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Why bother with Living
Learning Programs?




Some Traits of Millennials

They rarely read newspapers I or for that matter books.

They are impatient and goal oriented. They hate busy

work, learn by doing, and are used to instant feedback.

They want 1t now. They think I
have friends from different ethnic backgrounds. They

want flexibility 7 in their classrooms and in their lives. To

get this generation involved, you have to figure out a way

to engage them and make their learning fast at the end of

the day. Is it possible to do that? | think the answer is

yes, but the jury is out.

Richard Sweeney 2007




HERI Results on
First - Year Student Attitudes

A More consider self  ffar right oor ffar
left g Interest in politics grows;
support for war and military spending
declines

A Declining support for death penalty;
growing sense that legal system does
not protect rights of criminals

A Rising interest in bio. sciences, health
care, nursing, pharm., dentistry

A Rising expectations to work in college;
increase in % students planning on
relying on family resources and loans
in frosh year

A Women more likely to rate their time
management skills high vs. men, but
twice as likely to feel overwhelmed vs.
men

A Inh.s.: Men more likely to spend 10+
hrs/wk socializing, exercising/sports,
TV, partying; women more likely than
men to spend 10+ hrs/wk paid work,
studying, housework, childcare

A Almost 50% of all students report

having fAoOaverage in h.s. Almost 50%
report being fbored in class 0in h.s.,

Downward trend in out  -of-class teacher
interactions; almost 50% report less

than 1 hr/wk talking with teachers out

of class (vs. 63% in 1989).

Fewer report racial discrimination is a
problem in the U.S.; fewer list fhelping
to promote racial understanding oas an
Important personal goal

Over 2/3rds report frequent
interactions with people from other
races; lowest since question 1st asked
(in 2000, at over 70%)

63% say it & likely they dl interact with
people from different racial/ethnic
backgrounds in college; again, lowest

% since g was introduced

Race/ethnicity divide grows for use of
computers (increase for Whites; no
change for Blacks, Latinos/Latinas)



The Learning Pyramid

Average Retention Rates for Different Teaching
Methods

5% Lecture

10% Reading

20% Audio Visual

30% Demonstration

50% Discussion Groups

75% Practice by Doing

90% Teaching Others

Source: National Training Lab - Bethel, Maine




The Importance of Repetition

A Within 48 hours, we
forget the majority of
all information
received in the
previous 48 hours.

A Repetition is critical to
reinforcing and
sustaining messages in
peopl eds mi
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Sources: The Arbitron National In-Car Study, Arbitron, 2003; The Arbitron Outdoor Study, Arbitron, 2001,
National Public Transportation Survey, Outdoor Advertising Association of America.



The Confluent Model of Education

AFor a | ong time we have knowr
personal involvement in learning. Educational
psychologists state that if learning has no personal
meaning, it will not change behavior. Seldom has the
converse been stated: if we add an emotional
dimension to learning, the learner will become
personally involved, and as a consequence, there will
be change Iin the | earnerods be

Brown, 1971




V We learn by doing -- and by teaching
others

V Repetition is crucial

V Emotions have to be engaged

V Current students want to be
engaged --and | i ve 1 n an
culture

So what environment is perfect for
t hi se?

-



The A2 Voiceso within

1. Wanting, desperately, for college to be different
from high school; wanting to be part of a world
better than the world they live in.

2. Being afraid of whether th
world -- worrying about getting a job, having a
career, and making enough money.

C Strong cultural pressure to revert to escapism: treating
college as last chance for childhood vs. first step towards
adulthood.

C So, wanting college to be different; wanting themselves

to be different --b u t donot know how.

rol e for --Reddivience Hal

That 6s t he
ng Progr amse

Lear ni

Some good references:

A fiGeneration at the Crossroads (Paul Loeb)

A fiTrends in First-Year Student Attitudeso (UCLAS Higher Education Research Institute)

A fiMy Freshman Year: What a professor learned by becoming a student (Rebekah Nathans)




What are living -learning (L/L) programs?

A Actual definition is elusive
A Many programs call themselves diving -learning, obut é

A They run the gamut from ftheme floors 0to 4 -year, degree
granting residential programs. No consensus in literature.

A Our basic definition (preview to factors found to be
important)
A Program has clear academic objectives and mission
A Students live together in a discrete portion of a residence
hall (or the entire building)

A Staff, curricular and co  -curricular programming, and
resources are dedicated to that program only (vs. used
throughout the entire residence hall)




Really brief history of L/L programs

A Some trace L/L programs to a legacy from the
British model of the residential college

AThe Afathero of L/L in the U
Meiklejohn at UW - Madison with the Experimental
College (1927 -1932)

A Some of the longest standing L/L programs (late
1950s) still in existence, including:

A Residential Colleges
A Honors Programs

A Contemporary L/L programs cover a wide range of
themes, forms, pursuits




The National Study of
Living -Learning
Programs




The NSLLP

Inkelas, Brower, Crawford & associates;
Funded by NSF, ACUHO -1, NASPA, ACPA

2003
Pilot Study

AFour campuses
A5,437 students

ATested reliability &
validity of survey \ The 2004
instrument and NSLLP

data collection A34 institutions

methods A23,910 students
A297 L/L programs\ The 2007
AT, data collection
NSLLP
A52 institutions
V In each year, half lived in L/L, half MANew baseline (n=22,258)
were matchedomparsion sample A617 L/L programs
living in traditional halls AT, follow-up (n=1,509)




More Detalls about the
2007 NSLLP

A Sample

A 52 institutions from across the United States
A 43 Research Universities
A 8 Masters Universities
A 1 Baccalaureate University

A 22,258 respondents
A 55.9% female, 44.0% male, 0.1% transgender

A 74.1% White, 7.7% Asian -American, 6.8% African
American, 5.8% Multi  -racial, 4.0% Latino/a, .9% Other,
.3% Native -American.

A About half L/L students; about half living in traditional
halls.

A Additional 1509 students who were frosh in 2004
(about 1/2 had lived in LLPS) surveyed again in 2007

A 617 programs total, 424 with




NSLLP Survey Instruments

Student Participants: Institutional Participants:

A Baseline and longitudinal web A Living-Learning Program
based surveys examined a broad  suyrvey gathered information

range of student learning and about the structural and

development outcomes organizational characteristics
of the L/L programs on their

A Based on Astin & | -E-O campuses

model for studying college

mpact A The LLPS asked
ENVIRONMENTS guestions about general
~ TS program characteristics:
INPUTS ——» | ouTcomEs academic coursework
provided, faculty & staff
A Reliability and validity roles, activities offered,
retested in each year of resources provided

administration




NSLLP Conceptual Framework

INPUTS

Demographics
High school grades and
test scores (SAT/ACT)

Pre-college assessment

of importance of college
involvement and
perceptions of self -
confidence & efficacy

Note: most inputs were

not asked on the

longitudinal follow -up

survey.

ENVIRONMENTS

e Academic major

e Peer and faculty
interactions

e Co-curricular
involvement

e Study group
interactions

e Alcohol -related
experiences

e Use of res. hall
resources

e Perceptions of res. hall
climate

¢ Diverse interactions

e Perception of racial
climate

e Time spent on leisure
activities

e Mentors, training,
expectations in STEM
activities

e Mentoring experience

e Acad. and soc.
influences on L/L
participation

OUTCOMES

Academic and social
transition to college
Intellectual abilities and
growth
Self-confidence
Appreciation of diversity
Sense of civic
engagement

Alcohol use and
behaviors

Plans to return to
institution

Cumulative GPA (self
report)

Overall satisfaction and
sense of belonging
Drop -out risk



Program Data

A Program goals and outcomes
A Admissions criteria

A Reporting relationships

A Funding sources and budget
A Course offerings

A Roles of faculty, student affairs, and
academic affairs staff

A Programmatic features




Enaduring
NSLLP Findings:

Student Outcomes due to
Living -Learning Participation




L/L vs. Non -L/L Students:
College Environments & Activities

Higher Mean Scores

L/L Non-L/L
Peer academic & social discussions X
Faculty mentoring relationship X
Faculty interaction w/ courses N/S
Res. hall climate academically & socially X
supportive
Plan on doing the following:
A Practicum/internship X
A Study abroad X
A Research w/ professor X
A Senior capstone/thesis X




L/L vs. Non -L/L Students:
Student Outcomes

Higher Mean Scores

L/L  Non-L/L
Smooth transition to college X
Critical thinking & application of X
knowledge
Commitment to civic engagement X
Lower levels of binge drinking & X
particularly serious conseguences
Growth in cognitive complexity, liberal N/S
learning, personal philosophy
Higher academic self -confidence N/S
Appreciation for racial/ethnic diversity N/S




L/L vs. Non -L/L Students:
Student Outcomes - 3 years later

Higher Mean Scores

L/L  Non-L/L
Commitment to civic engagement X
Lower levels of health problems X
associated with binge drinking
Higher academic self -confidence X
Being a mentor or tutor for other X
students




Enauring
NSLLP Findings:

Personal & Environmental
Factors Predicting
Student Outcomes




Factors predicting
Critical Thinking & Analysis Abilities
When student lived in LLP (2004)

A Background characteristics of individual:

A SAT scores (.15)
A Confidence with cognitive abilities (.23)

A Living -Learning Environment & Activities:

A Discussed socio -cultural issues with peers (.29)
A (-) Ease with social transition to college ( -.16)




Factors predicting
Abilities to Apply Knowledge
When student lived in LLP (2004)

A Background characteristics of individual:

A Importance of learning about others and different cultures
(.13)

A Confidence with interpersonal skills & self -efficacy (.13)

A Living -Learning Environment & Activities:

A Discussed acad. & career issues with peers (.16)

A Amount of course -related faculty/instructor interactions
(.16)

A Amount of mentoring  -type faculty/instructor interactions
(.11)

A Ease with academic transition to college (.17)
A (-) Ease with social transition to college ( -.11)




Factors predicting
Sense of Civic Engagement
When student lived in LLP (2004)

A Background characteristics of individual:

A Importance of volunteering & extra -curricular activities
(.34)
A Confidence with interpersonal skills & self -efficacy (.16)

A Living -Learning Environment & Activities:

A None, close was fAmount of mentoring  -type interactions
with faculty/instructors  0(p = .07; beta = .10)




Factors predicting
Health Consequences of Alcohol Use
When student lived in LLP (2004)

A Background characteristics of individual:
A None

A Living -Learning Environment & Activities:

A Amount of mentoring  -type faculty/instructor interactions
(.15)

A (-) Amount of positive peer interactions with diverse peers
(-.14)
A Ease with social transition to college (.22)




Factors predicting
Experience of Serious Consequences
of Ot herso Al cohol

When student lived in LLP (2004)

A Background characteristics of individual:
A None

A Living -Learning Environment & Activities:

A Discussed socio -cultural issues with peers (.16)




Factors predicting
Sense of Civic Engagement
Three years after living in LLP (2007)

A Background characteristics of individual:

A (-) Amount res. hall climate expected to be academically
and socially supportive ( -.21)

A Living -Learning Environment & Activities:
A None

A 2004 Outcomes

A Level of Civic Engagement (.22)

A Level of Amount of Emotional effects of Alcohol (had
regrets, felt ashamed, etc.) (.18)




Factors predicting
Health Consequences of Alcohol Use
Three years after living in LLP (2007)

A Background characteristics of individual:
A Parent & income (.27)

A Living -Learning Environment & Activities:
A None

A 2004 Outcomes

A Level of Appreciate complexity of intergroup relations,
own identity, & learning about others (.24)

A Level of Amount of Health Consequences of Alcohol Use
(.36)




Factors predicting
Confidence in College Success
hree years after living in LLP (2007)

A Background characteristics of individual:

A High School grades (.27)
A SAT scores (.27)

A Living -Learning Environment & Activities:
A None

A 2004 Outcomes

A (-) Level of Growth in Self  -awareness, Personal
Philosophy, and Values ( -.29)




Factors predicting
Being Mentor/Tutor for other Students
Three years after living in LLP (2007)

A Background characteristics of individual:

A (-) Amount res. hall climate expected to be academically
and socially supportive ( -.21)

A Living -Learning Environment & Activities:
A None

A 2004 Outcomes

A (-) Level of Amount of Health Consequences of Alcohol
Use (-.24)




Enaduring
NSLLP Findings:

Living -Learning Program
Factors
Related to Student
Outcomes



Relationship of L/L program
course offerings  to student outcomes

Outcome The Influence of Course Offerings

Civic engagement (+) Forcredit courses developsgpecificallyfor L/L program
participants
(as opposed to special sections of existing courses or
non-credit courses)

Personalization of (+) Forcredit courses developagecificallyfor L/L program
knowledge participants
(+) Use of existing courses open to all students




Relationship of L/L program to
professional staff contributions

Outcome Academic Affairs Student Graduate Assistant

Faculty Roles

Roles

Affairs Role

Roles

Smooth academic transition eAdmin. tasks e\Workshops

Smooth social transition eTutoring

Sense of belonging eMentorship eTutoring

(once/mn or
more)

Appreciation of diversity eAdvising
eMentorship
eSocializing
eAdmin. tasks

Personalization of knowledgge eSocializing
eTutoring

Professional confidence eAdvising eEating meals eAdvising

eEating meals

eWorkshops
eAdmin. tasks

eMentorship

Skill confidence

eMentorship

eAdmin. Tasks
(> once/mn)

Application of knowledge
across contexts

eTutoring




Preliminary
NSLLP Findings:

Living -Learning Program
Factors that Make a
Difference



Theme -based typology based on
content analysis (2004 Data)

A L/L programs sorted into categories based on
descriptions of foci, goals, and objectives of
programs provided by institutions

A Of the 268 different L/L programs in the
NSLLP, 254 were categorized into similar
themes

A There are 14 primary categories

A The total of primary and sub -categories
equals 26




To

o Do Do Do Do I»

Theme -based typology:
14 primary categories

Civic/Social Leadership
(21)

Cultural (32)

Disciplinary (67)

Fine & Creative Arts (22)
General Academic (7)
Honors (22)

Multi - Disciplinary (4)

o Do Io Io Do Do I»

Outdoor Recreation (2)
Research (2)

Residential College (7)
Transition (30)

Upper - Division (4)
Wellness/Healthy Living (9)
Womenos (18)



NSLLP findings from
theme -based typology

Highest Means Lowest Means

Faculty interaction AForeign Language ABusiness

AUppeiDivision ACivic Leadership
Faculty mentorship AForeign Language ABusiness

AResearch AEng & Computer Sci
Use residence hall | AResearch AUppeDivision
resources AHealth Sciences ACareer Exploration
Residence hall AResidential College | AMulticultural

AWISE ABusiness

academic climate

Residence hall socighResidential College | ABusiness
climate Alnternational/Global | ACareer Exploration




NSLLP findings from
theme -based typology

Highest Means Lowest Means

Academic Transition AHealth Sciences AMulticultural
AHumanities ACivic Engagement

Critical Thinking ACivic Engagement | AEducation

Abilities AHonors AHealth Sciences
Diversity AUppeiDivision AWomen in Leadership
Appreciation ACivic Engagement AGeneral Science
Civic Engagement |AEducation ABusiness

ACivic Engagement AEng & Computer Sci

# Binge Drink in LagtA Women in Leadership| ATransition
2 Weeks ACivic Engagement AWellness/Healthy Live




NSLLP findings from
theme -based typology - Summary

A LLP objectives and features matched student
outcomes in some ways:

A Civic engagement program students had highest means in
commitment to civic engagement

A Honors Program students had among highest means for
critical thinking abilities and enjoyment of challenging
intellectual pursuits

A LLP objectives and features did not match student
outcomes in other ways:

A Multicultural program students did not have the highest
means in racial/ethnic diversity appreciation

A Outdoor recreation program students were most likely to
indicate the greatest growth in cognitive complexity

A Wellness programs showed highest levels of binge
drinking




Structural typology based on
cluster analysis

A Cluster analysis used to group L/L programs into
groupings based on L/ L prog
characteristics

A Of the 268 different L/L programs in the NSLLP,
207 were categorized into 3 clusters

A The 3 clusters are:

A Small, limited resourced, primarily Residence
Life based programs

A Small, moderately resourced,
Student/Academic Affairs Combination

A Large, comprehensively resourced,
Student/Academic Affairs Collaboration




Structural typology:
3 L/L program clusters

Small, Limited
Resourced, Res. Life
Emphasis

Small, Moderately
Resourced, SA/AA
Combination

Large,
Comprehensively
Resourced SA/AA

Collaboration

Average # of students

48

100

343

L/L program Director
home base

96% Res Life or Housi

NngRes Life or Acad Dej

Dt

Res Life, Acad Dept,
Provosts, Deans

Primary budget sour¢

e

83% primarily Studen
Affairs

t Mix of Student &

Academic Affairs

Mix of Student &
Academic Affairs

# faculty working with

75% have no faculty

40% have3, 31% hav

(D

L/L program involvement 69% have-3 faculty 6+
Offer classes in
residence hall 24% 6% 41%

Types of ecurricular
activities offered

Limited activities, mos
popular intramurals (28

Moderate range: mol
5t than small programsg,
%) less then large ones

e

Offer the most extensj\
range of activities




NSLLP findings based on
structural typology

A Participants in large, comprehensively resourced
Student/Academic Affairs collaborations had
stronger outcomes in

Critical thinking and analysis abilities

Ability to apply knowledge learned in one class to another
context

Enjoyment of challenging intellectual pursuits
Academic self -confidence

Sense of civic engagement and civic empowerment
Satisfaction with courses

Do Do Do Do Do Do

A Small, limited resourced, primarily Res Life
emphasis programs were higher on diversity
appreciation




Summary &
Current Recommendations

A We know that the main fiproblemo is:

A Students feel a disconnect among their passions/interests, their
courses, and their res. hall and other college experiences

A And they don& know how to bridge this disconnect.
One role of residence life is to show them the way. But how?

A And the fianswero is conceptually straightforward:

A Show student how connected learning is by living their learning in
the hall,

A How they can integrate their interests/passions with their courses,

A How their desire for a better world can be realized within the res.
hall,

through continual opportunities, role models, courses, and
support for integrative learning.

A This is the reason L/L programs work.




Based on the NSLLP: Recommendations
for building effective L/L programs

Recommendation #1: Importance of Academic
Affairs & Student Affairs partnerships

A Create partnership right from start, through
creation of programo0s obj ec

A Share budget responsibilities
A Share administrative and program oversight
A Share, and mix up, traditional A.A./S.A. roles

A Offer resources and programming that capitalizes
on talents from both sides:

A Service learning & other learning/research opportunities

Student study groups

Academic advising

Career workshops

Multicultural programming

> D> D> D> >




Based on the NSLLP: Recommendations
for building effective L/L programs

Recommendation #2: Identify clear learning

objectives with strong emphasis on academic
components

A Articulate learning objectives as clearly as possible

A Involve faculty/instructors in your program from the
beginning, with a diversity of roles

A Offer at least one credit - bearing class as part of the
program, including:

A Courses taught specifically for your L/L participants
A Special sections of popular or intro classes
V' Courses can be taught by any type of instructor

A Provide study space as part of your physical facilities




Based on the NSLLP: Recommendations
for building effective L/L programs

Recommendation #3: Capitalize on community
setting,; programming t hat

A Learning by doing -- for staff training, spending
money, discipline, hall governance, etc.

To

Physical characteristics of program mirror objectives

To

Special role for Grad Students

To

Help faculty, T.A.s make best use of res. hall
environment

C Cannot overdue intentionality




Thank You!

Visit us at:
www.livelearnstudy.net

Aaron M. Brower
Karen Kurotsuchi Inkelas
Scott Crawford
Katalin Szelenyi
Matthew Soldner



