LIVING/LEARNING COMMUNITIES: AN ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY

 

While not exhaustive, this annotated bibliography is a comprehensive list of categorical entries relevant to living/learning communities on US college and university campuses.  A substantial majority of the entries are “multi-dimensional” and technically could have been classified under more than one heading.  For example, the article by Armstrong (date) appears under “Examples and Models” but it could easily have easily been placed under either “Focus on Student Learning” or “The Case for Faculty Engagement.”  The bibliography is subdivided as follows:
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Topical Research
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Emerging Research
 

Best Practices

Guidelines for Creating Living/Learning Communities
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Strategies for Housing and Residence Life
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Philosophical Foundations

 

Reforming Undergraduate Education (General)

The references in this section address challenges, criticisms, and calls for nationwide reform within post-secondary education as a whole as well as within the context of student learning, citing an array of methods such as collaboration between academic and student affairs divisions.

 

American College Personnel Association.  (1994).  The student learning imperative: Implications for student affairs.  Washington, DC: Author.

 

Challenges to post-secondary education, especially student affairs, that reinforce the call for reform by focusing on total student learning as an institution’s principal academic mission.  Its publication was intended to stimulate discussion and thoughtful debate on how student affairs practitioners can purposefully design environments that increase college students’ learning and personal development, which are the primary goals of undergraduate education.  Student affairs practitioners must begin redefining their role to intentionally promote these goals and orient their divisions around student learning.  Characteristics of a learning-oriented student affairs division include a division mission that complements the institution’s mission, centered on the goal of student academic and personal development; allocation of resources to support this goal; collaboration between student affair and other departments; staff expertise on students, environments, and teaching and learning processes; and policies and programs based on research on student learning and institution-specific assessment data.

Andreas, R. E., & Schuh, J. H.  (1999).  The student affairs landscape: Focus on learning.  In E. J. Whitt (Ed.), Student learning as student affairs work: Responding to our imperative (pp. 1-9).  Washington, DC: National Association of Student Personnel Administrators.
 

Assessment of primary challenges across post-secondary education and the student affairs field, with suggested methods for meeting those challenges and moving in a positive direction.  These challenges include changing student demographics, limited financial resources, and declining public confidence in post-secondary education’s willingness and ability to perform its missions efficiently.  They encourage administrators to restructure learning environments to support students’ intellectual and personal development.  Citing numerous calls for change within the profession, Andreas and Schuh assert that the purpose of college is not to transfer knowledge, but to create environments and experiences that help students create knowledge and solve problems for themselves.  This should happen for all students, whether in the classroom, administration building, library, residence hall, or performing arts center.  Successful collaboration of student affairs with other divisions within an institution contributes to a promising learning environment for all students.  

Brown, S. S. (1988).  Approaches to collaboration between academic and student affairs: An overview.  NASPA Journal, (26)1, 2-7.

 

Describes how, historically, academic and student affairs divisions have been at odds due to philosophic differences about the postsecondary educational experience and the holistic development of students.  Today, however, collaboration between them is increasing.  Brown reviews the literature on collaboration from the perspective of national student affairs leaders.  This joining of forces can have many advantages for students; for example, student affairs associates at Saint Louis University have evaluated data on student learning styles and classroom progress, and reported these results to faculty members in the hope that they would restructure their learning environments to accommodate a greater variety of learning styles.  Values education, diversity issues, sex roles, social issues, and gender and race relations are all themes addressed by student affairs administrators that are being discussed both inside and outside the classroom via interdisciplinary studies, living/learning centers, service learning programs, etc.  This kind of cross-fertilization would benefit both administrators and instructors seeking support of innovative practices.

Boyer Commission on Educating Undergraduates in the Research University (1998).  Reinventing undergraduate education: A blueprint for America’s research universities.  Washington, DC: Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching.  

 

Heads a series of recent reports on undergraduate education that introduce critical arguments, elicit national debate on the quality of undergraduate student learning, and recommend ways of improving the learning environment on college campuses.  The Boyer Commission report calls for a radical restructuring of undergraduate education and a recommitment to creating a powerful learning environment through ten recommendations: making research-based learning the standard; constructing an inquiry-based freshmen year by providing new stimulation for intellectual growth and a firm foundation in the communication of information and ideas; building on the first-year foundation; removing barriers to interdisciplinary education; linking communication skills and course work; using information technology creatively; culmination with a capstone experience; treating graduate teaching assistants as apprentice teachers; changing faculty reward systems; and cultivating a sense of community, by making the large university smaller, nurturing community spirit within the residence halls, and promoting collaborative study groups and project teams for the benefit of every student.

Caple, R. B.  (1996).  The learning debate: A historical perspective.  Journal of College Student Development, 37(2), 193-202.

 

Describes how, over the years, student affairs professionals have treated the centrality of learning in college and universities.  Questions such as “What have we as a profession done for student learning in the past?” and “What should we do in the future?” are considered.  A brief examination of the history of student affairs takes the reader through its early days at Harvard University through post-World War II post-secondary education to the demise of the college’s in loco parentis role.  In historical perspective, at its inception, student affairs left students’ in-class learning in the hands of academicians.  Over time, however, the student affairs profession has developed into a more innovative and holistic profession by both necessity and desire.  With the current critique and the willingness of student affairs to collaborate with other institutional actors, there is an opportunity to further integrate student affairs’ efforts with those of the rest of the educational system, resulting in more meaningful learning experiences and seamless learning for college students.

Chickering, A., & Kytle, J.  (1999).  The collegiate ideal in the twenty-first century.  In J.D. Toma and A.J. Kezar (Eds.), Reconceptualizing the collegiate ideal (pp. 109-120).  New Directions for Post-secondary education, 27(1).

 

On the basis previous research findings and calls for national reform, provides reasons for viewing undergraduate education critically.  Chickering and Kytle cite changing student demographics, more complex societal needs, reduced public and federal support, pressures for accountability, a lag in adopting new communication and information technologies, and unclear purposes.  They suggest basing reform on the seven principles for good practice in undergraduate education, discussed in Chickering and Gamson’s Applying the Seven Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate Education (1991), conceptualizing the ideal college of the future as one that establishes a clear purpose, maximizes human interactions, establishes new pedagogies for active learning, recognizes individual differences, integrates academic studies and experiential learning, and sets high expectations.  Several of these, such as maximizing human interactions, recognizing individual differences, etc., can be realized in the context of residential colleges and living/learning communities. 

Cove, P. G., & Love, A. G.  (1995).  The links among intellectual, social, and emotional elements of learning: Institutional implications.  In Enhancing student learning: Intellectual, social, and emotional integration (pp. 75-117).  Washington, DC: ASHE-ERIC Post-secondary education Report No. 4.

 

Review of critical research findings, theoretical models of learning, and the interdependent relationships among the components of holistic learning.  The authors recommend ways to enhance the integration of learning, including elements of leadership; student involvement in learning; the development of learning communities; enhancing the educational climate in residence halls; and the intentional socialization of faculty and student affairs professionals.  They also claim that as a result of the national debate over the declining state of post-secondary education, alternative techniques for enhancing student learning are emerging.  The public pressures that society has placed on post-secondary education may ironically be creating a convergence of the intellectual, social, and emotional components of the learning process.  By testing new pedagogies, developing learning communities, enhancing the learning that is occurring inside and outside of the classroom, adopting a critical cultural perspective, and expanding the notion of learning, institutions, faculty, and student affairs professionals, working together, are transforming student learning.

Jones, E. A.  (1996).  National and state policies affecting learning expectations.  In E. A. Jones (Ed.), Preparing competent college graduates: Setting new and higher expectations for student learning (pp. 7-18).  New Directions for Post-secondary education, No. 96.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

 

Presents the case for change in post-secondary education on the grounds of weaknesses in undergraduate student learning; not necessarily addressing living/learning communities specifically, but building on the argument that new initiatives are needed to improve student learning.  Jones claims that although state agencies, accrediting organizations, and the federal government have emphasized educational outcomes, most faculty still have not seriously considered assessing student outcomes.  Some faculty, however, are becoming more active in defining, implementing, and evaluating their plans to determine the quality of student learning at their institutions.  Successful practices have included changes in classroom activities to foster student learning of specific outcomes; changes in curricula to address student learning needs discovered in the assessment process; and improvements in the design of assessments of students’ performance in both course examinations and internships.  Various new perspectives are reflected in the national and state-level initiatives currently under way and discussed in this chapter.  

Kellogg Commission on the Future of State and Land-Grant Universities (1997).  Returning to our roots: The student experience.  Washington, DC: National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges.

 

Discussion of trends in concerns and criticisms of today’s post-secondary education: rapidly growing enrollments, new competitors, a decrease in public funding and public trust, and increased accountability.  The Commission calls for university administrators to re-examine goals and plans for the future, placing students’ complete learning experience first on a list of priorities.  The crux of their argument is the creation of a healthy total learning environment, which promotes academic and personal enrichment both in and out of the classroom.  Student-centered communities are supportive of all student learners and provide accessible resources for meeting student needs; this environment is also conducive to producing students with strong values and ethics.  Learning communities must also support faculty and staff, as their collaborative efforts are critical to success.  The commitment to address total student learning is just one component of a new set of principles to guide academic reform in post-secondary education.  This report will aid individual faculty and administrators seeking to leverage national calls for reform to institute innovative practices in their own institutions.

Miller, T. K., & Prince, J. S. (1976).  The future of student affairs: A guide to student development for tomorrow’s post-secondary education.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

 

Second component of the T.H.E. (Tomorrow’s Higher Education) Project; emphasizes reform in post-secondary education administration, especially student affairs.  While the authors do not refer to the creation of living/learning communities as an automatic part of reform, the reader can apply aspects of their argument to learning environment requirements.  Existing living/learning communities reflect some of the changes proposed in this book; for example, Miller and Prince assert that “the full potential of students will not be developed until the emotional and physical aspects of their growth are given as much attention as the cognitive dimension” (p. 2).  Today’s living/learning communities seek to develop this full potential through co-curricular activities that enhance students’ emotional, physical, and cognitive well-being.  Integration, collaboration, and equality, together with Arthur Chickering’s developmental vectors discussed in Education and Identity (1969), discussed in this book, are promoted in today’s living/learning communities.  Professionals responding to national calls for reform may find support in this work’s philosophical basis.

Wingspread Group on Post-secondary education. (1993).  An American imperative: Higher expectations for post-secondary education.  Racine, Wisconsin: Johnson Foundation.

 

Prominent critique of the state of undergraduate education in the United States that raises three main issues: institutions of post-secondary education must begin taking values seriously; they must put student learning first; and they must work steadfastly to create a nation of learners.  Warning signs are that the United States are no longer producing broadly educated graduates, and incidences of cheating and academic dishonesty are increasing.  A lack of academic integrity and ethics is affecting students nationally.  In the context of redesigning student learning initiatives such as living/learning communities, the Wingspread report states that institutions must tailor their programs, such as curriculum, schedules, support services, etc., to meet the needs of the students they admit, not the convenience of the faculty and staff.  Furthermore, the report suggests that colleges and universities must apply best practices in teaching and learning and indicates that new academic strategies are critically needed.

 

Focus on Student Learning in the Residential Setting

Included in this section is work that addresses how reform can be accomplished through learning communities, living/learning centers, residential colleges, etc.  These entries are both more specialized and supportive of arguments in favor of cross-institutional collaboration.  
 

ACUHO-I Residential College Task Force.  (1996, April).  The residential nexus– a focus on student learning.  Talking stick: Bringing academics to the residence halls, 13(7), 6-10.  

 

Indicates that advocates of recommitment to student learning as the goal of undergraduate education should continue stressing the importance of the residence hall to accomplishing this goal.  In this paper, strong arguments are made for partnering residential housing professionals and faculty members in a joint venture to create seamless out-of-classroom learning environments for students.  There are many different models for achieving this efficiently: residential colleges; living/learning centers; specialized residential programs connected to academic initiatives; residential academic assistance programs; residential learning centers designed for students who live and attend class together; first-year experience programs that offer unique housing assignments to increase new students’ awareness of academic resources; and computer labs and in-room computer networks within residence halls.  Variables such as architecture and interior design of residence facilities are examined in the context of the learning environment.

Alexander, F. K., & Robertson, D. E. (Eds.) (1998).  Residential colleges: Reforming American post-secondary education.  Louisville, Kentucky: Oxford International Round Table.

 

Comprehensive look into post-secondary education reform and the development of the residential college philosophy among US institutions of higher learning.  Part One offers a developmental approach to the residential college blueprint found in England at Oxford and Cambridge, with their ideals of fostering student learning, personal development, community, and good character among students.  Parts Two and Three examine the benefits and limitations of living and learning within the residential college, and provide an analysis of how residential colleges enhance student learning.  Part Four takes a look at the roles of technology and computing in the residential college.  Part Five provides the reader with several examples of residential communities in the United States such as Boston College, Murray State University, Iowa State University, and the State University of New York-Binghamton, as well as the challenges inherent in each initiative.  The final chapter forecasts the future of residential colleges and provides a glimpse of what university administrators should focus on for the years to come.     

Gabelnick, F., MacGregor, J., Matthews, R., & Smith, B. L.  (1990).  Learning communities: Creating connections among disciplines, students and faculty.  New Directions in Teaching and Learning, No. 41.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

 

Unique, comprehensive review of learning communities through chapters ranging from the genesis of learning communities on campus to the future of learning communities, together with a list of helpful resources.  The first few chapters analyze the fundamental philosophy and five basic models of learning communities, stressing that cooperation of all student affairs personnel is needed to develop and maintain successful learning communities.  The importance of developing effective faculty teams and implementing through an interdisciplinary approach is discussed at some length.  Participating faculty members provide positive perspectives and underscore the value of learning communities.  An in-depth discussion of the roles students play in the learning community is offered; various assessment measures evidence student enthusiasm for learning communities and the relationships they build within them.  A glimpse into the future of learning communities both inside and outside the world of post-secondary education, and a review of resources on learning communities useful to professionals considering implementing them, conclude the book.  

Lenning, O. T., & Ebbers, L. H.  (1999).  The powerful potential of learning communities: Improving education for the future.  Washington, DC: The George Washington University, Graduate School of Education and Human Development.

 

Comprehensive perspective on learning communities; defines what learning communities are and why institutions need to consider implementing them.  The basis for this is students’ need for a sense of community within the academic setting.  The authors introduce and define different types of learning communities: curricular learning communities, classroom learning communities, residential learning communities, and student-category learning communities.  Together with the benefits for both students and faculty, they describe results of previous studies of collaborative and cooperative learning.  Lenning and Ebbers also lay out diverse strategies for creating and implementing the most efficient and successful college student learning communities, placing significant emphasis placed on the concepts underlying active learning.  A case study involving learning communities at Iowa State University references specific problems and solutions.  The authors conclude by offering the reader a glimpse of future student and other types of learning communities, including faculty and virtual learning communities.

MacGregor, J., Cooper, J. L., Smith, C. A., & Robinson, P.  (2000).  Strategies for energizing large classes: From small groups to learning communities.  New Directions in Teaching and Learning, No. 81.  San Francisco:  Jossey-Bass.

 

Addresses the need for, and design and implementation of, successful learning communities; while most is in the context of the actual classroom environment, much of the information is also applicable in the context of the living/learning environment.  The authors recognize the problems and challenges of large, informal classrooms, and explain why moving to smaller learning environments would be beneficial to both students and institution.  Both informal and fundamental approaches to creating intensive activities are discussed.  With the desired end results being a more efficient active learning environment and a deeper sense of community, the authors discuss initiatives in depth that will advance these goals.  Faculty questions about moving toward a small learning community and away from a larger environment are addressed together with the framework for moving through these issues.  The concluding chapter discusses continued growth of small-group learning communities and ends with a list of resources for further research.

Ryan, M. B. (1992).  Residential colleges: A legacy of living and learning together.  Change, 24(5), 26-35.

 

Detailed summary of the historical foundations of residential colleges and their founding philosophies.  One of the earliest institutions to form the residential college as we know it was Merton in Oxford, in 1264.  The arrangement of buildings was intentional, centering on a chapel where students would come to worship and to absorb diligence, sobriety, chastity, and other personal virtues.  Merton’s interest in educating the whole student was not unlike what modern residential colleges seek to accomplish.  The author notes that from the beginning of American post-secondary education, there was concern not only with the training of minds, but also with the formation of character.  The formation of residential colleges with common residence, structured community, a shared intellectual environment, and a shared promotion of spiritual purpose and practice was intended to achieve this goal.  This type of environment is defined by the “Collegiate Way of Living” referenced in the article.

Schroeder, C. C., and Mable, P.  (1994).  Residence halls and the college experience: Past and present. In C. Schroeder & P. Mable (Eds.), Realizing the educational potential of residence halls  (pp. 3-21).  San Francisco:  Jossey-Bass.

 

Overview of the historical background of residence halls on college and university campuses, specifically early British and German models of post-secondary education.  This article explores the changing world of post-secondary education, citing recent criticisms of post-secondary education and student development structures.  It calls for restructuring residence halls to help meet individual institutions’ educational goals and academic goals of post-secondary education generally.  By examining current challenges residence life staff face, it argues for residence hall staffs to focus more effort on creating environments that support student learning rather than on managing physical facilities.  The authors strongly recommend that residence hall environments be structured such that leadership development, cultural understanding and appreciation, etc. are encouraged. 

Tinto, V.  (1997).  Classrooms as communities: Exploring the educational character of student persistence.  Journal of Post-secondary Education, 68(6), 599-622.
 

Examination into the effects of the Coordinated Studies Program (CSP) at Seattle Central Community College.  CSP students enroll in several courses that are tied together by a common theme.  The research project sought to ask if the CSP made a difference in students’ learning, and if so, how?  Results showed that CSP students reported higher levels of involvement in academic and social activities and greater perceived developmental gains over the course of one year than did students in comparable classes in the regular curriculum.  CSP students also reported more positive views of the college, its classes and climate, and their own involvement in the college.  Students in the CSP had a higher rate of retention.  Building of support groups, shared learning, and gaining a voice on the construction of knowledge were all positive components that influenced students in the program.  Tinto builds the case for programs advocating collaborative learning in the classroom.  It may be inferred that the addition of a residential living component would benefit students.

 

Topical Research

Program Assessment 

Included in this section are scholarly assessments of living/learning communities, addressing benefits and potential pitfalls. 

 

Altschuler, G. C., & Kramnick, I.  (1999, November 5).  A better idea has replaced ‘in loco parentis.’  Chronicle of Post-secondary education, 46(11), B8.

 

Opinion piece on how new living/learning communities, departing from the in loco parentis context, are changing the lives of college students for the better.  The environment in living/learning communities is contrasted with controlling style of the in loco parentis mission.  Examples include the University of Wisconsin at Madison and the University of Pennsylvania, where students and faculty come together for discussion groups and workshops that promote personal development and multiculturalism, and which subsequently are eliminating the boundaries between the intellectual and social life of students.  The creation of Cornell University’s living/learning community is also examined, where some faculty members are energized by the focus on engaged and integrative learning by the students, while others are reluctant to get involved because they see the foundation being laid for a return to the moral policing and strict supervision imposed by the in loco parentis philosophy.

Cross, P. K. (1998, July/August).  Why learning communities?  Why now?  About Campus, 3(3), 4-11.

 

Perspectives on the popularity of learning communities on campuses in terms of their compatibility with the changing nature of knowledge and outcomes research indicating educational benefits for participating students.  In a time of unparalleled public scrutiny, learning communities are helping post-secondary institutions to fulfill their missions of educating students for lives of work and service.  The term “learning community” is defined as a group of people engaged in intellectual interaction for the purpose of learning.  New theories on the learning styles of subgroups such as ethnic minorities and women have forced administrators to restructure the learning environment.  Collaborative learning is one approach to changing conventional views of student learning.   Cross believes that learning communities are popular based on three reasons: philosophical, research-based (because learning communities fit with what research tells us about learning), and pragmatic (because learning communities work).
Hart, D., & Smith, T.B.  (1993).  Residential colleges: Vestige or model for improving college residence halls.  In T.B. Smith (Ed.), Gateways: Residential colleges and the freshmen year experience.  The freshmen year experience (pp. 24-31).  Columbia, South Carolina: University of South Carolina.

 

Perceptions of the residential college and its effect on both students and faculty.  Hart and Smith identify the realities of the residence life environment and offer numerous examples of opportunities for educational and social growth within the residential college.  They stress the importance of focusing on academics in the development and implementation of the residential college as well as placing the highest emphasis on first-year students.  They address issues such as that students spend little time pursuing academic interests outside the classroom, because they perceive that good grades are sufficient evidence of learning.  Concluding the article are suggestions and recommendations, including the need for closer relations between faculty/staff and students, an enhanced academic environment on campus, more efficient delivery of services to students, and a creation of seamless learning environments incorporating academic stimulation both in and out of the classroom.

Jerome, J.  (1971).  The living-learning community.  Change, 3(5), 46-55.

 

Unique personal perspective on learning communities in society, not only on a university campus.  He argues that these communities are not solely seen as alternatives within colleges, but they are also seen as alternatives to college.  He uses the specific example of a learning community in Portland, Oregon in which unhappy faculty and students from a nearby college moved into a neighborhood and pursued education from a different context.  They eliminated the concepts of students, faculty, tuition, and salary, and met in environments that were open to anyone.  Participants pursued various educational interests as an alternative to the structured lifestyle of the neighboring college.  From the standpoint of living/learning communities within a university setting, the author provides both the positive (academic freedom and community) and negative views (cost and non-credit courses) regarding these communities.  The article presents a fairly liberal perspective regarding living/learning communities both on and off campus.  Tensions and challenges that are presented within the article clearly indicate that these perspectives are products of the era of change in which it was published.

 

Kuh, G. D. (1996).  Guiding principles for creating learning environments for undergraduates.  Journal of College Student Development, 37(2), 135-148.

 

Six principles to guide post-secondary institutions in their efforts to enhance student learning and personal development by intentionally integrating curricular goals and outcomes with students’ outside-the-classroom experiences.  The author reviews ten previously described conditions that foster the goals of student learning and personal development, and produce seamless learning environments that begin the integration of in-class and out-of-class experiences and learning.  In these seamless learning environments, students are asked to incorporate their life experiences to develop meaning in in-class activities and then apply that meaning to their lives outside of the classroom.  Kuh’s six guiding principles are: generating enthusiasm for institutional renewal; creating a common vision of learning; developing a common language; fostering collaboration and cross- functional dialogue; examining the influences of student cultures on student learning; and focusing on systemic change.  These guidelines are meant to reflect the range of activities that must be addressed in order to develop an ethos of learning, a characteristic of seamless learning environments. 

Levine, J. H., & Shapiro, N. S.  (2000, September/ October).  Hogwarts: The learning community.  About Campus, 5(4), 8-13.

 

Humorous yet serious perspective on the learning community through analysis of the Hogwarts School of Witchcraft and Wizardry featured in J.K. Rowlings’s popular “Harry Potter” book series.  The authors suggest that to learn about or even implement a productive learning community, one need look no further than this fictional facility.  One element of a successful learning community is the promotion of diversity and the respect for differences among individuals, and anyone who is familiar with the book knows that Hogwarts not only promotes diversity, but also that its physical, social, residential, and “educational” framework also rival that of many colleges and universities.  Learning communities and active learning strategies, exemplified at Hogwarts, are among the innovative strategies of university administrators to dramatically improve undergraduate education and personal development.  Another key component of education at Hogwarts is civic responsibility, which is also part of the mission of living/learning programs.

Newell, W. H.  (1999, May-June).  The promise of integrative learning.  About Campus, 4(2), 17-23.

 

Explanation of integrative learning and its elements, with both historical background and argument why it is needed; discussion of residential learning, service learning, and learning communities and how they contribute to integrative learning.  In the context of residential learning, the author suggests that housing staff might help students enrolled in a required general education class in social sciences to use those academic perspectives to bring awareness to the sources of conflicts over loud stereos, hall security, and vandalism.  Specific examples of learning communities that exhibit integrative learning are also presented.  Furthermore, the author states that the examples of residential learning, service learning, and learning communities suggest that educational experiences we normally think of as separate can appropriately and productively be viewed as forms of integrative learning.  Challenges and potential dangers of integrative learning are explored near the conclusion of the article, as are ways in which to create this type of learning while minimizing potential risks. 

Schroeder, C. C. (1999).  Forging educational partnerships that advance student learning.  In G. S. Blimling, E. J. Whitt, E.J. (Eds.), Good practice in student affairs: Principles that foster student learning (pp. 133-156).  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

 

Argument for educational partnerships and their importance in creating seamless learning environments and promoting the integration of in-class and out-of-class activities.  Citing the challenges of forming educational partnerships, the author provides specific examples of institutional efforts to promote student learning by developing educational partnerships across the university.  At the heart of these collaborations are promoting freshmen success; transforming student government into a learning organization; fostering civic engagement through service learning; strengthening community to enhance student learning; establishing and articulating institutional expectations; and reinvigorating undergraduate education through values exploration.  The author concludes with 10 recommendations for building educational partnerships to benefit both the students and the institution, including: using assessment techniques to identify themes and problems that warrant institutional collaboration; building partnerships around the shared visions of several departments; and recognizing and honoring faculty and academic administrators who participate in collaborative partnerships.  

Smith, T. B. (1992).  Retrieving a tradition, projecting a future.  Proceedings of the annual international conference of residential colleges and living/learning centers.  Kirksville, Missouri: Northeast Missouri State University.

 

Review of proceedings and programs of the first annual international conference of residential colleges and living/learning centers held at Northeast Missouri State University.  The conference programs and proceedings included discussions of historical and new programs at institutions across the country, including Rice University, the University of Southern California, Northeast Missouri State University, Northwestern, and Brigham Young University, as well as abroad (the University of Kent in the UK).  Further discussion revolves around involving faculty in residential programs as well as involving students in these living/learning initiatives.  Program leaders review evaluation of their respective institutions’ living/learning centers.  The author has combined the program papers from this conference to provide the reader with examples of living/learning centers, their development, implementation and administration, structure and curriculum, academic and social benefits, challenges, and program evaluation and student assessment.  A concluding paper offers insights into the present and future of the residential colleges.

Warren, R. G. (1997).  Engaging students in active learning.  About Campus, 2(1), 16-20.

 

Broad definition of active learning and discussion of active learning’s structure and potential to revolutionize instruction and campus academic culture, and heighten students’ enthusiasm for education.  The author recommends ways for educators to orient students to the process of active learning.  He explains that because active learning is new to most entering students, it is important to be explicit about how each method works, and the advantages and challenges of each.  Also important is familiarizing students with the structure and framework of active learning activities in the hope of increasing proficiency in learning.  Helping students to develop measures of their own success in college, and allowing all students to experience active learning opportunities in visible settings, are also key practices.  Student-led seminars and workshops for student and institutional benefit are effective ways to allow all students to experience active learning opportunities.  The author also addresses the reluctance of many faculty to move away from the lecture format and implement active learning activities.

 

Large-scale Studies

Included in this section are large-scale research studies in support of living/learning centers.

 

Arminio, J.  (1994).  Living-learning centers: Offering college students an enhanced college experience.  Journal of College and University Student Housing, 24(1), 12-17.

 

Assessment study of effect of residing in a living/learning center (L/LC) at a large university on the overall college experience of undergraduate resident students.  This study assessed how satisfaction levels of University of Maryland students living in L/LCs compare to those of residents in non-L/LCs in residence halls of similar size.  St. Mary’s Language house, an apartment-style residential facility where students were grouped in clusters and immersed in a particular language and culture.  Evaluations revealed differential perspectives between St. Mary’s Language House residents and residents of other campus residential facilities without an L/LC, as well as differences in satisfaction with community living, physical facilities, safety and security, and residence life staff and services.  L/LC residents gave more positive responses on those components than did residents of non-L/LC facilities.  Overall, the study revealed that the L/LC residents reported greater college satisfaction than did those who did not have the benefit of an L/LC environment.   

Blimling, G. S., & Hample, D.  (1979).  Structuring the peer environment in residence halls to increase academic performance in average-ability students.  Journal of College Student Personnel, 20(4), 310-316.

 

Two-year longitudinal study of a structured study environment within residence halls with the problem statement, If the peer environment in a residential living unit is designed in such a way as to create common academic goals, can college students of average academic ability from various disciplines benefit by achieving better grades?  Fourteen special residential “study floors” accommodating 40 students each were made available to students who held common interests, and these floors incorporated elements of a collaborative and integrative environment conducive to student learning.  In a study of the grade performances of more than 1,200 undergraduate students, grade performance was marginally better for students who resided on the study floors.  The results of the study indicate that living on a study floor can improve grade point average by at least 0.05 points to as much as 0.20 points per quarter.  These results suggest that restructuring a residence hall environment to favor academic pursuits helps students realize academic success.  

Cote, J. E., & Levine, C.  (1997).  Student motivations, learning environments, and human capital acquisition: Toward an integrated paradigm of student development.  Journal of College Student Development, 38, 229-243.

 

Methods and results of an extensive study of the motivations that drive students in learning environments and what they gain from their experiences; detailed discussion of the results and their implications for the student affairs profession.  Findings indicate the importance of motivating students to engage in reciprocal relationships with their learning environments (“integrated paradigm of student development”) in order to develop academic and social competencies (“human capital skills”).    In a list of motivating factors, personal-intellectual  (interest in personal growth and learning) and careerist-materialist (seeing the university as a means of gaining money and career) development were most strongly and consistently associated with the acquisition of human capital skills.  For student affairs practitioners, this study provides useful diagnostic indicators, models for building and modifying programs, and the empirical data necessary to imply how many practitioners might assess and apply these models.

Murrell, S. P., Denzine, G., & Murrell, P. H.  (1998).  Community college residence halls: A hidden treasure.  Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 22(7), 663-674.
 

Findings of a nationwide study that residence life professionals are higher contributors to the academic environment in living communities than are residential peers.  The purpose of this study was to analyze student perceptions of the academic environment in college residence halls, extending this analysis to the community college.  The Assessment for Living and Learning (ALL) was used to measure students’ perceptions of support for class attendance and studying, of staff efforts to publicize critical information, of conversations related to academic work, and of respect for students’ needs for an environment conducive to study.  The results provide positive data for the 23 percent of US community colleges that have residence halls, providing living accommodations for approximately 248,000 students.  Ways in which community colleges can reevaluate the educational potential of residence halls are recommended.  Citing the need for further research, call raise awareness of community college residence halls as understudied environments in post-secondary education. 

Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T.  (1991).  How college affects students.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

 

Widely considered the premier study of the impact of college characteristics on student learning and outcomes in post-secondary education; synthesis of over 2,600 studies examining how a multitude of different characteristics of college life affects students.  This longitudinal study examined the net effects of how college students change in the context of learning and cognition, attitudes and values, psychosocial changes, and moral development, together with the long-term effects of college on socioeconomic status, quality of life, and intergenerational effects in families.  It included multivariate analysis of the impact of dependent variables (college classification, control, size, selectivity, racial and gender composition, and cultural environment) and independent variables (location of residence, major field of study, interpersonal involvement, and extracurricular involvement).  Of all the latter, living on campus was the most consistent within-college determinant.  (The above variables are a representative list of those included in the study.)

Rice, N. D., & Lightsey, O. R.  (2001).  Freshmen living learning community: Relationship to academic success and affective development.  The Journal of College and University Student Housing, 30(1), 11-17.

 

Results of a study that comparing the effectiveness of a traditional first-year living/learning center that included a First-year Year Experience (FYE) course to an FYE course separate from the traditional living/learning program; examination of the limitations of the experimental design.  The focus of this study was program effectiveness across the sampled population and across race and gender lines, using as instruments the Generalized Self-Efficacy Scale and Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale.  Among the results, students in the living/learning program with the FYE component earned somewhat higher GPA (p=.013), which was attributed to increased involvement in classes, better faculty-student interaction, sense of community, and structured hall activities.  Results also showed that African-American students experienced higher self-esteem, with lower GPAs, than did white students.  Explanations for lower GPA may include effects of uncontrolled variables such as socioeconomic status and academic preparation.  There were no significant differences in the scores of men versus those of women.
 

Emerging Research

This section features dissertations in the area of student learning and promoting living/learning centers.  The number of such dissertations suggests this as a burgeoning field for emerging scholars of post-secondary education.  Within this emerging research is a subset of studies indicating that not all residential arrangements designed to support student learning are successful, and emphasizing the need for further research and modification.  

 

Abstracts and .pdf previews for each study can be found on-line at the following web address: http://wwwlib.umi.com/dissertations/fullcit/and then by adding the ending seven digits found each study’s publication number in each of the citations below.  

For example: http://wwwlib.umi.com/dissertations/fullcit/8423327 for the Ballou study (publication number: AAT 8423227).

 

Ballou, R. A.  (1984).  An analysis of first-year students’ perception of the living environment, behavior and academic achievement in the residence hall systems of twelve colleges and universities.  Retrieved November 30, 2001, from UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertations Dissertations, Publication Number: AAT 8423327).  
 

Analysis of the differences between first-year students’ perceptions of their living environments, behavior, and academic performance in the six most common campus residential arrangements for first-year students on university campuses.  Twelve small liberal arts colleges participated in the study.  The six most common residence hall arrangements were first-year men, first-year women, first-year coeducational, upper division men, upper division women, and upper division coeducational.  Over two thousand students completed the University Residence Environment Scale and a second questionnaire designed to elicit information about their behaviors, attitudes, and beliefs in college as well as a number of other variables, including extracurricular involvement, housing preference, academic achievement, and intellectual pursuits.  Among the findings were significant differences between residence hall types in terms of student perceptions of emotional support, internal competition, student influence, and innovation.  Residence hall type was not shown to have an effect on grade point average or behavior.  The author suggests that more research is necessary to determine reasons for significant differences in the living environments of liberal arts and comprehensive institutions.

Bohl-Fabian, L. J. (1997).  An experimental study of the effects of participating in a collaborative learning community on new student outcomes.  Retrieved February 2, 2002, from UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertations (Dissertations, Publication Number: AAT 9732241).   

 

Experimental study to measure the effects of participating in a collaborative learning community on new student outcomes.   This study of first-year students at Lock Haven University of Pennsylvania measured the learning outcomes of participants in a collaborative learning community.  Once it was determined that students had experienced a collaborative learning community environment, its short-term and long-term effects were measured.  Writing proficiency, intellectual development, grade-point averages, retention rates, and interest in academic subjects were the learning outcomes measured.  An experimental group was placed in the college learning community and compared to a control group enrolled in courses with similar content but taught according to traditional instruction techniques.  Short-term effects were measured by comparing differences in mean scores on post-tests administered to two groups.  They indicated no significant differences between the two groups, although a follow-up survey at the end of the semester indicated a significant enhancement of student academic and social experiences.

Capalbo, R. F. (1990).  A comparative study of the quality of student life as perceived by a selected group of resident students.  Retrieved February 2, 2002, from UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertations (Dissertations, Publication Number: AAT 9101658).  

 

Study to determine whether students living in an all first-year campus environment would exert higher-quality effort to take advantage of opportunities for learning than would those living in a mixed lower-division environment.  The College Student Experiences questionnaire was administered to 400 students at a large four-year, private institution in New England.  This comparative study sought to determine whether quality of effort committed to the educational experience varied by location of residence and gender.  Half of the first-year students were housed together on a first-year-only satellite campus approximately two miles from the main campus.  The other half were assigned to a lower-division residential area with some first-year and sophomore students in adjoining rooms.  The results indicated that students living on the first-year only campus did not exert higher quality academic effort than did those living on the mixed-division campus.  With respect to gender, however, except in the case of athletics and science/technology studies, women did exert higher quality effort regardless where they lived.

Czupryn, K. A. (1989).  Academic achievement and academic satisfaction as a function of person-environment fit. Retrieved February 2, 2002, from UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertations (Dissertations, Publication Number: AAT 9004671).  

 

Study to determine whether student fit with the surrounding environment within the residence hall affects academic achievement and academic satisfaction of undergraduate students.  Instruments used for the study include the University Residence Environment Survey and the Academic Satisfaction Survey.  Two hundred seventy-two students in university residence halls participated in this study.  The research questions include: Do the measures of person-environment fit predict both academic achievement and academic satisfaction?  Which measure of fit is the best predictor of academic achievement? of academic satisfaction?  Is the measure of fit that best predicts academic achievement and academic satisfaction the same for both genders?  The findings suggested that there was a cluster of person-environment fit variables that indicated a significant relationship with academic achievement and academic satisfaction.  There were also significant differences between men and women.  Additional results from the study, not included here, are also worth reviewing.

Fields, V.  (1991).  An investigation into factors affecting academic success associated with on-campus and off-campus living experiences for African-American undergraduate students at Iowa State University (on campus housing).  Retrieved February 2, 2002, UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertations (Dissertations, Publication Number: AAT 9212143).  

 

Case study to assess whether on-campus housing location versus off-campus housing location affected academic achievement of African-American students.  With grade point average used as a measure, the results of this study indicate no significant difference between the academic performances of African-American students residing either on- or off-campus.  These results also revealed possible improvements in accommodations that would support development of academic initiatives, as well as peer and personal support programs, to meet the needs of African-American students and other students of color.  Additional recommendations included establishing a mentoring program and training housing staff to deal with cultural issues; this is especially critical for African-American students, as they make the transition to college, in identifying the most supportive housing arrangement.

Freeman, M.G.  (1988).  A study of the relationship of honors students’ residential environment, college of enrollment, and gender to quality of effort and student involvement.  Retrieved November 16, 2001, from UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertations (Dissertations, Publication Number: AAT 8824500).  

 

Investigation into whether students who live in a living/learning environment designated honors become more involved in university activities than do honors students who live either in other types of residence halls or off-campus.  Using the College Student Experiences questionnaire, Freeman discovered that honors students with off-campus living arrangements had the least amount of involvement.  Furthermore, the findings suggest that the residential environment accounted for a significant difference among students’ participation in extra-curricular activities.  Honors students in traditional residence hall settings were found to be more active in co-curricular activities than honors students who lived in the honors living/learning center.  There was no significant difference in regard to curricular activities except for honors students’ involvement in science and technological activities.  Freeman concludes that a stronger correlation exists between involvement in curricular and co-curricular activities and academic programs than between such involvement and either place of residence or gender.  With respect to gender, however, findings indicated that women were more involved with faculty in academic initiatives, and had a higher rate of participation in fine arts activities, and in clubs and organizations.

Harris, R. L. (1993).  An investigation of the relationship between personal involvement with students and burnout among resident assistants.  Retrieved February 2, 2002, from UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertations (Dissertations, Publication Number: AAT 8407189).  

 

Study in which 52 residence hall assistants at the University of Georgia were subjects of an investigation of relationships among three variables: personal involvement with students, burnout, and the subjects perceptions of the residence hall environment.  The author emphasizes the needs for such a study in order to increase the effective management of residence hall programs, citing the stress involved in this work and the increasing need for more residence hall assistants.  Degree and quality of personal involvement as well as perceptions of residence hall environments were measured using the University Residence Hall Environment Scale.  The findings indicated residence assistants who experienced burnout had been less effective in relationships with students.  Positive relationships existed between residence hall assistants’ perceptions of the environment and degree and quality of personal involvement.  Women residence assistants scored higher than men on the burnout measure and indicated a higher quality of personal involvement with students.  This type of study is useful in designing selection and training of residence hall assistants for an effective living/learning residence facility.  

Henscheid, J. M.  (1996).  Residential learning communities and the freshman year.  Retrieved February 2, 2002, from UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertations (Dissertations, Publication Number: AAT 9711505).  

 

Studies effectiveness of university policy of housing first-year students together within residential living/learning communities in an effort to close the gap between classroom and out-of-class activities.  The premise of this study was that such placement would result in better in- and out-of-class integration for first-year students.  Among the research questions were:  How would such placement motivate first-year students to interact with each other around academic subjects?  Living in a first-year living/learning center, Heinscheid became a participant observer in two residential learning communities within which first-year students were housed contiguously, collecting data for this qualitative study through individual and group interviews.  In comparative analysis, five conditions emerged as impacting factors: the [environmental?] conditions of the residence halls; the attributes of first-year students; the nature of entry-level college courses; the attributes of paraprofessionals; and the nature of first-year orientation courses.   From this emerged the theory that first-year students housed as a group in living/learning communities are not motivated to interact around academic subjects, and that such a residence arrangement actually impedes this kind of interaction.  

Hetzel, R. J. (1994).  The effects of residence hall renovation on student perceptions of social climate and living environments.  Retrieved February 2, 2002, from UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertations (Dissertations, Publication Number:  AAT 9503715).  

 

Examines whether differences exist in the social climate based on the physical living environment of two groups of residence hall students.  One hundred thirty-four first- and second-year students from the University of Wisconsin-Whitewater living in two adjacent high-rise residence halls, one renovated, the other non-renovated, participated in this study.  The University Residence Environment Scale and a Residence Hall Information Form were used to collect data on student perceptions.  The findings indicated that first- and second-year students who lived in the non-renovated high-rise rated their living environments significantly higher in Involvement and Emotional Support than first and second year students in the renovated hall.  Second-year students who lived in both residence halls rated their environments significantly higher in Independence than did first-year students.  This kind of study may be useful in predicting the impact of residence hall environment on different aspects of student life.

Jacobs, B. A.  (1995).  Learning the ropes: Undergraduate socialization in a residential setting (residence halls).  Retrieved February 2, 2002, from UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertations (Dissertations, Publication Number:  AAT 9601796).    

 

Studies how and from whom students learn to conduct themselves in a residential setting at a liberal arts college.   In this study of the process of socialization of new college students, the author gathered data through interviews and observations of individual and group activities, reaching six specific conclusions: upper-division students are the most important factor in the socialization of first-year students; understanding the language was crucial to new students’ learning how to get along in their new environment; involvement was important to the students as part of their socialization to the collegiate environment; achieving academic success combined learning from the faculty and learning from the upper-division students; the fraternity and sorority system played a key role in the socialization of new students; and, finally, returning student staff members were key socialization agents for new students.  This type of study may be helpful in institutional decisions regarding contiguous or mixed housing for first-year students, and in assigning and training residence hall assistants to facilitate new students’ transition to college. 

Kerr, K. G.  (1998).  Residence hall social climates and student learning: An analysis of four residential settings at the University of Delaware.  Retrieved February 2, 2002, from UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertations (Dissertations, Publication Number:  AAT 9831508).  

 

Mixed qualitative and quantitative method study of the social climates of four residence halls at the University of Delaware and the relationships between social climate, gender, and student learning.  This study includes three position papers; the first is a review of the literature on residence halls, learning, and women, together with background information about the residence life office at the University of Delaware.  The second summarizes Kerr’s research, in which she used the University Residence Environment Scale along with student interviews to assess social climate.  Analysis of grade point averages and other student data suggests indirect effects of the social climate in the residence halls.  Position paper three includes implications of such variables as alcohol use, faculty and resident assistant contact with students, architecture and physical structures affecting social climate, hall government, and programming. 
Nicklaus, H. E., Jr.  (1991).  Relationship of a wellness residence hall environment and student sense of competence and academic achievement.  Retrieved February 2, 2002, from UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertations (Dissertations, Publication Number: AAT 9123552).  

 

Study at a mid-sized, midwestern state institution of the relationships between student-environment fit and sense of competence and academic achievement of first-year students in “wellness” residence halls.  The University Residence Environment Scale and A Sense of Competence Scale were used to gather data on interpersonal and intellectual competence.  The results indicated that first-year students living in the wellness residence halls did not feel their environments were as emotionally supportive as they would have liked.  Moreover, the participants indicated that more emphasis was needed on academic and intellectual stimulation within the residence hall; many of the participants described their residential settings as too competitive.  When results were analyzed for difference in gender, women indicated that there was too much emphasis placed on dating, social activities, and competition, and not enough on intellectual stimulation.  Women also rated the organization of the living environments much lower than did men.   

Obetz, S. A. (1992).  Student satisfaction with residence and GPA as a function of person-environment fit in the residence halls on a college campus.  Retrieved February 2, 2002, from UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertations (Dissertations, Publication Number: AAT 9308639).  

 

Studies the relationship between degree of person-environment fit and students’ grade point averages and satisfaction with residence.  The University Residence Environment Scale (URES) was the instrument used to measure the level of person-environment fit and students’ GPAs and their satisfaction with residence and grade point average.  Seventy-five students living in on-campus residential facilities at a small private college participated in this study.  (The process of determining fit is explained in full detail in the study.)  Results indicated that a good fit on the Emotional Support subscale of the URES and a poor fit on the Competition subscale was predictive of high satisfaction with the residential environment, while a good fit on the Academic Achievement subscale and a poor fit on the Involvement subscale was predictive of high grade point average.  Interviews with the participants supported these findings according to the person-environment fit model.  Some participant interviews with participants introduced additional factors that may also have affected GPA and satisfaction with residence.

Ring, M. E. (1981).  The relationship of social climate and satisfaction in university residence halls.  Retrieved February 2, 2002, from UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertations (Dissertations, Publication Number: AAT 8223720).  

 

Quantitative study analyzing relationships between social climate, level of satisfaction, and gender variables within university residence halls; stresses importance of student satisfaction and peer group experience in residence halls.  Residents of three different residence halls, an all-men residence hall, an all-women residence hall, and a coeducational residence hall participated.  Data collected using the University Residence Environment Scale evidenced that despite residence halls being similar in architectural style, number of residents, and location within the university setting, the social climate of the all-male residence hall differed from that of the all-female hall.  No significant differences were recorded in the perceived social climates of men and women in the coeducational residence hall, suggesting that the environment of a single-gender facility, not gender-specific responses to residence halls generally, are responsible for perceptual differences.  These findings are important for programs designed to address resident satisfaction with residence environment, residence hall program planning, and joint initiatives of residence life and academic affairs.       

Robinson, J. J. (1999).  The effects of three different residential environments on academic performance, progress, and retention of first-year university students (freshmen).  Retrieved February 2, 2002, from UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertations (Dissertations, Publication Number: AAT 9934996).  

 

Quantitative/qualitative study of the effect of residence on academic performance, progress, and persistence in first-year students at a large public university.  The quantitative component of the research compares the grade point averages, number of credits attempted, number of credits completed, and re-enrollment, in three populations of first-year students: those living in a special first-year experience residence program; those living in mixed populations with other first-year students and upper-division students; and those living outside the residence halls.  The results indicated that first-year students who live on campus achieve significantly higher performance, progress, and persistence, than do first-year students who live off-campus.  The qualitative component revealed the connection between academics and residence halls; university affiliation; assessment of residence halls; interpersonal relationships and experiential education; self-definition; identity within group, and conflicts between individual and group; assessment of the academic community; and student perspectives on knowledge and the creation of meaning.  This information is useful to administrators in anticipating outcomes of joint housing and academic endeavors.

Rong, Y. (1997).  Residence hall academic atmosphere: Perceptions of faculty, students, and student affairs personnel.  Retrieved February 2, 2002, from UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertations (Dissertations, Publication Number: AAT 9737429).  

 

Examines faculty, student, and student affairs personnel’s perceptions of the academic atmosphere in university residence halls; concludes with recommendations for further research.  In the absence of evaluation by student affairs personnel and interest on the part of faculty, there has been no formal analysis of the differing perceptions of residence hall programs in connecting cognitive and affective learning experiences.  The current literature indicates that there is such a link, however, and Rong implemented a Likert scale survey to collect data on perceptions of academic atmosphere in residence halls.  Analysis indicated that the four groups in the study held significantly different perceptions of the academic programs and services available in the residence halls.  Differences were manifested in student behaviors; group impact on academic atmosphere; and perceptions of students’ own roles in the promotion of a successful academic environment in the residence halls.  Interestingly, while students and residence hall staff had differing perceptions of academic atmosphere in the residence hall, faculty and other student affairs personnel held no negative perceptions.     
Rowe, L. P. (1998).  ‘The least thing you hear about in a dorm’: Cultural themes for academic activity in a women’s residence hall at a public comprehensive university.  Retrieved February 2, 2002, from UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertations (Dissertations, Publication Number: AAT 9902316).  

 

Analysis of how students experience daily academic activity on a women’s floor of a residence hall.  This qualitative study, conducted at a large four-year public university in the southern United States, is based on interviews and participant observations for one academic year.  The women’s floor residents interpreted their social and academic activities as separate and unequal components of college life. The residence hall was seen as a “haven” from the academic pressures and other stressors in students’ lives.  Various cultural themes emerging from the data are included in the discussion, together with recommendations for further research and implications for administrative practice.  The identification of themes relevant to the integration of living and learning in university residence halls concludes the study, which confirms the need to connect living and learning in residence hall environments.

Trippi, J.  (1997).  The influence of residence assignment conditions on the college grade performance and persistence of black freshmen attending a predominantly white university campus.  Retrieved February 2, 2002, from UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertations (Dissertations, Publication Number: AAT 8728086).  

 

Addresses four main questions centering on the impact of residential facility assignment conditions on the college grade performance and persistence of African-American first-year students at a predominantly white institution.  This study was conducted at the University Park campus of Penn State University with a sample of approximately three hundred black students, with women slightly outnumbering men.  The results of the study indicated that for black men, college persistence was influenced solely by grade performance at the end of the freshmen year and not by the characteristics of the residential environment. However, for black women, roommate characteristics and racial grouping in the residence hall unit were major determinants of college grade performance and persistence.  According to the researcher, these findings suggest that black women students should be matched with roommates who are: “(a) white, (b) carry positive pre-college academic records, (c) from families with higher incomes, and that these black freshmen should be placed in residence halls which house other black students.”  This matching process should be followed in order to achieve positive grade performance and persistence for African-American first-year students.

Wright, T. F. (1998).  The effects of residence hall type on student perceptions of social climate and living environment at Appalachian State University.  Retrieved February 2, 2002, from UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertations (Dissertations, Publication Number:  AAT 9907866). 

 

Study to provide environmental feedback on three different types of living arrangements in the residence halls at Appalachian State University.  Specifically, Wright sought to determine what, if any, differences exist in the perceptions of the social climate and living environments within an honors hall, a living/learning center, and a conventional residence hall.  The University Residence Environment Scale with its ten subscales provided the student feedback for the study.  Data analysis indicated significant differences in seven of the instrument’s subscales.  Only Emotional Support, Competition, and Order and Organization were not significantly different according to type of residence hall.  The results support the conclusion that differences in climate exist between residence halls with an academic emphasis and conventional residence halls, and between academic residence halls themselves.

 

Best Practices

Guidelines for Creating Living/Learning Communities

Included in this section are articles and research studies that offer general and specific guidelines for initiating living/learning communities.  These resources may benefit student affairs and other professionals seeking support from the literature on both the rationale and the means for developing living/learning communities on their campuses.
 

Brazzell, J. C., & Reisser, L. (1999).  Creating inclusive communities.  In G. S. Blimling, & E. J. Whitt (Eds.), Good Practice in Student Affairs: Principles that foster student learning (pp. 157-177).  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

 

Specific examples of universities’ attempts to create inclusive communities.  With the rise in popularity of the concept of living-learning communities, understanding the essential elements of supportive, inclusive communities is key to success in planning and development.  These include valuing diversity; promoting social responsibility; encouraging thoughtful discussion and debate on various topics; recognizing individual and community accomplishments; and fostering a sense of belonging among the community members.  The authors discuss the impact of learning communities embodying these characteristics on student development, student retention and success, and community in a multicultural society, together with the impact of technology on community.  They conclude their chapter by recommending strategies for creating supportive learning communities: encourage regular interactions among students and provide a foundation for ongoing relationships, and offer opportunities for collaborative learning and the sharing of interests.

Brown, R. D., Knoll, R. E., Donaldson, C., & Ensz, G.  (1975).  Making a living-learning unit work: one student, one professor and an idea.  Journal of College Student Personnel, 16(1), 24-27.

 

Creating a living/learning environment within a residence hall at the University of Nebraska.  The authors took part in developing and evaluating the program, and spoke with both faculty and students to gather their recollections and opinions, especially the rewarding aspects for both groups.  The idea of an environment free of theft, loud noise, vandalism, and otherwise non-intellectual activities was proposed to a faculty member who was seeking innovative ways to teach more effectively.  This new environment would establish a living/learning community of students interested in creating a sense of community and intellectual atmosphere on one floor of a residence hall.  Seminars, study groups, social activities, and special events were initiated to further meet the needs of these students.  A control group was also established to categorize the differences in attitudes and values between students in the living/learning environment and those in other housing arrangements.  Quantifiable distinctions such as higher grade point averages did not emerge, and students did not report their academic work to be less difficult, but in terms of a new intellectual atmosphere and sense of community, participants rated the program as a success.  

Rowe, L. P.  (1981). Environmental structuring: Residence halls as living learning centers.  In G. S. Blimling & J. H. Schuh (Eds.), Increasing the educational role of residence halls (pp. 51-64).  New Directions for Student Services, No. 13.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

 

The living/learning center model allows residence educators an arena for promoting growth and education of the student as a whole person.  Strong academic support services, adequate facilities, a small population, student involvement in every aspect of campus life, and an openness to change make living/learning centers markedly advantageous environments.  There are distinct purposes for this book chapter, the first of which is to identify the philosophical foundation and a historical context for the development of living/learning centers, to provide examples of living/learning center structures, and to develop an operational definition of living/learning centers.  The second purpose is to evaluate ten components of the typical living/learning center and explore areas of concern within each of those ten components: the philosophy and goals; the administration; the selections, contracts, and requirements; the size and characteristics of the resident population; the programming; the relationship to the university at large; the budget and funding; the staff and staff training; the facilities; and the evaluation.

Schroeder, C. C.  (1994).  Developing learning communities.  In C. Schroeder & P. Mable (Eds.), Realizing the educational potential of residence halls (pp. 165-189).  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

 

Book chapter with particular significance to the student affairs practitioner committed to developing inclusive living/learning communities in the residence halls of her or his institution.  The author gives a working definition of learning communities, and cites as the impetus behind the movement enhancing the student academic experience by maximizing peer-group influences through learning communities.  Schroeder discusses strategies for implementing effective learning communities, and describes the four essential elements of effective learning communities: involvement, investment, influence, and identity.  Highlighted features of learning communities include common curricular experiences, promotion of multiculturalism and service learning, addressing the needs of students who are undecided on a particular major, and finally, the first-year experience.  Concluding the article is a review of the needs for new roles given the current criticisms of post-secondary education.  Three particular elements -- total quality management, establishing a sense of community, and the continued promotion of student learning -- are examined in relation to the development of campus learning communities. 

Schroeder, C. C., & Hurst, J. C.  (1996).  Designing learning environments that integrate and cocurricular experiences.  Journal of College Student Development, 37(2), 174-181.

 

Describes conditions for an optimal learning environment (involvement; challenge; support; structure; feedback; application; and integration) and their interaction with Boyer’s six principles (a healthy and just community; a disciplined community; a community with a principle of caring; a celebrative community; a purposeful community, and a community that promotes respect) for a healthy campus environment.  Schroeder and Hurst provide the details of Building Community for Student Success, Wakonse Learning Community, and Freshmen Interest Group (FIG), three examples of programs that integrate these characteristics and principles in the design of learning environments at the micro and macro levels of a post-secondary institution.  Realizing the potential of the educational opportunities at hand requires cooperation between student affairs and academic affairs to create a common perspective of learning on our campuses that prioritizes integration of curricular and co-curricular experiences to ensure students’ successful educational and social integration.

Shapiro, N. S., & Levine, J. H.  (1999).  Creating learning communities: A practical guide to winning support, organizing for change, and implementing programs. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

 

Comprehensive guidebook for professional educators interested in developing a learning community on college and university campuses, as well as for administrators who want to evaluate existing learning communities.  This book discusses learning communities in the context of the need for university administrators to implement them.  Specific examples of types and models of learning communities across the country are evaluated, including cluster courses, cohorts in large courses, team-taught programs, and residence-based programs.  Shapiro and Levine advocate creating a new academic culture that supports and promotes these learning communities, and developing creative curricula to establish and maintain this culture.  New faculty roles, faculty reassignment of duties, and new partnerships between student affairs divisions and academic affairs divisions are among numerous ideas that the authors suggest for the interested reader.  Finally, they discuss the evaluation of existing learning communities in terms of their impact on the lives of faculty and students, and on the institution.

Shapiro, N. S., & Levine, J. H.  (1999).  Introducing learning communities to your campus.  About Campus, 4(5), 2-10.

 

In-depth look at the rising importance of restructuring student learning on campus to create seamless environments in which students can achieve academic and social success and integration within the campus setting.  An exemplary section references the University of Maryland-College Park’s model of a learning community established to enable students to achieve academic and social integration and success.  The authors present many of the key issues involving the creation of such a community, including campus culture and curriculum as well as resistance to the program.  They also stress the importance of building collaborative partnerships with the university administration and developing redefined roles for faculty participants of the learning communities.  Constant assessment of each component of the program is a tool to improve the communities in the long run and help administrators reach desired outcomes.  Other key issues are indicated in an overview of research on how learning communities affect the students, faculty, and institution as a whole.

 

The Case for Faculty Engagement

Included in this section are articles and studies that identify specific guidelines for engaging faculty in the living/learning movement on campuses, and reactions to the movement within post-secondary education.
 

Colwell, B. W., & Lifka, T. E.  (1983).  Faculty involvement in residential life.  Journal of College and University Student Housing, 13(1), 9-14.

 

Comprehensive description of the most effective ways to involve faculty in residence halls.  By examining four different types of faculty involvement (residential colleges, first-year student advisor cluster programs, faculty associates program, and ad-hoc programs), Colwell and Lifka caution that institutions should not be so eager to institute a living/learning program that they neglect careful planning of each step.  They also conclude that institutions should not leave the management of the faculty component to inexperienced student affairs practitioners, and they strongly advise honest program evaluation.  Institutions should avoid discouraging faculty members eager to assist in planning and implementing faculty programs for residence halls, being willing to experiment with many different approaches to engaging faculty and phase out programs that do not work.  The authors also raise issues concerning recruitment and remuneration of faculty participants.

Eddy, J., Herman, D. E., & Milani, J. R., Jr.  (1982).  Faculty model in student housing.  Journal of College Student Personnel, 23, 166-167.  

 

Description of faculty involvement in the residence halls at the University of Maryland-Baltimore County.  Faculty involvement was introduced as a means for increasing retention percentages at this institution.  In the UMBC program, faculty roles include leading small group discussions about such topics as freshmen survival, test anxiety, the use and abuse of faculty, career aspirations, goal setting, decision-making, and finally, problem solving.  The faculty member becomes a hall consultant to assist with issues and projects within the residential environment.  In essence, the faculty member assumes the role of student mentor.  There is a predetermined sequence to the group discussions that are offered to the students, in an effort to provide efficient mentoring at the time it is most needed.  For example, the decision-making discussion is led one week prior to pre-registration for classes.  Evaluations of the program have indicated a high degree of student and faculty satisfaction.  Positive relationships have resulted from the partnership of the academic side of the university with housing officials as they developed this unique and productive program together.   

Golde, C. M., & Pribbenow, D. A.  (2000).  Understanding faculty involvement in residential learning communities.  Journal of College Student Development, 41(1), 27-40.

 

Analysis of learning communities by faculty participants in a study involving residential learning communities at the University of Wisconsin-Madison.  The authors recount in detail the experiences and motivations of fifteen faculty members who maintained their involvement with two residential learning communities on the Madison campus.  The authors call for a more intensive collaboration between academic affairs and student affairs, with specific attention to student learning.  They also point out interesting contrasts and comparisons with respect to the faculty members’ perspectives on their place in the residential education context.  Many found their experiences to be the most rewarding aspect of their day, while others, who found them to be far from educational, subsequently left the program.  This article addresses the challenges of recruiting and retaining faculty members in a program such as this one in light of the expectations that academicians, student affairs professionals, and students have of each other.

Kuh, G. D., Schuh, J. H., & Thomas, R. O.  (1985).  Suggestions for encouraging faculty-student interaction in a residence hall.  NASPA Journal, 22(3), 29-37.

 

The case for initiating and promoting faculty/student interaction within university residence halls in the context of a Faculty Fellows project to more efficiently promote student learning and satisfaction through faculty/student contact.  Faculty responsibilities and participation issues, such as institutional support and recognition, orientation and coordination of the Fellows, desirable faculty characteristics, and morale are discussed in this article, together with such administrative elements as student population, budget, and program evaluation strategies.  Residence life staff issues include program orientation of the resident assistants, relationships with the Faculty Fellows, faculty-staff interaction issues, and programmatic suggestions.  Pitfalls are identified, including faculty unfamiliarity with programs favored by students and unreasonable faculty expectations. 

Levine, J. H.  (1998, January/February).  Building learning communities for faculty.  About Campus, 3(1), 22-24.

 

Overview of the learning communities program at Temple University, with a concentration on development activities undertaken by faculty participants.  When instructors are asked to deviate from their personal style of teaching, they often encounter difficulties in finding new ways to teach.  Developmental activities for faculty have the specific goal of bringing together faculty into a teaching team in which they can discuss involving students in learning.  Levine discusses program design and the benefits for students of this type of learning environment.  Complete redesign of course curriculum and course syllabi is often needed, and faculty can discuss this in specially designed workshops.  The major goal of the learning communities program is to totally engage students in active learning, both in and out of the classroom.  Out-of-class activities are represented in a discussion of the popularity of electronic discussion lists. 

Pascarella, E. T.  (1980).  Student-faculty informal contact and college outcomes.  Review of Educational Research, 50(4), 545-595.

 

Review of the early research on the associations between student and faculty informal contact and various student outcomes in college.  Research findings indicate that with student pre-enrollment traits held constant, many positive relationships exist between the quality and quantity of informal faculty-student contacts and students’ educational goals and career plans, their attitudes and perceptions toward the college experience, academic achievement, intellectual and personal development, and persistence towards graduation.  The author offers a conceptual model for understanding the relationships between faculty and students and to guide future research into the area.  Issues and concerns within the body of research that Pascarella highlights include factors influencing faculty-student contact: emphasis on initial student differences, faculty culture and classroom experiences, peer-culture effects, and institution size.    

Pascarella, E. T.  (1975).  Informal interaction and faculty perceptions of students.  Journal of College Student Personnel, 16, 131-136.

 

Past studies and research findings on the importance of informal interaction between students and professors in an out-of-class setting.   Over 500 first-year and senior students and 168 faculty members participated in Pascarella’s study, which was conducted at a large, private university in New York State.  The study examined informal interaction between faculty members and students, and faculty members’ perceptions of students.  The results from the study show that increased informal interaction is associated with more positive expectations of first-year students’ and seniors’ intellectual interests and openness.  The findings show that as the frequency of informal faculty/student interaction increases, the faculty perceptions of first-year students and seniors in the context of intellectual interests and openness tend to converge with the students’ ratings of themselves and their peers.  The results also provide evidence that the degree and frequency of faculty informal interaction with students is related to their attitudes toward students and to their knowledge and understanding of student characteristics.

Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T.  (1977).  Patterns of student-faculty informal interaction beyond the classroom and voluntary first-year attrition.  Journal of Post-secondary education, 48, 540-552.

 

Short review of available research on college student attrition, mainly focusing on Tinto’s work; analysis and interpretation of the relationship of various kinds of informal faculty-student contact to college persistence, versus voluntary attrition, during the first year of college.  This study also examined these relationships while controlling for the effects of the following initial student characteristics: gender, academic aptitude, and personality needs.  Findings of the study suggest additional evidence to support Tinto’s theoretical model of attrition, which includes that informal student-faculty contact as a key predictor of college persistence.  These findings also suggest that some colleges and universities may be able to prepare themselves and influence the frequency of student-faculty interaction independent of initial student characteristics.  Recommendations and further areas for research are discussed in the concluding sections of the article.

Schuh, J. H., & Kuh, G. D.  (1984). Faculty interaction with students in residence halls.  Journal of College Student Personnel, 25(6), 519-528.

 

Summary of a project to encourage faculty-student interaction in a residence hall on a large residential campus; in-depth look at the program’s design from inception to conclusion.  This study sought to answer a number of questions, among them: whether the Faculty Fellows Project influenced the intellectual climate of the center and whether of not the Faculty Fellows Project encouraged student participation in other areas of campus life.  The study also sought to determine whether the Fellows’ out of class interaction with students differed from that of other faculty not participating in the project.  The project was instituted in a residence hall located at a distance from the majority of classrooms and administrative buildings.  Control groups from two other campus residential facilities were included.  Outcomes and results of this project, which was implemented over one academic year, are discussed in interviews with faculty participants.  The results showed that faculty involvement in the residence hall did not have a strong positive influence on students compared to a control group, although the program was very successful from a public relations standpoint.  While, in some instances, faculty interaction is certainly influential, many studies still show that in day-to-day college experiences, the most influence on college students is exerted by peer groups.  

 

Strategies for Housing and Residence Life

Included in this section are articles and studies that detail opportunities for personal education and student development in residence halls, as well as perspectives on how residence environments influence students’ lives and their learning.  Perceptions of residence halls, the educational roles of residence halls, and the impact of residence halls on community and student learning are all addressed.  Lastly, several studies and articles in this section contrast living/learning communities with traditional residence halls. 

Baltic, S.  Designer dorms: How do you house today’s students?  Build dorms with lots of amenities.  Provide privacy in a social setting.  And integrate academic and social programs into residence hall life.  University Business.  Retrieved September 9, 2001, from http://www.universitybusiness.com/magazine/0109/cover.mhtml

 

Examines several current trends and societal demands involving residence life, including the social aspect and marketing, financing, privatization, repairs, and living/leaning communities.  Today’s students and their parents recognize the value of the college residence facility and they look for the best in amenities.  Some students make their college choices of the basis of living conditions and social environment on campus.  Administrators subsequently are providing a range of amenities and architectural designs that encourage social interaction and positive integration into the campus culture.  Examples of residence living/learning environments at Colorado State University and the University of Michigan are described as helping to break down the large and sometimes overwhelming campuses.  An example of a newly created living/learning center at the University of Pennsylvania is also described as having exercise rooms, computer rooms, a library, and an office suite among its list of amenities for students to aid them in their complete educational endeavors.

Blimling, G. S.  (1993).  The influence of college residence halls on students.  In J.C.  Smart (Ed.), Handbook of Theory and Research, 9 (pp. 248-307).  New York: Agathon Press.

 

Comprehensive review of the different levels of influence and impact that college residence halls have on students who live in them.  Among the factors the author examines is the influence of conventional college residence halls on student academic performance, study habits, attrition and graduation rates, student satisfaction and perceptions of the campus social climate, involvement in extracurricular activities, students’ personal growth and development.  Blimling also reports on the other influences on academic performance, such as assignment to living/learning centers and homogeneous assignment of students, roommate relationships, and structural design and control of residence halls on students.  Concluding the article is a summary of outcomes and a review of consistent concepts found throughout the literature including:  The two most powerful effects operating in residence halls are the peer environment and the architectural design of the facility.  Non-intellectual areas including psychosocial development, persistence in college, and extracurricular activities are all enhanced through association with residence halls.  A student’s room assignment is critical in defining a student’s primary peer group and in the outcomes of the college experience.      

Blimling, G. S., & Schuh, J. H., (Eds.).  (1981).  Increasing the educational role of residence halls.  New Directions for Student Services, No. 13.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

 

Guest editors Blimling and Schuh include work by many notable researchers and practitioners with considerable professional interest in living/learning environments and residence halls on college and university campuses.  Each journal article provides insight into the heightened response by administrators to reform campus residence halls with the movement to place academics and intellectualism in the forefront of residence life.  Topics include community development and perspectives on student development through management of the residence environment; creating effective living/learning centers within residence halls; and selection and training of residence hall staff.  The editors close with an overview of the influential factors within residence halls as well as predictions for the future.  

Brown, R. D.  (1974).  Student development and residence education: Should it be social engineering? In D. DeCoster and P. Mable (Eds.).  Student development and education in college residence halls (pp. 41-54).  Washington, DC: American College Personnel Association.

 

Perspective on residence education within the framework of social engineering for the promotion of student development.  The author introduces the roles of residence hall staff and academic life within the residence halls.  The question of how residence halls can become part of the academic life takes center stage in this chapter; answers are proposed along with ideas for further discussion. Among these propositions are having faculty members hold discussions in the residence halls; teaching regular classes in the residence halls; establishing living/learning environments; establishing coeducational residence halls; and, finally, merging academic and student development goals.  Brown concludes the article with three major points:  the living environment of the student has a profound impact on growth and development of the student; evidence suggests that certain structuring within residence halls can enhance student development and educational experiences; and student personnel professionals who work in residence halls must become social engineers, behavioral scientists, and educators.

Centra, J. A.  (1968).  Student perceptions of residence hall environments: Living learning vs. conventional units.  Journal of College Student Personnel, 9(4), 266-272.

 

Report on results of a study of the extent to which living/learning residence halls differ from conventional residence halls.  The study describes student perceptions of their residence halls at a single institution.  An additional component of the study was to determine student perceptions of the whole university environment, in the hope of comparing these with the views on the residence halls.  A complex description of the scales used throughout the study is given and the arrangement and accommodations of the living/learning facilities is discussed in detail.  At this institution, students in the living/learning facility did not indicate that their residence hall was more intellectual than the conventional residence halls.  Reasons for these results indicated that regardless of faculty presence, the students still did not feel more welcome indicating that facilities alone are not enough to accomplish this, but rather how the facilities are utilized.  However, the living/learning center was seen as a friendlier atmosphere for students due to the small, inclusive environment.  Further results indicated the students’ perceptions of their residence hall and university environments were similar.  Explanations of these similarities and suggestions for future research conclude the article.

DeCoster, D. & Mable, P. (1974).  Student development and education in college residence halls.  Washington, DC: American College Personnel Association.

 

Discussion of aspects of residence hall environments ranging from promotion of student development within residence halls to residence hall personnel who work with college students.  This book is divided into four parts, with the first section devoted to students’ personal and academic growth.  Interpersonal environments and human relationships that develop within residence halls are discussed in the second section of the book, with an emphasis on residential learning opportunities and an analysis of different types of environments.  Next, the professional residence hall personnel themselves are discussed in terms of their roles and professional preparation.  Roles and education of student staff members is also analyzed in the third section of this book.  In the final section, reports on previous studies analyzing the impact of residence halls on students are offered for support and promotion of student development within residence halls.  Accountability of residence halls and the politics of post-secondary education are reviewed, and implications for the future regarding residence life and residential education conclude the book.  

DeCoster, D. A., & Mable, P. (1980).  Personal education and development in college residence halls.  Cincinnati, OH: American College Personnel Association.

 

Discusses various aspects of educational and community development in residence halls.  The book is divided into four sections, with the introductory section setting the stage with a discussion of personal development and education in the context of residence halls.  Residential education is introduced and the importance of learning personal values and the values of others is discussed in this first section.  The second section of the book analyzes the development of human relationships and community in the residence hall environment, discussing students of color, coeducational living, territoriality, and student development through community development.  Emphasis on the developmental processes of students and educators is found throughout the third section, along with the roles and preparation of residence educators and student staff.  The concluding section of the book evaluates the past, and predicts the future, roles of residence halls in the development of intellectual, social, and personal growth of college students.  

Henry, K. B., & Schein, H. K.  (1998).  Academic community in residence halls: What differentiates a hall with a living/learning program?  The Journal of College and University Student Housing, 27(2), 9-13.

 

Study comparing two residence halls at a large university, one housing a living/learning center (L/LC), while the other did not, to determine the impact L/LCs have on student perceptions of residence halls.  Items on a questionnaire were designed to elicit knowledge of available programs, emotional responses toward the residence hall, participation levels in the residence hall’s formal and informal activities, and friendships and social support available in the halls.  The results indicated similar student attitudes about their experiences regardless of the L/LC presence.  However, there were prominent differences in students’ attitudes about the social and academic experiences offered by an L/LC when comparing a residence hall containing an L/LC with one that does not, leading the authors to conclude that L/LCs promote more than just affective responses; they also promote social responses.  The authors suggest that the need is for L/LCs to focus on promoting interpersonal relationships. 

Johnson, W. G., & Cavins, K. M.  (1996).  Strategies for enhancing student learning in residence halls.  In S. C. Ender, F. B. Newton, & R. B. Caple (Eds.), Contributing to learning: The role of student affairs (pp. 69-82). New Directions for Student Services, No. 75.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

 

Enhancing the academic environment in residence halls is a central component of the missions of undergraduate education.  Critics and national reports have led to public scrutiny and a call for reform and accountability.  Residential living has been found to have a positive impact on a college student’s involvement in cultural, social, and extracurricular involvement in college.  The development of community has long been central to the values of many in post-secondary education and society in general.  Careful structuring of living/learning centers can provide culturally enriching benefits that will not only benefit those living within, but the institution in general.  This article summarizes recent research on campus residence and persistence to graduation; living arrangements and academic achievement; residence hall assignment by academic ability; and first-year residence halls and academic achievement.  The authors give 19 examples of different living/learning programs on a number of different campuses, including faculty-involvement programs, first-year experience programs, theme housing programs, residential college programs, and living/learning centers. 

Kroll, D. M.  (1996, April).  Academic support strategies in the residence halls.  Talking stick: Bringing academics to the residence halls, 13(7), 16-17.  

 

Article based on results of a 1995 survey examining the types of academic support strategies that being implemented in residence halls and who was responsible for implementing them at selected institutions.  Almost all survey participants indicated that some type of academic support service was offered to students in residence halls.  Almost all of the programs offered had been designed by qualified, trained housing and student staff.  The counseling centers, admissions offices, and career centers were the most frequent co-sponsors of residence hall programs.  Approximately 40 percent of the respondents indicated they offered tutoring and opportunities for study group formation in the halls.  Kroll postulates that housing professionals are attempting to develop structural changes that will support and promote intellectual discussion and academic endeavors.   Seamless learning environments, with increased academic support in residence halls, are created in response to continuing calls for national reform of post-secondary education.

Miser, K. M.  (1996, April).  Academics in residence halls: A future perspective.  Talking stick: Bringing academics to the residence halls, 13(7), 14.  

 

At the heart of the mission of college student affairs is fostering students’ personal development, building campus communities, advancing diversity, and creating and implementing meaningful educational experiences outside the classroom; this requires that student affairs and other divisions across institutions eliminate antagonistic views and negotiate differences to create effective learning environments focusing on total student learning.  The discussion centers around the role of residence halls in reinforcing student learning.  Miser recommends incorporating four practices involving residential life and student learning: provide a quality residential environment; build and renovate for high technology interaction by, among other things, making every room equipped for direct access to the campus computer network; involve faculty in residential learning; and support diverse residential communities.

Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T.  (1981).  Residence arrangement, student/faculty relationships, and first-year-year educational outcomes.  Journal of College Student Personnel, 22(2), 147-156.

 

Results of study to investigate first-year year educational outcomes attributable to organizational differences in residence halls.  These results indicated that the organizational effects of residence arrangement were accounted for by the quality and quantity of student/faculty informal relationships fostered in the Experimental Living-Learning Residence (L/LR) and a conventional residence hall (CR).  The L/LR was designed to foster a residential environment that promoted and supported the growth of students’ informal relationships with faculty.  Assumptions were that the L/LR and subsequent informal relationships with faculty would lead to positive student educational outcomes such as academic achievement, persistence past the first year, and intellectual and personal development, among others.  The L/LR students had more informal contact with faculty and more of the desired educational outcomes that those students in the CR.  Results indicate that manipulation of residence arrangements and academic programs within residence halls can lead to positive outcomes.     

Pascarella, E. T., Terenzini, P. T., & Blimling, G. S.  (1994).  The impact of residential life on students.  In C. L. Schroeder & P. Mable (Eds.), Realizing the Educational Potential of Residence Halls (pp. 22-52).  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

 

Comprehensive overview of research results on the impact of living in residence halls on college students.  College outcomes of those who live on campus and those who do not are discussed in many contexts, including social and extracurricular involvement and college satisfaction; persistence and graduation; students’ personal growth and development; values, attitudes, and moral judgments; academic performance; and general cognitive growth.  The educational impacts of different on-campus living arrangements are also discussed in the context of living/learning centers; homogenous assignment of students by academic ability; homogenous assignment by academic major; first-year residence halls; and coeducational residence halls.  Directions for future research and suggestions for increasing the impact of residence life on students are also presented.  The authors conclude there is sufficient evidence that residence halls play a large role in the development of students who live in them.     

Pike, G. R.  (1999).  The effects of residential learning communities and traditional residential living arrangements on educational gains during the first year of college.  Journal of College Student Development, 40(3), 269-284.

 

A study of college students’ learning and intellectual development while living in formal residence halls at a single institution.  The College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ) was the instrument used to interview the participants of the study.  The results concluded that students in residential learning environments has significantly higher levels of involvement, interaction, integration, and gains in learning and intellectual development than their counterparts in traditional residence hall settings.  Students’ participation in learning communities directly enhanced their involvement and interaction and indirectly supported integration into college life.  With the goal of producing seamless learning environments, many post-secondary institutions have enacted residence hall environments that are intentionally designed to promote and support student learning intellectual and social development through greater student involvement, improved faculty-student interaction, and supportive peer climates.  The article ends with a discussion of implications for the student and academic affairs practitioners and residence hall divisions.

Pike, G. R., Schroeder, C. C., & Berry, T. R.  (1997).  Enhancing the educational impact of residence halls: The relationship between residential learning communities and first year experiences and persistence.  Journal of College Student Development, 38(6), 609-621.

 

Results of a study of the relationship between residential learning communities and students’ experiences and persistence rates during the first year of college.  Citing calls for reform, the authors underscore the ultimate goals of undergraduate education: enhanced student learning, increased persistence and graduation, and enhanced postgraduate success.  In a sample of over 2,500 students, the results indicated that residential learning communities did not improve students’ academic achievement and persistence directly, but did indirectly improve student success by facilitating their incorporation into college.  Several theories of student persistence are discussed, and examples of successful living/learning centers are highlighted.  The authors emphasize the University of Missouri-Columbia’s Freshmen Interest Groups as an exemplary living/learning program on that campus, and formation and curriculum of the FIGs are also discussed in detail.

Schroeder, C. C., & Mable, P.  (1994).  Realizing the educational potential of residence halls.  San Francisco:  Jossey-Bass.

 

Addresses need for integration of college undergraduates’ formal academic experiences with their informal out-of-the-classroom experiences in the residence halls.  The book is divided into three sections; the first is an overview of the historical and current roles of residence halls and research on the impact of residence halls on college students, including the effect they have on achieving curricular objectives.  The second part covers student learning in residence halls; discussions revolve around learning communities, appreciation of diversity in the residence halls, the promotion of student learning, the integration of living and learning, and students’ civic involvement.  The concluding section of the book deals with ways in which administrators, educators, and students can strengthen the educational impacts of residence life on the student body and campus academic culture.

Ware, T. E., & Miller, M. T.  (1997, January).  Current research trends in residential life.  (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 416 744).

 

Summarizes recent studies showing positive influences on many factors regarding student performance, including inconsistencies in the research on whether, and how, residence hall living affects students academically and socially.  One study found no significant differences in the academic performances of students who lived in residence halls and those who did not.  However, the results from an alternative study predicted that students who live on campus would have better critical thinking and mathematical skills.  Another study suggested that students were less satisfied with their university living accommodations than with their academic and social lives, while still another shows that of those students who drop out of college, they are more likely to do so if they live off-campus.  The positive results summarized in this article support arguments for the creation of a residential college as a means of promoting academic and retention success.

Examples and Models of Living/Learning Communities

Included in this section are specific examples and models of living/learning environments on campus.  Evaluation focuses on both advantages and disadvantages, with additional perspectives on intra-institutional collaboration, student needs, and different models of living/learning communities at different types of institutions.

 

Armstrong, M.  (1999).  Models for faculty-student interaction outside of the classroom: The Duke University Faculty Associates Program.  College Student Affairs Journal, 19(1), 4-16.

 

The Faculty Associates Program at Duke University is an initiative designed to improve the quality of co-curricular student life by directly involving arts and sciences and professional school faculty members in the residential life experience of students.  Faculty members are collaboratively linked with first-year and upper-division residential units to promote academic enrichment outside the classroom.  It was the intent of the developers of the program that the faculty would provide bridges to many elements of the university educational experience, including academics, social issues, culture and the arts, and positive role modeling for good character and moral behavior.  Goals of the program include positively impacting the campus climate through attentiveness to diversity and multiculturalism; providing opportunities for shared intellectual interests between faculty members and undergraduate students; and building quality interaction between faculty members and undergraduates.  An organizational hierarchy and historical overview of the program is given, and organizational considerations, models and strategies of the program are discussed together with ways in which the program can improve and reach beyond its present goals.    

Arndt, F.  (1993).  Making connections: The mission of UNCG’s residential college.  In T. B. Smith (Ed.), Gateways: Residential colleges and the freshmen year experience.  The freshmen year experience (pp. 49-54).  Columbia, South Carolina: University of South Carolina.

 

Examines the building blocks of the Residential College at the University of North Carolina-Greensboro through examples of student activities, academic structure, and historical background.  The establishment of connections and sense of community in times of change and transition provide the foundation for residential colleges at large state institutions.  Connections found in these small colleges within a larger university provide an avenue to stabilizing values and establishing identity.  Small seminar classes taught in the residence halls, various social events, and daily interaction with other participants immediately lets the students know that their education is important and is a shared enterprise with others in the college.  One of the many unique components of UNC-G’s program is the continued involvement of alumni of the Residential College and their integration into the College’s activities.  Challenges, such as finding ways to create an innovative curriculum each year, while making it general enough to meet university academic requirements, are discussed.

Brower, A. M., & Laines, M. J.  (1996, April).  Bradley learning center.  Talking stick: Bringing academics to the residence halls 13(7), 25-26.  

 

Examines the creation of the Bradley Learning Community (BLC) at the University of Wisconsin-Madison, which was designed to meet first-year student needs and enable them to begin their academic careers successfully.  Historically, the Meiklejohn Experimental College at Wisconsin was one of the first living/learning communities in the United States.  The goals of its successor, the BLC program, are to provide academic and support services enabling first-year students to make successful transitions from high school to college; promote student-faculty collaborative learning; encourage first-year students to explore new ideas from an integrative perspective; promote the collaboration between faculty and academic staff in planning and implementing the BLC; encourage residents to make responsible decisions about their academic/personal lives based on reflection about personal and shared values; and encourage a spirit of community in the residence hall that links cooperative learning, citizenship, and service.

Chamberlin, P. C.  (1979).  Evaluating a living learning program.  In G. Kuh (Ed.), Evaluation in student affairs.  Cincinnati, OH: American College Personnel Association.

 

Assesses the value of the living/learning community at Indiana University-Bloomington, with the purpose of determining the degree to which the living/learning center (L/LC) had developed a program that not only could be distinguished from other residential settings on the campus, but was also sufficiently viable to attract support and resources based on its intrinsic worth.  The mission of Indiana’s L/LC was to provide an alternative to the traditional residence hall living experience by introducing classroom instruction and a enriching academic climate.   Problems and the selection of evaluation strategies are discussed, as are the data collection, analysis and findings of the eventual study.  Much detail is given to the structure of the program and total resources related to the function of the L/LC.  The findings answer questions posed about the enabling, functional, normative, and diffused linkages of the L/LC.

Conroe, B. A. (1986).  Initiating a living-learning residence in a four-year public institution: One strategy that worked.  NASPA Journal, 24(2), 14-21.

 

Analysis and evaluation of the living/learning residence program at Potsdam College of the State University of New York.  As an introduction, Conroe provides historical perspectives on the needs of these types of learning environments and also provides brief examples of different forms of residential learning environments at Harvard, Yale, Princeton, Dartmouth, Mercer, the University of California-Davis, the University of Pennsylvania, and Slippery Rock.  The author gives insight into the planning sequence at Potsdam College as well as the procedures for selecting residents and resident assistants, construction of the facility, and implementation of the program and its activities and curriculum.  A questionnaire, administered to the residents, provided results that showed positive impacts.  High ratings were given to the faculty, social gatherings, field trips, and the overall atmosphere of the residence environment.  The program’s special interest groups received the lowest ratings.  Recommendations and suggestions for future implementation of living/learning residence programs are made.    

Cornwell, G., & Guarasci, R.  (1993).  Student life as text: Discovering connections, creating community.  In T. B. Smith (Ed.), Gateways: Residential colleges and the freshmen year experience.  The freshmen year experience (pp. 41-48).  Columbia, South Carolina: University of South Carolina.

 

Assesses the value of learning communities and describes St. Lawrence University’s First-Year Program (FYP).  Interwoven in this chapter are problems that post-secondary education faces, with case studies from St. Lawrence that support development of living/learning communities.  These case studies, featuring students and faculty collaboration, provide specific examples of how living/learning communities can experiment with ideas and allow students to bridge the gap between what they are studying and how they live their daily lives.  Issues that post-secondary education faces include disintegration of knowledge; the rise of postmodernism and the irony of expertise; disengaged learners and the alienation of schooling; and the concept of American pluralism and the ideal of community.  At St. Lawrence, every first-year student lives in one of the twelve FYP residential colleges, where students, faculty, resident assistants, and upper-division academic mentors come together for enhanced educational experiences through interdisciplinary study, creative debate, service activities, and social discussion.  By these means, students are given out-of-classroom opportunities for academic enrichment, personal development, and meaningful social interaction.

Dillon, K. E.  (1993).  Outgrow the place…but not the faculty: Introducing freshmen to resident faculty communities.  In T. B. Smith (Ed.), Gateways: Residential colleges and the freshmen year experience.  The freshmen year experience (pp. 61-64).  Columbia, South Carolina: University of South Carolina.

 

Describes the residential college at the University of Southern California, where a heightened sense of community is the goal of the residential college, housed in Deans’ Hall and offered to entering first-year students with an honors distinction.  The program’s initial goals were realized, and it has now expanded to include two residential colleges and resident faculty programs in university-owned student apartments.  The design and the success of USC’s has led to a proposal to implement a residential college type atmosphere in sorority and fraternity houses.  The entire program operates on the premise that frequent and regular contact of faculty with students outside of the general classroom environment results in a number of opportunities for students to become actively involved in learning and to understand and incorporate the values of the academic community and institutional expectations.

Dustin, K., & Murchison, C.  (1993).  You save our academic lives.  In T. B. Smith (Ed.), Gateways: Residential colleges and the freshmen year experience.  The freshmen year experience (pp. 65-72).  Columbia, South Carolina:  University of South Carolina.

 

Discusses the creation and components as well as the needs and challenges of the Residential Learning Program, a program that incorporates academic support and services in residence hall life at the University of California-Berkeley.  The report assesses the often overwhelming environment at Berkeley for entering students, leading to the need to combat low retention rates.  The goal of the program is to improve rates of student retention and persistence by creating a living/learning environment for first-year students that promotes academic success and social adjustment to college.  The program addresses the challenges of the large university by bringing academic support into the residence halls where 90 percent of new students live.  The short-term goal of the program is to create an environment where students can become self-directed and successful learners, resulting in enhanced academic and social integration into college life.  Quoted in the article are positive statements by student participants.

Gabelnick, F., MacGregor, J., Matthews, R., & Smith, B. L.  (1992).  Learning communities and general education.  Perspectives, 22(1), 104-121.

 

Describes different types of learning environments, with specific examples of various institutions’ learning communities.  Following these descriptions, the authors discuss how learning communities promote and support the goals of general education; among these are active and collaborative learning, knowledge of contemporary societal and curriculum issues, intellectual coherence, student retention, and student success.  The three major learning community models discussed are First-year Interest Groups at the Universities of Washington and Oregon; Clusters at LaGuardia Community College, Ball State University, and Western Michigan University; and Coordinated Studies programs at Evergreen State College and closely related programs at Seattle Central Community College and Tacoma Community College.  The authors report on the effectiveness of learning communities on students and also on faculty in the hope that institutions see these types of learning alternatives as viable alternatives while answering the call for the national reform of undergraduate education.

Geraghty, M.  (1996).  A rural public university groups students in residential colleges.  Chronicle of higher education, 43(8), A57-A58.

 

To combat low retention rates, Murray State University assigns all faculty and staff members as well as students, including non-campus residents, to places in eight residential colleges; the administration hopes the assignments would give students a personal connection to the university and provide more incentives to persist to graduation.  In a unique approach, the university sponsors sporting activities that create both athletic and social competition, and from which intellectual competition will also grow.  The administration wants to see each residential college compete for higher rankings on the field and in the classroom.  Initial reports from interviews with students, faculty members, and administrators find that the switch to a campus-wide residential college has lead to positive changes (i.e., student-faculty interaction, campus social climate) throughout the campus culture, as students now find it easier to become involved in all aspects of campus life.

Gordon, S. S. (1974).  Living and learning in a college: cluster, experimental or residential colleges.  Journal of General Education, 25, 235-245.

 

Explains the impetus behind the movement of increased living/learning communities and provides examples of various types of living/learning settings across the country.  Cluster colleges are described and highlighted with a discussion of the James Madison College at Michigan State University.  Interdisciplinary settings such as the Risley Residential College at Cornell are also discussed.  Advantages and disadvantages of each type are offered.  Kresge College at the University of California at Santa Cruz has developed its own living/learning philosophy, in which approximately 25 students are part of an academic group, an advising group led by a faculty member, and a social group brought together to share interpersonal relationships.  For a number of reasons, university administrators have become advocates of many successful living/learning initiatives: for example, living/learning programs have led to increased retention at the University of Michigan’s Residential College and at Centennial College at the University of Nebraska.  The article gives insights into the kinds of students who enter these residential programs and examines their motivations to make progress in college. 

Grass, R.  (1974).  The struggle for a living/learning community.  Change, 6(8), 51-54.

 

Historical and philosophical overview of Duke University’s first co-educational living/learning experiment, Share (Student House for Academic and Residential Experimentation).  The foundation of the experimental community was to allow students with many different interests to live, eat, and study together in unstructured environments to learn about such educational and societal issues as race and gender.  Political red tape resulted in failure to work successfully with the university administration to approve courses for academic credit; this was just one reason why the experiment soon began to decline.  Soon, a lack of commitment and lackluster social attitudes began to undermine the foundation upon which Share was founded.  One of the major factors leading to the decline of educational activities with Share was the apparent lack of sense of community within the group (examples are given of frustrations and communication breakdowns experienced by Share members).  Despite the shortcomings of Share, students with varying interests and diverse views about why they would like to reside in the experimental community continue to apply.

Hummel, M., & Schoen, D. (1996, April).  Academic success through academic and student affairs collaboration.  Talking stick: Bringing academics to the residence halls, 13(7), 23-24.  

 

Presents an innovative approach to improving student academic success and retention by combining residential living with academic workshops and courses at the University of Michigan.  Based on two previous collaborative efforts by student affairs and academic affairs to create living/learning programs on this campus (the Residential College and the Pilot Program) and research on low retention rates of African-American students, the 21st Century Program was created and implemented.   This program, a collaborative effort between an academic college and University Housing, is open to all first-year students; approximately 35 percent are students of color.  The living experience creates a small, supportive, academically focused community and has a positive effect on students’ college experience and development.  The participants reflect society’s diversity, and one of the program’s goals is to promote inclusiveness and cultural understanding.  Strategies for implementation at other institutions and evidence of the program’s success can also be found within the article.

Kuh, G. D., Schuh, J. H., & Whitt, E. J. (Eds.) (1991).  Involving colleges: Successful approaches to fostering student development and learning outside the classroom.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

 

This book is divided into three parts with the introductory section explaining the philosophy and structure of an involving college; the importance of life outside of the classroom is discussed in the context of student learning, personal growth, and the college experience.  The authors provide various examples of institutions with successful learning environments outside of the classroom.  The second section describes how involving colleges promote student learning and personal development by first evaluating institutional missions and cultures.  The authors analyze the campus environment, the policies and practices, and the constituents (faculty, students, administrators) of involving colleges, explaining the effects of involving colleges with reference to both large and small institutions as well as urban institutions.  The concluding section is a discussion on how to develop opportunities for student engagement through involving colleges; these include identifying institutional strengths, revising or developing a new institutional mission and philosophy, redirecting the focus of institutional policies and procedures to promote student learning and personal development, and initiating a process of humanizing the campus surroundings. 

Leean, C., & Miller, P.  (1981).  A university living/learning program: Factors that enhance or impede it.  Journal of College and University Student Housing, 11(1), 18-22.

 

Three-year evaluation of the living/learning center (L/LC) at the University of Vermont, providing the strengths and weaknesses of the center during its initial years of operation.  The authors examine six aspects that are most likely to either enhance or impede students’ chances for successful experiences within the L/LC: motivations for joining the program, facilitation of learning, the living environment, the sense of community, personal growth and development, and the role of the faculty in the center.  Students gave both positive and negative student responses to each of these factors.  Recommendations for future L/LCs are provided near the conclusion of the article, while emphasis is placed on the fact that students in L/LCs see themselves as resources for each other’s personal and educational growth and development.  The authors suggest that administrators take this into account when establishing environments in which students mature into responsible societal contributors.

Levine, J. H., & Shapiro, N. S. (2000).  Curricular learning communities.  In B. Jacoby (Ed.), Involving commuter students in learning (pp. 13-22).  New Directions for Post-secondary education, No. 109. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

 

Analysis of the benefits of learning communities for commuter students by providing opportunities for interpersonal connection to the campus community.  Paired or clustered courses, cohort groups in large classes, and team taught programs are all examples of learning community approaches that are beneficial to commuters.  Different strategies for actively integrating commuter students into the learning environment are discussed in relation to collaborative learning, interdisciplinary studies, writing across the curriculum, and experiential learning.  Because commuter students, on the whole, spend less time on campus than do their residential counterparts, faculty members, practitioners, and residential students must develop ways in which commuter students can develop connections on campus through listservs and e-mail, as well as the academic advising, mentoring, and career development that can take place within an effective learning community.  Finally, there is considerable discussion of how upper-division students can contribute to the learning environment of commuter students by filling roles as peer advisors, recruiters, tutors, and teachers. 

Littlefield, L., & Spencer, E. F.  (1973).  A variety of approaches to living learning.  NASPA Journal, 11, 43-51.

The authors present a variety of different types of residence facilities and conclude that a major university responsibility is to offer a variety of residence environments from which students can choose the best fit with their own needs.  Many different types of living options exist at the University of Delaware: traditional halls, Pencader halls, high-rise apartment buildings, coeducational halls, non-visitation halls, language houses, coeducational honors halls, and the cooperative house.  The authors go into further detail in describing the special interest housing within the existing traditional residence halls, and also special living/learning houses both with and without academic affiliations.  In the concluding sections of the work, the concept of the student-created and student-run Free University at the University of Delaware is discussed along with the Guest-In-Residence program.  Learning and development as on-going processes not contained within academic walls or special programs are stressed throughout the article. 

Macey, T. J. (1993).  Meeting the needs of today’s students: The revolution of a residential academic program.  In T. B. Smith (Ed.), Gateways: Residential colleges and the freshmen year experience.  The freshmen year experience (pp. 35-40).  Columbia, South Carolina: University of South Carolina.

 

Examines the Sewall Residential Academic Program, a living/learning program at the University of Colorado-Boulder, created in 1970 in response to students’ demands for a relevant, student-centered curriculum.  The author cites the student unrest and social and political upheaval during the 1960s as the catalyst for the creation of this program.  The original goal of the program was to provide a community for first-year students that would integrate academic exploration and personal growth.  Students initially were satisfied and the program became very popular for its small classes, faculty interaction, and chance to gain knowledge in a multidisciplinary environment.  However, over the years, interest in the program waned and students began to utilize the program only as a means of getting into the smaller, required classes across the university.  The newly redesigned program focused on new needs of the students: career preparation, academic tutoring and preparation, and cultural awareness programs.  The program also offered its services to a limited number of sophomore-standing students.

Magnarella, P. J.  (1975).  The University of Vermont’s living-learning center:  A first-year appraisal.  Journal of College Student Personnel, 16(4), 300-305.

 

Describes and evaluates a living/learning center (L/LC) at the University of Vermont created out of the belief that conventional residence hall facilities failed to significantly promote social and intellectual growth.  Based on observation of this L/LC, the author recommends how personal and academic development can be fostered in other campus living facilities without additional expense and bureaucracy.  Thoughtful design of the living accommodations conducive to intellectual and social growth, increased intellectual atmosphere and extracurricular activities, and the promotion of community were the goals of the program.  A comparison study was performed to analyze differences in the students participating in the center and those who were not.  Magnarella’s findings are in contrast to those of Centra (1968) , whose research conclusion was that students in living/learning halls did not perceive their residential surroundings to be more intellectual than did students in conventional residence halls.  Results show the L/LC students gave more positive assessments of their living accommodations, citing intellectual atmosphere, extracurricular opportunities, holding serious discussions, and discovering new ideas.  Interestingly, there were also negative responses from L/LC students about whether a sense of community had been successfully established.

Magnarella, P. J.  (1979).  The continuing evaluation of a living-learning center.  Journal of College Student Personnel, 20(1), 4-9.

 

This follow-up article to Magnarella’s previous work continues evaluation of the living/learning center (L/LC) at the University of Vermont.  The author describes and evaluates the second-year experience of the L/LC and compares the student perceptions of the intellectual-academic atmosphere within the L/LC and of conventional residence halls.  Magnarella also explains differing perceptions and reasons for positive student perceptions.  The results of a study performed indicated that the L/LC was perceived as richer in terms of academics and intellectualism.  One aspect in which the follow-up evaluation was consistent with previous observations is that the L/LC failed to achieve a sense of community.  The program elements that seemed to contribute the most to positive student perceptions were its unconventional design, which allowed students to live comfortably in suites of five to seven individuals, its residential faculty that provided students with mature academic and social models, its faculty-directed academic programs that integrated academic life with residential life, and its flexibility. 

McDonald, W. M., Brown, C. E., & Littlejohn, R. A.  (1999).  The Ernest L. Boyer laboratory for learning: A model of effective faculty involvement in residential programming.  College Student Affairs Journal, 19(1), 35-43.

 

Describes implementation of a living/learning program that maximizes the out-of-class academic experiences for students attending small institutions.  Beginning with a discussion of financing and goals of the program, the authors provide an in-depth description of this living/learning community at Carson-Newman College.  “Residential teams” of faculty members, students, and staff in each of the college’s five residence halls developed educational activities designed to focus students’ attention on issues related to college life and academics.  Among the intended outcomes is that students and faculty/staff members will engage in co-curricular activities that bring academic subjects to life.  Another outcome of this program is that students benefit by being involved with faculty and administrators in educational experiences outside the classroom.  A definition of integrated co-curricular education and an argument for the promotion of this type of education are presented.  Specific concerns about integrating curricular and co-curricular educational activities are also addressed, and examples of the program’s activities and initiatives are identified near the conclusion along with suggestions for positive growth of the program in future years. 

Minor, F. D.  (1997).  In practice – bringing it home: Integrating classroom and residential experiences.  About Campus, 2(1), 21-22.

 

Report on the first-year interest groups (FIGs) in the residence halls at the University of Missouri-Columbia.  As the residence life director, Minor discusses why the administration brought the FIGs into the residence halls and what results have been documented.  The University of Missouri-Columbia combined an already successful FIG program with academic theme housing.  According to the curriculum and structure of the program, computer labs, listservs, e-mail, and Web pages, as well as cafeterias, all provided additional avenues for learning.  The goals of the FIGs program were twofold and achieved quickly: to demystify and humanize a large campus; and to enhance student learning and academic performance.  Participating students had higher GPAs and a higher retention rate than other students.  The successes and challenges of this program are well documented in the literature.  The author offers future goals and organization, and concludes by stating that the residential FIGS are very effective in engaging students in educationally purposeful activities both in and out of the classroom.  They illustrate how successful collaboration between student affairs educators and faculty can result in students’ academic and social achievement. 

Ochsner, D.  (2001, Spring).  Live and learn: NU residential communities boost student retention rates.  Nebraska Magazine, 20-23.

 

Low retention rates prompted key administrators at the University of Nebraska to recreate the living/learning environment that once existed on campus.  A brief overview examines the components of the 15 first-year learning communities, where student involvement is the core of academic success.  Within the campus residence environment, groups of first-year students, faculty, and staff are grouped according to areas of common interest.  The students enroll in common core classes and share living spaces, social activities, and intellectual experiences.  There is a brief historical background about Nebraska’s previous successful, but suspended, effort at producing a living/learning environment.  One top administrator cites the generation of positive peer pressure and the narrowing of gaps between the academic and social sides of the university as goals of the program.  Another long-term goal is to increase retention rates and student contentment.   Some activities within the learning community include volunteer work within a community and hosting inviting faculty members, advisers, and deans at a dinner.  Examples of the available communities in this popular program are provided.

Schein, H. K.  (1981).  Unit One: A working model for a university campus living/learning center.  Journal of College and University Student Housing, 11(2), 35-39.

 

Discusses Unit One, a residential/academic program at the University of Illinois-Champaign, from its historical beginnings to comparison with other living/learning centers.  Types of living/learning centers are categorized according to interest units, specialized programming units offering regular academic classes, units with unique academically focused programs, and finally residential colleges.  The student participation factor and other features, both physical and academic, of the Unit One residential environment is the center of the discussion; components such as formal courses, special faculty lectures, and short-term non-credit workshops, and the Artist-In-Residence program are explained.  An evaluation of Unit One and suggestions for implementation of a similar living/learning center can be found near the conclusion of the article.  Firm commitments of support at the campus level; faculty developmental input; selection of a director with high academic standing; rewards for faculty to teach Unit One courses; flexibility of programming; and active student input are all necessities for a successful program.     

Tucker, R. (1995).  Living-learning community.  Final Report: Fund for the improvement of postsecondary education. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 413 958).

 

Comprehensive summary of the living/learning community designed and implemented at the Yakima Valley Community College.  The author presents historical background and data about the county and its constituents (high percentage of persons of color) as well as the project itself, and addresses specific needs and challenges in the education of a community college student, particularly commuters, in contrast with the education of the students living in residence hall campuses on large comprehensive universities.  The learning community was established in 1992 to enhance the student learning experience by providing commuter students with academic and emotional support services.  The community paired twenty commuter students with twenty resident students to create a “mentor-mentee” relationship.  Specific institutional purposes and intended outcomes of the community as well as detailed project descriptions, results, and evaluations are addressed in the paper.  The author concludes with a brief summary of the project and suggestions for improving the program.  

Zeller, W. J. (1994).  Residential learning communities: Creating connections between students, faculty, and student affairs departments.  Journal of College and University Student Housing, 24(2), 37-43.

 

Overview of previous research into the positive outcomes of living/learning communities and information about specialized residential learning communities at Washington State University.  Zeller describes the unique characteristics of these communities: they are small when compared to other units on campus; they have a special sense of purpose; they help overcome the isolation of faculty members from their students; they encourage continuity and integration in the curriculum, and they help to build a sense of group identity and community.  He further describes the different residential learning initiatives on campus (the FreshmanYear Experience Program, the Math, Science, and Engineering Program, the McCroskey International House, the Leadership Education Program, Computerization, and the Wellness Hall) and how students, faculty, and student affairs worked together to make them a success.  Options for upper-division students are discussed as well, even though there are no formal residential learning communities for them at Washington State University.  Reports on the funding of these learning communities programs provide insight as to how the university was able to make these programs successful.
