Uve in residence haUs that do not house Uving 

124 



leamuig programs for any of the dependent variables. AdditionaUy, 

based on the direction of the differences in mean scores for the 

dependent variables, it appears that non-Uving leaming students who 

Uve in residence haUs that house Uving leaming programs are engaging 

in more sociocultural conversations and perceive that they are achieving 

more personal growth, but they seem to be engaging in less academic 

conversations and achieving lower coUege GPAs than non-Uving leaming 

students who Uve in residence haUs that do not house Uving leaming 

programs. However, with no signfficant dffferences in the means of the 

dependent variables, it is not reasonable to conclude with confidence 

that these dffferences are due to the students' place of residence. 

The data in the MANCOVA, however, iUuminates a very interesting 

possibiUty. The direction of the means of the dependent variables 

suggests a possible Unk between subsystem integration and subsystem 

outcomes. As shown in Table 13, the means for the measure for 

academic integration (academic conversations) and the measure for 

academic outcomes (coUege GPA) move in the same direction. Likewise, 

the means for the measure for social integration (sociocultural 

conversations) and the measure for social outcomes (personal growth) 

move in the same direction. This suggests the possibiUty that students 

who are more integrated in the academic subsystems of the university 

may be achieving higher academic outcomes. Furthermore, it suggests 

the possibiUty that students who are more integrated in the social 

subsystems of the university may be achieving higher social outcomes. 
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The Effects of Living Leaming Programs on 
Residence Hall Students at the University under Studv 

Living leaming programs at the university under study appear to 

provide positive effects for the Uving leaming students for aU the 

dependent variables included ui the study. Living leaming programs do 

not seem to provide positive effects for the non-living leaming students 

who Uve in residence haUs that house Uving leaming programs for any of 

the dependent variables included in the study. 

Individual items that comprised the composite scores were 

examined due to the small effect size generated by the MANCOVA. As 

Table 14 shows, Uving leaming students had higher means for each of 

the individual items that comprise the integration measures, except one. 

Talked about current news events an individual measure in the academic 

conversations composite measure was the ordy integration related mean 

that was lower for Uving leaming students. 

This suggests that Uving leaming students seem to be engaging in 

academic conversations more frequently than non-Uving students at this 

university. This is probably true for several reasons. First, Uving 

leaming students at the university under study take common courses 

together. Second, some of the Uving leaming programs conduct 

discussion sections of their courses in the Uvuig leaming residence haUs. 

FinaUy, the Uving leaming programs offer activities in the residence halls 

that provide opportunities for Uving leaming students to discuss 

academics outside the classroom. 
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Table 14. Means for Individual Items that Constitute Composite 
Measures 

Composite Measure 

Academic Conversations 
Discussed something learned in class 
Talked about current news events 
Shared concem about classes/assignments 
Talked about future plans/career ambitions 

Sociocultural Conversations 
Discussed views on multiculturalism/diversity 
Discussed major social problems 
Talked about different lifestyles/customs 

Personal Growth 
Becoming aware of different philosophies 
Developing own values/ethical standards 
Understanding self and abilities, interests, 
personality 
Improving ability to get along with different people 
Functioning as part of a group or team 
Leadership Ability 
Ability to put ideas together, see relationships 
Ability to learn on own , pursue ideas on own 

Participated in 
Living Leaming Program 

Yes 

3.52 
3.07 
3.62 
3.28 

2.66 
2.73 
2.96 

3.07 
2.98 
3.10 

2.99 
2.72 
2.60 
2.98 
3.12 

No 

3.42 
3.08 
3.53 
3.16 

2.56 
2.61 
2.77 

3.01 
2.92 
3.05 

2.97 
2.75 
2.65 
2.92 
3.12 
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The impact of the focus on diversity is evident in the means of the 

individual items that comprise the academic conversation composite 

measure group (see Tables 15 through 21). For aU gender and racial 

groups within the study (American Indian or Alaskan and Race not 

Included Students were not included because the group sizes were not 

large enough) means for aUnost aU uidividual items that comprised the 

academic conversations composite were higher. An exception was the 

item, talked about current news events, for the Male, Female, Asian or 

Pacffic Islander, Hispanic/Latino and White/Caucasian student groups. 

However, aU of these dffferences were very sUght. Another exception were 

the items, shared concem about classes/assignments, which was a very 

sUght dffference, and talked about future plans/career ambitions for the 

African-American/Black student group. The final exception, which was 

again a very sUght dffference, was the item, discussed something 

leaming in class, for the Hispanic/Latino student group. This provides 

reasonable evidence that Uving learning programs have a positive effect 

on the amount of academic conversations engaged in by Uving leaming 

participants. 

Living leaming students seem to be engaging in sociocultural 

conversations more frequently than non-Uving leaming students at this 

university. This is a bit surprising given that the Uving leaming sample 

represents less diversity than the non-Uving leaming sample. However, 

some of the Uving leaming programs include a focus on diversity and 

issues of multiculturalism and all Uving leaming programs offer activities 
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Table 15. Means for Individual Items that Constitute the Academic 
Conversation Composite Measures for Males Students 

Composite Measure 

Academic Conversations 
Discussed something leamed in class 
Talked about current news events 
Shared concem about classes/assignments 
Talked about future plans/career ambitions 

Participated in 
Living Learning Program 

Yes 

3.46 
3.09 
3.52 
3.17 

No 

3.34 
3.12 
3.40 
3.06 

Table 16. Means for Individual Items that Constitute the Academic 
Conversation Composite Measures for Female Students 

Composite Measure 

Academic Conversations 
Discussed something leamed in class 
Talked about current news events 
Shared concem about classes/assignments 
Talked about future plans/career ambitions 

Participated in 
Living Leaming Program 

Yes 

3.57 
3.07 
3.67 
3.34 

No 

3.49 
3.05 
3.64 
3.25 

Table 17. Means for Individual Items that Constitute Composite 
Measures for African-American/Black Students 

Composite Measure 

Academic Conversations 
Discussed something leamed in class 
Talked about current news events 
Shared concem about classes/assignments 
Talked about future plans/career ambitions 

Participated in 
Living Leaming Program 

Yes 

3.45 
3.19 
3.53 
3.26 

No 

3.31 
3.04 
3.56 
3.37 

Table 18. Means for Individual Items that Constitute Composite 
Measures for Asian or Pacffic Islander Students 

Composite Measure 

Academic Conversations 
Discussed something leamed in class 
Talked about current news events 
Shared concem about classes/assignments 
Talked about future plans/career ambitions 

Participated in 
Living Leaming Program 

Yes 

3.41 
2.76 
3.49 
3.12 

No 

3.26 
2.74 
3.30 
2.88 
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Table 19. Means for Individual Items that Constitute Composite 
Measures for Hispanic/Latino 

Composite Measure 

Academic Conversations 
Discussed something leamed in class 
Talked about current news events 
Shared concem about classes/assignments 
Talked about future plans/career ambitions 

Participated in 
Living Leaming Program 

Yes 

3.57 
3.19 
3.52 
3.38 

No 

3.25 
3.18 
3.40 
3.11 

Table 20. Means for Individual Items that Constitute Composite 
Measures for White/Caucasian 

Composite Measure 

Academic Conversations 
Discussed something leamed in class 
Talked about current news events 
Shared concem about classes/assignments 
Talked about future plans/career ambitions 

Participated in 
Living Leaming Program 

Yes 

3.56 
3.13 
3.68 
3.32 

No 

3.50 
3.16 
3.59 
3.21 

Table 21 . Means for Individual Items that Constitute Composite 
Measures for Multi-Racial or -Ethnic 

Composite Measure 

Academic Conversations 
Discussed something leamed in class 
Talked about current news events 
Shared concem about classes/assignments 
Talked about future plans/career ambitions 

Participated in 
Living Leaming Program 

Yes 

3.50 
3.29 
3.57 
3.36 

No 

3.51 
3.14 
3.52 
3.07 
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Ul the residence haUs that focus on diversity. Each Uving leaming 

program is charged with including diversity as an important thread in its 

program. 

The impact of the focus on diversity is evident in the means of the 

individual items that comprise the sociocultural conversation composite 

measure. For aU gender and racial groups within the study (American 

Indian or Alaskan and Race not Included Students were not included 

because the group sizes were not large enough) means for aU individual 

items that comprised the sociocultural conversations composite were 

higher, except for one item for the Hispanic/Latino racial group (see 

Tables 22 through 28). This provides reasonable evidence that Uving 

leaming programs have a positive effect on the amount of sociocultural 

conversations engaged in by Uving leaming participants. 

WhUe not signfficant, the data in Table 13 also shows that non-

Uving leaming students who Uve in residence haUs that house Uving 

leaming programs seem to engage in more sociocultural conversation 

than non-Uving leaming students that Uve in residence haUs that do not 

house Uving leaming programs. This is noteworthy because, once again, 

there is less diversity represented in the group engaging in more frequent 

sociocultural conversations. It is possible that the Uving leaming 

students are pulUng non-Uving leaming students into sociocultural 

conversations in their day-to-day interactions in the residence halls. 

However, more research is needed to investigate this possibiUty. 
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Table 22. Means for Individual Items that Constitute the Sociocultural 
Conversation Composite Measure for Males Students 

Composite Measure Participated in 
Living Leaming Program 

Yes No 
Sociocultural Conversations 

Discussed views on multiculturalism/diversity 2.69 2.57 
Discussed major social problems 2.70 2.59 
Talked about different lifestyles/customs 2.86 2.57 

Table 23. Means for Individual Items that Constitute the Sociocultural 
Conversation Composite Measure for Female Students 

Composite Measure 

Sociocultural Conversations 
Discussed views on multiculturalism/diversitv 
Discussed major social problems 
Talked about different lifestyles/customs 

Participated in 
Living Leaming Program 

Yes 

2.65 
2.74 
3.01 

No 

2.55 
2.62 
2.86 

Table 24. Means for Individual Items that Constitute the Sociocultural 
Conversation Composite Measure for African-American/Black 
Students 

Composite Measure 

Sociocultural Conversations 
Discussed views on multiculturalism/diversity 
Discussed major social problems 
Talked about different lifestyles/customs 

Particip 
Living Learn] 

Yes 

3.06 
2.92 
2.98 

ated in 
ing Program 

No 

2.94 
2.73 
2.90 

Table 25. Means for Individual Items that Constitute the Sociocultural 
Conversation Composite Measure for Asian or Pacffic Islander 
Students 

Composite Measure 

Sociocultural Conversations 
Discussed views on multiculturalism/diversitv 
Discussed major social problems 
Talked about different lifestyles/customs 

Participated in 
Living Leaming Program 

Yes 

2.62 
2.46 
2.88 

No 

2.49 
2.36 
2.68 
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Table 26. Means for Individual Items that Constitute the Sociocultural 
Conversation Composite Measure for Hispanic/Latino Students 

Composite Measure 

Sociocultural Conversations 
Discussed views on multiculturalism/diversity 
Discussed major social problems 
Talked about different lifestyles/customs 

Participated in 
Living Leaming Program 

Yes 

2.62 
2.74 
2.86 

No 

2.70 
2.70 
2.75 

Table 27. Means for Individual Items that Constitute the Sociocultural 
Conversation Composite Measure for White/Caucasian 
Students 

Composite Measure 

Sociocultural Conversations 
Discussed views on multiculturalism/diversity 
Discussed major social problems 
Talked about different lifestyles/customs 

Participated in 
Living Leaming Program 

Yes 

2.61 
2.74 
2.96 

No 

2.52 
2.63 
2.78 

Table 28. Means for Individual Items that Constitute the Sociocultural 
Conversation Composite Measure for Multi-Racial or -Ethnic 
Students 

Composite Measure 

Sociocultural Conversations 
Discussed views on multiculturalism/diversity 
Discussed major social problems 
Talked about different lifestyles/customs 

Participated in 
Living Leaming Program 

Yes 

2.89 
3.00 
3.11 

No 

2.73 
2.68 
2.93 
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Living leaming students seem to perceive that they are achieving 

more personal growth than non-Uving learning students at this 

university. Examination of the individual items that comprise the 

personal growth composite measure reveals the reason for marguial 

significance in the MANCOVA. As Tables 29 and 30 show, female Uving 

leaming students had lower means in each of the individual items that 

comprise the personal growth composite. Males, however, had higher 

means in each of the items. Since there are more females than males in 

the Uving leaming group, it is surprising that there was even a 

marginaUy signfficant dffference in personal growth between Uving 

leaming and non-Uving leaming students. 

The reasons for female Uving leaming students perceiving less 

personal growth than female non-Uving leaming students, whUe male 

Uving leaming students perceive more personal growth than male non-

Uving students are unclear. It appears from Tables 29 and 30 that Uving 

leaming females are perceiving as much personal growth as Uving 

leaming males, but that non-Uving leaming females are perceiving more 

personal growth than both Uving leaming females and males. As 

mentioned earUer, there are three aU-female residence haUs included in 

the non-Uving leaming sample. It is possible that these aU-female 

residence halls provide a nurturing environment for non-Uving leaming 

females that contribute to their higher personal growth. 

WhUe not signfficant, the data (see Table 13) shows that non-Uving 

leaming students who Uve in residence haUs that house Uving leaming 
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Table 29. Means for Individual Items that Constitute the Personal 
Growth Composite Measures for Males Students 

Composite Measure 

Personal Growth 
Becoming aware of different philosophies 
Developing own values/ethical standards 
Understanding self and abilities, interests, personality 
Improving ability to get along with different people 
Functioning as part of a group or team 
Leadership Ability 
Ability to put ideas together, see relationships 
Ability to learn on own , pursue ideas on own 

Participated in 
Living Leaming Program 

Yes 

3.05 
2.92 
3.05 
2.95 
2.68 
2.68 
3.00 
3.08 

No 

2.88 
2.77 
2.92 
2.85 
2.66 
2.63 
2.88 
3.01 

Table 30. Means for Individual Items that Constitute the Personal 
Growth Composite Measures for Female Students 

Composite Measure 

Personal Growth 
Becoming aware of different philosophies 
Developing own values/ethical standards 
Understanding self and abilities, interests, personality 
Improving ability to get along with different people 
Functioning as part of a group or team 
Leadership Ability 
Ability to put ideas together, see relationships 
Ability to learn on own , pursue ideas on own 

Participated in 
Living Leaming Program 

Yes 

3.09 
3.02 
3.13 
3.02 
2.74 
2.55 
2.96 
3.14 

No 

3.12 
3.05 
3.17 
3.08 
2.83 
2.66 
2.96 
3.21 
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programs seem to perceive that they are achieving more personal growth 

than non-Uving leaming students that Uve in residence haUs that do not 

house Uving leaming programs. This is noteworthy because it may be a 

result of the more frequent sociocultural conversations in which these 

two groups engaged. 

The Revised Survey for the Current Study (see Appendix B) 

contains the item (see item 4) that measured perceptions of personal 

growth. Perceptions of personal growth is a composite measure that is 

comprised of eight sub-items. The survey also contains the item (see 

item 6) that measured frequency of sociocultural conversations. 

Frequency of sociocultural conversations is comprised of three sub-

items. Examination of the sub-items for perceptions of personal growth 

and frequency of sociocultural conversations reveals that both focus on 

social related content. 

Tinto's Theory of Student Departure (see Figure 1) helps to explain 

how these two variables may have an influence on each other. As Tinto's 

theory explains, students must become integrated into the academic and 

social subsystems of a university to be successful. Terenzini et al. (1984) 

asserts that as students become more integrated, they wUl become more 

successful. Examination of the frequency of sociocultural sub-items 

reveals that they are associated with the informal social subsystems of 

the university. It foUows that students who engage more frequently in 

sociocultural conversations are more integrated into the social 

subsystems of the university. Examination of the perceptions of personal 
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growth sub-items reveals that six of the sub-items are related to social 

issues, whUe two of the items are related to academic issues. FoUowing 

Tinto's theory, students ' integration into the social subsystems of the 

university should have a signfficant influence on this outcome. Since 

Tinto's theory only considers student departure as an outcome, it does 

not link social system integration with social system related outcomes. 

However, it is possible that this is what is happening at this particular 

institution. However, more research is needed to investigate this 

possible relationship. 

Living leaming students seem to be achieving higher grade point 

averages than non-Uving leaming students at this university. Control for 

the covariates aUow this difference to be attributed to the Uving leaming 

environments. As Table 8 indicates, high school grade point averages for 

Uving leaming and non-Uving leaming students are about the same. 

However, Uving leaming students appear to have higher ACT/SAT scores 

than non-Uving leaming students. This means that whUe both groups 

achieved about the same academic success in high school, Uving leaming 

students seem to have more aptitude for academic success in coUege 

than non-Uving leaming students. This evidence alone suggests that 

regardless of the uifluence of Uving leaming programs, Uving leaming 

students should achieve higher coUege GPAs than non-Uving leaming 

students. 

As the bivariate statistics from Table 10 indicate, Uving leaming 

students do achieve a higher mean coUege GPA than non-Uving leaming 
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students. The dffference between the groups is highly signiflcant with a 

p-value <.001. Since the bivariate statistics don't control for the higher 

ACT/SAT scores of the Uving leaming students, the difference in mean 

coUege GPAs could be attributed to the higher ACT/SAT scores of the 

Uving leaming students. However, the MANCOVA (see Table 11) also 

shows that Uving leaming students achieve a higher mean coUege GPA 

than non-Uving leaming students. The difference between groups is 

significant with a p-value of .012. Since the MANCOVA does control for 

the higher ACT/SAT scores of the Uving leaming students, the dffference 

in mean coUege GPAs cannot be attributed to the higher ACT/SAT scores 

of the Uving leaming students. This suggests that the Uving leaming 

programs may be creating environments that encourage Uving leaming 

students to realize their higher academic potential through the 

achievement of higher coUege GPAs. 

ImpUcations 

The current study supports the general finding in the current 

Uterature that Uving leamuig programs have positive effects on student 

outcomes (Lacy, 1978; PascareUa & Terenzini, 1981; Pike, Schroeder, & 

Berry, 1997; Pike, 1999). These studies suggest that the effects of Uving 

leaming programs on student outcomes seem to be indirect rather than 

direct. The results of the MANCOVAs of the current study can be 

interpreted to support these findings. WhUe the results of the current 

study showed positive effects on student outcomes, the small etas seem 
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to support the fuidings in the Uterature that the effects of Uving leaming 

programs may be indirect. 

The study does not provide enough evidence to support or refute 

the findings of Inkelas (1999) that suggest that Uving leaming programs 

may provide benefits to non-Uving leaming students who Uve in 

residence halls that house Uving leaming programs. Like the Inkelas 

study, the current study provided evidence that non-Uving leaming 

students who Uve ui residence haUs that house a Uving leaming program 

engage in more sociocultural conversations than non-Uving leaming 

students who Uve in residence haUs that do not house a Uving leaming 

program. The current study added further evidence that non-Uving 

leaming students who Uve in residence haUs that house a Uving leaming 

program perceive that they are attaining higher personal growth than 

non-Uving leaming students who Uve in residence haUs that do not house 

a Uving leaming program. However, the differences observed in the 

current study are not signfficant. This indicates that more research is 

needed in this area. 

The most signfficant contribution of the current study to the 

Uterature may be the observation that integration into social subsystems 

of the university under study may be linked to positive social related 

outcomes. Furthermore, there is evidence that integration into the 

academic subsystems of the university under study may be U ked to 

positive academic related outcomes. 
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As Table 9 indicates, high school grade point averages for non-

Uving leaming students who Uve in residence haUs that house Uving 

leaming programs and non-Uving leaming students who Uve in residence 

haUs that do not house Uving leaming programs are about the same. 

However, students who Uve in residence haUs that house Uving leaming 

programs appear to have higher ACT/SAT scores than students who Uve 

in residence haUs that do not house Uving leaming programs. This 

means that whUe both groups achieved about the same academic 

success in high school, students who Uve in residence haUs that house 

Uving leaming programs seem to have more aptitude for academic 

success in coUege than students who Uve in residence haUs that do not 

house Uving leaming programs. It foUows that students who Uve in 

residence haUs that house Uving leaming programs should achieve 

higher coUege GPAs than students who Uve in residence halls that do not 

house Uving leaming programs. 

As the bivariate statistics in Table 12 show, however, students who 

Uve in residence haUs that house Uving leaming programs did not 

achieve higher coUege GPAs than students who Uve in residence haUs 

that do not house Uving leaming programs. This occurs without even 

controlling for the higher ACT/SAT scores of the students who Uve in 

residence haUs that house Uving leaming programs. This confu-ms that 

at this particular university, higher ACT/SAT scores do not guarantee 

higher coUege GPAs. 
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The higher coUege GPAs achieved by the students who Uve in 

residence haUs that do not house Uving leaming programs may be a 

result of these students engaging in more frequent academic 

conversations than students who Uve in residence haUs that house Uving 

leaming programs (see Table 13). The Revised Survey for the Current 

Study (see Appendix B) contains the item (see item 5) that measured 

frequency of academic conversations. Frequency of academic 

conversations is comprised of four sub-items. Examination of the sub-

items for frequency of academic conversations reveals that three of the 

four sub-items are related to the informal academic subsystems of the 

university. CoUege GPA is an academic related student outcome. Since 

both groups engaged in more frequent academic conversation (indicating 

more integration into the academic subsystems of the university) than 

their comparison groups, and both groups achieved higher coUege GPAs 

(an academic related outcome) than their comparison groups (one despite 

lower ACT/SAT scores), it seems reasonable to conclude that higher 

integration into the academic subsystems of this university may result in 

higher academic related outcomes. At this particular university, for this 

particular sample of students, it appears that there may be a possible 

link between social integration and social related outcomes and between 

academic integration and academic related outcomes. 

The current Uterature provides that coUege students' academic and 

social integration, most commonly referred to as student involvement, 

has positive impacts on a variety of student outcomes (PascareUa & 
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Terenzini, 1991). It is interesting that there is Utile coordination between 

student involvement and student outcomes regarding whether they are 

social or academic in nature. However, there is some general evidence in 

the current Uterature that there may be some links between social 

integration and social outcomes and academic integration and academic 

outcomes. For example, PascareUa and Terenzini (1991), report that 

extracurricular involvement has been shown to have a strong effect on 

social seff-concept. The authors also indicate that involvement in 

academic work has a strong association with knowledge acquisition. 

CoUege administrators could be helped greatly by studies that provide 

more specffic information on a campus level about the specffic kinds 

social and academic experiences that lead to specffic kinds of academic 

and social outcomes. Further research is needed in this area to 

investigate possible links between academic integration and academic 

outcomes and social integration and social outcomes. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

First, there are no Uving leaming studies in the Uterature that are 

multi-institutional. This type of study would aUow fuidings to be 

generalized and provide more useful empirical evidence to Uving leaming 

administrators. This is especiaUy important because a Uving leaming 

programs that works at one institution may not work weU at a different 

institution. It is important to provide administrators with guidelines 
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regarding what is effective, but also to provide caution regarding issues 

of implementation. 

Second, this study supports general findings in the Uterature that 

Uving leaming programs have positive effects on student outcomes. 

However, the strength of association between participating in a Uving 

leaming program and the outcomes suggest that the effects may be 

indirect. The Umited amount of research currently avaUable seems to 

indicate that Uving leaming programs work, but the reasons for their 

success are, at present, intangible. More research is needed to 

determine the source of the positive effects that Uving leaming programs 

have on student outcomes. 

Thu-d, the PUce (1999) study, the Inkelas (1999) study, and the 

current study appear to offer the only empirical evidence regarding 

institutions that offer multiple living leaming programs. Palmer (1999) 

indicates that there are several universities that offer multiple Uving 

leaming programs on their campuses. More research is needed to study 

the effects of Uving leaming programs on campuses that offer multiple 

Uving leaming programs. 

Fourth, this study could not confirmed or refute the findings of 

Inkelas (1999) that suggest that Uvuig leamuig programs may provide 

benefits to non-Uving leaming students who Uve in residence haUs that 

house Uving leaming programs. Since both the Inkelas study and the 

current study were conducted at single uistitutions, they are not 

generalizable. A multi-institutional study that considers the effects of 
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Uving leaming programs on non-Uving leaming students would provide 

generaUzable empirical evidence. 

Fifth, it was discovered that there were some students at the 

university under study that participated in Uving leaming programs but 

Uved in residence haUs that did not house their programs. Studying this 

group was outside the scope of the current study. A study that considers 

how this group of students is affected by Uving outside of the Uving 

leaming residence haU may provide insights regarding several aspects of 

the effects of Uving leaming programs on students. 

FinaUy, the current study has speculated that, the university 

under study, there may be a possible link between integration into social 

subsystems and social related outcomes, and integration into academic 

subsystems and academic related outcomes. Research that explores 

these potential relationships may provide insights regarding whether 

helping students to uitegrate uito coUeges in specffic ways may help them 

achieve specffic positive student outcomes. 
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1 9 9 8 - 9 9 UN IVERSITY HOUSING RESIDENCE E N V I R O N M E N T 

A S S E S S M E N T 

Would you please take a few minutes to let us know your opinions on your experiences here at the 
University? Your responses will help us improve the academic residence environment in 
University Housing. 

Please respond to the questions by circling the appropriate response choices. Please note that 
some students will not need to answer all the questions in this survey: be sure to follow the 
additional instructions provided throughout the questionnaire. 

Previous respondents have indicated that it only takes approximately 15 minutes to complete this 
survey. Your participation is voluntary and you may skip any questions that are uncomfortable 
for you to answer 

B A C K G R O U N D INFORMATION 

1. What is your current class level? (Circle one.) 

1. First year 
2. Sophomore 4. Senior 
3. Junior 5. Graduate student 

2. Are you an in-state student? 
(Circle one.) 

1. In-state student 
2. Out-of-state student 

Home state: 

What are your housing plans for next year? 
(Circle one.) 

1. In the same residence hall as this year 
2. In a different residence hall 
3. In a fraternity or sorority house 
4. In a cooperative housing unit 
5. In an off-campus apartment or house 
6. At home 
7. Other: 

4. What are your living-learning community plans 
next year? (Circle one.) 

1. Not to participate in a living-learning program 
2. To participate in the same living-learning 

program as this year 
3. To participate in a different living-learning 

program as this year 
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5. Please indicate your current academic unit. 
(Circle one.) 

'• A''̂  7. Kinesiology 
2. Architecture & 8. LSA 

Urban Planning 9. Music 
3. Business Admin. 10. Natural Resources 
4. Dentistry & Environment 
5. Education 11. Nursing 
6. Engineering 12. Pharmacy 

6. What is the highest academic degree that you intend to obtain in your lifetime? (Circle one.) 

1. None 
2. Bachelor's degree 5. MD, DDS, DVM (Medicine) 
3. Master's degree 6. BD, MDIV (Divinity) 
4. LLB, JD(Law) 7. PhD, EdD 

7. What is your current or intended major? 

8. What is your best estimate of your grade point 
average so far in college? (Circle one.) 

1 A 4. B-, C+ 
2. A-, B+ , 5. C, C-
3. B 6. D+ or lower 

9. What was vour average grade in high school? 
(Circle one.) 

1. A 4. B-, C+ 
2. A-, B+ 5. C, C-
3. B 6. D+ or lower 

10. Please write your SAT and/or ACT score on the blanks provided. ( E.g., J_ J_ _Q_ jL) 

SAT Composite 

ACT Composite ^ _ 

11. How would you describe the community in which you grew up? (Circle one.) 

1. Upper class 
2. Upper-middle class 4. Lower-middle class 

3. Middle class 5. Lower class 

12. What is your gender? (Circle one.) 

1. Male 2. Female 
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13. Please circle the one response that you think best applies to your race/ethnicity. (Circle one.) 

1. African American/Black 
(not of Hispanic origin) 

2. Asian or Pacific Islander 
(includes the Indian sub-continent) 

3. American Indian or Alaskan Native 
4. Hispanic/Latino 

(Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race) 
5. White/Caucasian 

(Persons not of Hispanic origin, having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, North 
Africa, or the Middle East) 

6. Multi-racial or multi-ethnic 
Please specify: 

7. Race not included above 
Please specify: 

14. Sexual orientation has sometimes been thought of as a continuum. Please circle on the line below 
the number on the continuum that most accurately reflects your current sexual orientation. 

Exclusively 
attracted to 
members of 

my own 
sex 

Equally 
attracted 

to both sexes 

Exclusively 
attracted to 
members of 
the opposite 

sex 

EXPERIENCES AT THE U N I V E R S I T Y 

15. In thinking about your experiences at the University, to what extent do you feel you have grown 
in the following areas? (Circle one response for each.) 

1 = Very much 
2 = Somewhat 

3 = A little 
4 = Not at all 

Becoming aware of different 
philosophies, lifestyles, and 
cultures 1 2 3 

Developing your own values and 
ethical standards I 2 3 

Writing ability 1 2 3 
Understanding yourself and your 

abilities, interests, and personality... 1 2 3 
Improving your ability to get along 

with different kinds of people 1 2 3 
Functioning as part of a group or 

team I 2 3 
Leadership ability I 2 3 
Ability to put ideas together, to see 

relationships, similarities, and 
differences between ideas 1 2 3 

Ability to learn on your own, pursue 
ideas, and find information you 
need I 2 3 

4 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
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16. Please indicate how difficult you felt the following to 
be during your first year at the University. 
(Circle the number that most closely reflects your opinion.) 

1 = Very easy 3 = Somewhat difficult 
2 = Somewhat easy 4 = Very difficult 

Amount or difficulty of coursework 1 2 3 4 
Using computers for coursework 1 2 3 4 
Seeking academic or personal help 

when I needed it 1 2 3 4 
Becoming familiar with the campus 1 2 3 4 
Learning to use e-mail I 2 3 4 
Making new friends 1 2 3 4 
Managing my time effectively I 2 3 4 
Managing money effectively 1 2 3 4 
Communicating with instructors 

outside of class 1 2 3 4 
Being separated from my family 1 2 3 4 
Forming study groups 1 2 3 4 

17. About how often have you done each of the following during the current school year? (Circle one 
response for each.) 

1 = Once or more a week 3 = A few times a semester 
2 = A few times a month 4 = Never 

Asked your instructor for information 
related to a course you were taking 1 2 3 4 

Visited informally with an instructor 
before or after class 1 2 3 4 

Made an appointment to meet with an 
instructor in his/her office I 2 3 4 

Communicated with your instructor 
using e-mail 1 2 3 4 

18. During conversations with other students, how often have you done each of the following? 
(Circle one response for each.) 

1 = Once or more a week 
2 = A few times a month 

3 = A few times a semester 
4 = Never 

Discussed something learned in class.. 
Talked about current news events 
Shared your concerns about classes 

and assignments 
Discussed major social problems such 

as peace, human rights, equality, 
and justice 

Talked about different lifestyles and 
customs 

Talked about your future plans and 
career ambitions 

Discussed your views about 
multiculturalism and diversit\ 

2 
2 

2 

2 

3 4 
3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 -1 
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19. Please indicate the level to which you agree with 
the following statements. (Circle one response 
for each.) 

1 = Strongly agree 3 = Disagree 
2 = Agree 4 = Strongly disagree 

In college, 1 frequently question or 
challenge professors' statements 
and ideas before I accept them 
as "right" I 2 3 

I prefer courses in which the material 
helps me understand something 
about myself I 2 3 ' 

I'd rather figure something out for 
myself than simply have it explained 
to me 1 2 3 ' 

I prefer exams requiring me to organize 
and interpret ideas over exams that 
ask me only to remember facts 
or information I 2 3 ' 

I consider the best teachers to be those 
who can tie things learned in class to 
things that are important to me in 
my personal life I 2 3 ^ 

I've read books or articles with which 
1 strongly disagree I 2 3 ' 

1 = Strongly agree 3 = Disagree 
2 = Agree 4 = Strongly disagree 

I enjoy talking with people who have 
values different from mine because 
it helps me understand myself and 
my values better 1 2 3 ^ 

When I don't understand something in 
a college course, I work at it until 
I do 1 2 3 ^ 

i enjoy the challenge of learning 
complicated new material 1 2 3 ^ 

In college, I often have discussions 
with other students about ideas or 
concepts presented in classes 1 2 3 ^ 

Learning is important to me because it 
will give me greater control over 
my life ' 2 3 

For me, one of the most important 
benefits of a college education is a 
better understanding of myself and 
my values ' 2 3 

I prefer reading things that are relevant 
to my personal experiences 1 2 3 ^ 
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20. To what extent do you agree with the following 
statements? (Circle one response for each.) 

1 = Strongly agree 3 = Disagree 
2 = Agree 4 = Strongly disagree 

My non-classroom interactions with faculty 
have had a positive influence on my 
personal growth and values 1 2 3 4 

My non-classroom interactions with faculty 
have had a positive influence on my 
intellectual growth I 2 3 4 

My non-classroom interactions with faculty 
have had a positive influence on my 
career goals and aspirations 1 2 3 4 

21. Which activities have you participated in during college? (Check aU organizations in which you 
are/ 
were a member.) 

1. Fraternity/sorority 
2. Intramural or intercollegiate athletics 
3. Student government 
4. Political activities 
5. Arts performances and activities 
6. Religious clubs and activities 
7. Ethnic or cross-cultural activities or clubs 
8. Media activities 
9. Other (please specify:̂  ) 

22. Consider your involvement in community service activities that were not coordinated by a living-
learning program since the beginning of the school year, and please answer the following 
questions: 

Yes No 

Have you participated in an ongoing 
community service project? 

Did you participate in a one-time 
community service project? 

23. If you answered "yes" to either question in number 22, in how many different projects did 
you participate/are you participating? 
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PERCEPTIONS OF YOUR RESIDENCE E N V I R O N M E N T 

24. Consider how well each of the following statements describes your residence environment. 
Indicate your level of agreement by using the following scale: 

1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 
3 = Agree 4 = Strongly agree 

I feel at home at my residence 
environment 1 2 3 4 

I am unable to discuss issues that really 
matter to me with other students 
living here 1 2 3 4 

1 find students at my residence 
environment have an appreciation 
for people from different races 
or ethnic groups 1 2 3 4 

Students in my residence environment 
are concerned with helping and 
supporting one another 1 2 3 4 

Life in my residence environment 
is intellectually stimulating 1 2 3 4 

I find students at my residence 
environment have an appreciation 
for people with different sexual 
preferences ' 2 3 4 

1 would recommend this residence 
environment to a friend 1 2 3 4 

I find students at my residence 
environment have an appreciation 
for people from different religions 1 2 3 4 

I see students with differing backgrounds 
having a lot of interaction with one 
another in my residence 
environment ' 2 3 4 

25.Thinking about your experiences, indicate your agreement with each of the following 

1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 
3 = Agree 4 = Strongly agree 

statements: 

I have enough peer support in my 
residence environment to do well 
at 

Most students in my residence 
environment study a lot 

1 think students in my residence 
environment are well aware of the 
campus academic support services 
available to them 

1 think the majority of students at my 
residence environment think 
academic success is important 

My residence environment clearly 
supports my academic 
achievement 

2 3 

2 3 

3 4 
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I can find adequate quiet study space 
available in the residence 
environment 1 2 3 4 

I think staff in my residence 
environment spend a great deal of 
time helping students succeed 
academically 1 2 3 4 

1 think it's easy for students to form 
study groups at my residence 
environment 1 2 3 4 

26. Please specify which, if any, living-learning program you are participating in this year. (Circle 
one.) 

Not currently participating in a 
living-learning program 0 

German Culture 1 
Honors Housing 2 
Pre-Medical 3 
Writing Intensive 4 
Residential College 5 
Academic and Social Issues 6 
Research Partnership* 7 
Math, Science, and Engineering for Women 8 

• Excludes Research Partnership participants who are NOT in the in-residence program 

O P E N - E N D E D RESPONSES 

27. How has your residence hall experience at the University contributed or not 
contributed to your academic growth and/or development? 

Please explain your answer. 
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• If you ARE currently participating in a living-learning program: 
{i.e., if you answered something other than "0" on question ^26) 

There are just a few more questions we'd like you to answer on pages 7 and 8. 
It should only take about 5 more minutes. 

• If you are NOT currently participating in a living-learning program 
(i.e., if you answered "0" on question ^26) 

You have completed the questionnaire. Thank you very much! 
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LIVING-LEARNING EXPERIENCES 

28. How did you learn about the living-learning programs at the University? (Circle aH that apply.) 

I. Received brochure from Admissions office 

2. Read about programs in the Michigan Learning Communities book 
3. Heard about program from friends 

4. Knew someone who was/had been in the program 
5. Heard about program from an academic advisor 
6. Heard presentation by someone in the program 
7. Heard about program at an Admissions session at my high school 
8. Other (please specify) 

29. What factors influenced your decision to participate in your current living-learning program? 
(Circle aM that apply.) 

1. Wanted to be part of a smaller group on campus 
2. Wanted to interact with other students with similar interests 
3. Wanted to live in specific residence hall 
4. Knew someone else in the program 
5. Was encouraged to participate in the program by my advisor 
6. Wanted to live with my friends from high school 
7. Wanted the academic enrichment 
8. Other (please specify) 

30. Generally, how do you learn about programs and activities in your living-learning community? 
(Please circle aU that apply.) 

1. My resident assistant (RA) 5. Email 
2. Instructors 6. Web pages 
3. Fliers/signs on bulletin boards 7. Word of mouth 
4. Fliers/signs in bathrooms 8. Other: 

31. Which living-learning program was your first choice when you applied? (Circle one in each 
column.) 

First choice 

German Culture I 
Honors Housing 2 
Pre-Medical 3 
Writing Intensive 4 
Residential College 5 
Academic and Social Issues 6 
Research Partnership 7 
Math, Science, and Engineering for Women 8 

32. Consider your involvement in community service activities that are/were coordinated by vour 
living-learning community since the beginning of the school year, and please answer the 
following questions. 

Yes No 
Have you participated in an ongoing 

community service project as part of your 
living-learning community*;> I 2 

Did you participate in a one-time 
community service project as part of your 
living-learning communii\ ? I 2 
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33. If you answered yes to either question in number 32, in how many different projects did you 
participate/ 
are you participating? 

34. Thinking of your overall experience in your living-learning community, please circle the 
number that most closely reflects your level of satisfaction with each program component 
below. 

l=Very satisfied 2=Satisfied 3=Dissatisfied 4=Very dissatisfied 

Leaming atmosphere within the 
program ] 2 3 4 

Quality of relationships with the 
living-learning staff I 2 3 4 

Quality of relationships with other 
students 1 2 3 4 

Overall living-learning experience I 2 3 4 

O P E N - E N D E D RESPONSES 

35. In what ways did this living-learning program community match or exceed your 
expectations? 

36. In what ways was your experience in this living-learning community different from 
your expectations? 

Please return your completed survey 
to your RA by Friday, April 2""^ 

Thank you very much for your participation! 

Copyright © 1999 by University Housing (all references to the university have been 
removed from this survey at the request of University Housing) 
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APPENDIX B 

LIVING LEARNING SURVEY FOR THE CURRENT STUDY 
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REVISED SURVEY FOR THE CURRENT STUDY 

B A C K G R O U N D INFORMATION 

1. What is your best estimate of your grade point 
average so far in college? (Circle one.) 

1. A 
2. A-. B+ 
3. B 

4. B-. C+ 
5. C. C-
6. D-t- or lower 

2. What was your average grade in high school? 
(Circle one.) 

1. A 
2. A-. B+ 
3. B 

4. B-. C+ 
5. C. C-
6. D+ or lower 

3. Please write your SAT and/or ACT score on the blanks provided. ( E.g.. 1 2 0 
OJ ^ & 

SAT Composite 

ACT Composite 

EXPERIENCES AT THE UNP/ERSITY 

4. In thinking about your experiences at the University, to what extent do you feel you 
have grown in the following areas? (Circle one response for each.) 

1 = Very much 
2 = Somewhat 

3 = A little 
4 = Not at all 

Becoming aware of different philosophies, 
lifestyles, and cultures 

Developing your own values 
and ethical standards 

Understanding yourself and your 
abilities, interests, and personality 

Improving your ability to get along 
v^th different kinds of people 

Functioning as part of a group 
or team 

Leadership ability 
Ability to put ideas together, to see 

relationships, similarities, and 
differences between ideas 

Ability to learn on your own, pursue 
ideas, and find information you need 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 
3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
4 

4 

4 
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5. During conversations with other students, how often have you done each of the 
following? 
(Circle one response for each.) 

1 = Once or more a week 3 = A few times a semester 
2 = A few times a month 4 = Never 

Discussed something leamed in 
class 1 2 3 4 
Talked about current news events 1 2 3 4 
Shared your concerns about classes 

and assignments 1 2 3 4 
Talked about your future plans and 

career ambitions 1 2 3 4 

6. During conversations with other students, how often have you done each of the 
following? 
(Circle one response for each.) 

1 = Once or more a week 3 = A few times a semester 
2 = A few times a month 4 = Never 

Discussed major social problems such 
as peace, human rights, equality, 
and justice 1 2 3 4 

Talked about different lifestyles and 
customs 1 2 3 4 

Discussed your views about 
multiculturalism and diversity 1 2 3 4 

7. Please specify which, if any, living-learning program you are participating in this 
year. (Circle one.) 

Not currently participating in a 
living-learning program 0 

German Culture 1 
Honors Housing 2, 
Pre-Medical 3 
Writing Intensive 4 
Residential College 5 
Academic and Social Issues 6 
Research Partnership* 7 
Math, Science, and 
Engineering for Women: 8 

* Excludes Research Partnership participants who are NOT in the in-residence 
program 
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