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ABSTRACT
Since the early days of higher education, living-learning communities have been
beneficial for student success, involvement, and retention. A living-learning community
can be studied using the following as a basic definition for this research: a group of
students living together who have a purpose of focusing on learning outside the
classroom and that interacts with the institution’s staff, who assist with the students’
holistic development. Research suggests that students who are involved and those who
live on campus have greater academic success and are more likely to return for their next
academic semester. Astin’s involvement theory explores the interactions between college
students and institutions and how those relationships could be enhanced to bridge the gap
that exists between these two entities, which could prevent disconnection and attrition.
More research is needed to better understand the key aspects of students’ connection with
their institutions. Living-learning communities serve as a scene to study involved and
on-campus students.
For this research, the eligible participants were students, both undergraduate and
graduate, who lived on campus at an institution in the state of Mississippi. These
institutions included public, private, 2-year, and 4-year. The statistical analysis
conducted was logistic regression due to wanting to determine if there was a significant
difference between groups (members of living-learning communities versus members of
non-living-learning communities) on measures of sense of belonging and demographics.
The results confirmed that there is significance with gender identity, academic class year,
GPA, faculty not in residence, and no faculty associated among members of a livinglearning community. As well, campus community belonging was greater with members
ii

of a living-learning community. Creating an environment that holistically develops a
student is key in achieving academic success. When students are engaged members of a
living-learning community they are involved and more likely to be connected with the
institution to progress towards graduation.
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CHAPTER I – INTRODUCTION
Designed as a space for sleep, study, and basic relaxation, residence halls
(formerly known as dormitories) have evolved to become an integral part of the college
campus—a venue to provide student services and a locale focused on enhancing student
learning. In the 20th century, institutions of higher education began allocating resources
to restructure the purpose of residence halls in order to foster student development and
instruction (Schroeder, Mable, & Associates, 1994). As residence halls garner attention
as a likely space for enhanced learning opportunities, colleges and universities are
beginning to see the utility in connecting aspects of learning, campus living, and peer
networking within a renamed form of residence life: living-learning communities (Inkelas
et al., 2001). A living-learning community can be studied using the following as a basic
definition for this research: a group of students living together who have a purpose of
focusing on learning outside the classroom and that interacts with the institution’s staff,
who assist with the students’ holistic development (Inkelas et al., 2001). Not only are
colleges and universities investing time and effort into restructuring residence life to
foster enhanced learning and student development, but the academic field of student
affairs administration itself has taken note of this significant adaptation and is promoting
it as a viable, beneficial practice for campus life (Schroeder et al., 1994).
Background
Since Astin (1984), there have been other researchers who have focused on
integrating student involvement and living-learning communities. Kuh, Schuh, and
Inkelas are some of the researchers on the forefront of student learning and the outcomes
1

that students have from engaging in various environments. Each researcher contributes
more information to the field of study for practitioners to use in their everyday work.
While the researchers do not necessarily focus on the same topics, they each help bring
focus to a new way of enhancing student outcomes while in college. Even though there
are multiple engagement opportunities for students to take in college, it is valuable to
know which methods are better than others. Having a better grasp on what trends are
taking place across campuses can help other institutions try new methods. It also allows
institutions to know what is working and not working locally.
The pathways to the desired student outcomes of an institution matters and it is
vital for higher education to know various paths. Nation-wide assessments help show
exactly where the larger impact is seen and how to make adjustments to get students
going down appropriate paths to success. Higher education professionals must know
what opportunities are benefiting students the most to help provide evidence for the value
of college. With measures of accountability in place by society, it is important for
institutions to have purposeful means for student engagement. The focus is put on what
is gained in student learning outside the classroom and living-learning communities offer
one example for the larger body. Failure to delve into studying living-learning
communities’ impact takes attention away from the benefits of living on campus and how
housing serves as a beacon for student development during the pivotal years of a
student’s life.
As research continues on living-learning communities, there are foundational
needs that each institution has that these communities can assist with attaining. These
needs are institution specific, but relate to recruitment, retention, and progression towards
2

matriculation of students. The institution as a whole can find this information helpful to
know where students feel more involved. As institutions move towards first-year live-on
requirements for its incoming classes, institution professionals can know where to offer
venues for connection between the student and institution. Institutions that are concerned
with meeting their purpose should be focused on student interaction.
The benefit from this research is that higher education institutions and housing
departments will be able to see what impact, if any, living-learning communities have on
student involvement. While all institutions have similar missions, the approaches they
take to meet those missions vary. At each institution, the interaction of students with
each living-learning community differs. The housing personnel differs and so do their
living-learning communities. Some institutions have specific professional staff positions
that focus on community development, while others have more generic positions focused
on residence education. However, what is alike among the institutions is the desire to
have students who are involved and successful at the institution.
From the findings of this research, the housing staff has a larger impact on livinglearning communities than they may be aware of. Their daily operations are more than
just fulfilling job duties. Without the staff’s guidance and knowledge, the community
would suffer, and its purpose would not be met. When the community suffers, the
housing department and institution also fail to achieve their missions. Housing staff must
look inward into the operations they are using for each community to reach students.
Potential implications from this study look at the financial standpoint of the need
for living-learning communities to exist. Money is put into the creation, development,
and maintenance of living-learning communities. These communities do not exist
3

without efforts and financial assistance to help with facilities, programming, staffing, etc.
The housing staff has to sell the concept of each community to its constituents. Those
communities that are partnered with academic entities also have faculty that can assist
with the promotion of the community. This study can help identify any strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats that living-learning communities are experiencing
holistically and on a particular campus.
Throughout this study, the role of living-learning communities serves as the
medium to student involvement. Astin’s (1984) theory of student involvement discusses
how students who live on campus already have a connection (1999). Living on campus
has an impact on student involvement by getting students to engage more with the
environment around them. Also, students can be connected more easily to other students,
faculty and staff, and the institution. Residence halls have a purpose and their role in
student success is important. Living on campus makes a positive impact and assists with
meeting higher education’s mission.
What is missing, is research from more recent years that focuses on livinglearning communities. Researchers have not followed after the decades of publications
by Inkelas (2001 – 2015) and Kuh (1993 – 2010) to continue studying these
environments and publishing their findings. Without more research, practitioners will not
have a holistic outlook as to best practices. This does not support the development of
students and enhance their opportunities for involvement. We are nearing the end of the
Millennial generation being the majority generation in college and must take advantage
of assessing this population. By researching this area further, we can be better prepared
to know where to go next with these communities as Generation Z begins coming to
4

college. Professional associations should be able to share the most recent research to its
members to be able to take back to their home institutions and put into practice. Some of
these associations would be the Association of College and University Housing Officers
– International (ACUHO-I), the National Association of Student Personnel
Administrators (NASPA), and the American College Personnel Association (ACPA).
These three associations have members across the country and world that would benefit
from having access to more recent research on living-learning communities and their
outcomes for student involvement.
Statement of the Problem
Research suggests that students who are involved and those who live on campus
have greater academic success and are more likely to return for their next academic
semester (Purdie & Rosser, 2011). Research also illustrates that residency and retention
on college campuses have to provide evidence of their value to the public today.
Knowing this, a better understanding of the aspects that assist with retaining today’s
students is necessary, as new generations of students bring new issues for professionals to
address. To increase students’ retention rates as they progress toward graduation,
students must have a connection with the institution. More research is needed to better
understand the key aspects of students’ connection with their institutions.
Living-learning communities serve as a scene to study involved and on-campus
students no matter the type of institution. Involved students are connected with the
institution, be it in a student organization, employment, or affinity group to name
examples. On-campus students are those who reside in a residence hall. The concept of
5

living-learning communities has been around since the early days of higher education,
dating back to the founding institutions in Europe. Since the early days of higher
education, living-learning communities have been beneficial for student success,
involvement, and retention (Inkelas et al., 2001). There is a limited amount of empirical
research on living-learning communities as a form of involvement based on type of
institution, which brings forward the need to conduct research on this topic. It is known
that housing staff are involved in the community aspect and that they provide support for
the continuation of living-learning communities. The role of the staff is important,
allowing for the community’s existence in the first place. The staff helps to guide the
day-to-day operations of the community and assists with the creation of opportunities in
which the students partake. With the staff providing management to the community,
students are able to be involved in multiple environments at college (Astin, 1999).
Greater focus is needed on this involvement; through appropriate research, further
information about the students and the interaction they have with their institutions based
on type of institution would be produced.
What is missing from the research is how involved in the institution the student
feels because of his or her living-learning community based on institution type. There is
also a need to look at how living-learning communities are structured and staffed, and
whether the student is required to participate in the living-learning community. The level
of student involvement is tied to the connection with the institution (Astin, 1984).
Having a committed housing staff focused on student development accomplishes this.
Focusing on the involvement component allows researchers to address the gap in the
literature and to dig deeper into the role that the living-learning community has on
6

students. The results will be able to assist housing professionals in knowing where to
focus their efforts in order to bring about success in a living-learning community and the
overall connectedness a student has with the institution.
Theoretical Framework
Students need to be involved during college to enhance their ability for academic
success and strengthen their connection with their institutions (Astin, 1984). In order to
examine this involvement as it relates to this study, relevant theoretical frameworks are
needed to guide this study. Astin’s (1984) involvement theory explores the interactions
between college students and institutions and how those relationships could be enhanced
to bridge the gap that exists between these two entities, which could prevent
disconnection and attrition.
Astin’s (1984) involvement theory is rooted in the work of Sigmund Freud. Freud
(1933) used the concept of cathexis to illustrate the psychological energy that individuals
invest in objects, ideas, or people other than themselves. Those objects could include
things an individual invests in, such as family, friends, and jobs (Astin, 1999). Astin’s
use of the concept of involvement requires a person to take action in the environment and
be engaged purposefully. To define involvement in this format, a verb form must be used
instead of the traditional noun to showcase the necessary commitment to being active in
the action of involvement (Astin, 1984). A person must be willing to dedicate the proper
amount of energy to engage with an object for involvement to occur, and for this study
the object is the living-learning community.
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Astin’s (1984) involvement theory has five components: (a) investment of energy
in objects, (b) involvement taking place along a continuum (happening at various points
throughout college), (c) involvement being both quantitative and qualitative (the number
of interactions a student has as well as the value of those interactions), (d) learning and
development being directly related to involvement, and (e) student involvement being
considered to effect policy and practice (Astin, 1999). No one component solely
determines a student’s level of involvement, but collectively the components have the
ability to enhance student involvement by placing emphasis on measurable degrees of
involvement. Ultimately, for students to learn and develop they “need to actively engage
in their environment and educators need to create opportunities for in- and out-of-class
involvement” (Evans et al., 2009, p. 31).
Purpose of Study
The purpose of this study is to examine the level of influence student involvement
in living-learning communities has on a student’s sense of belonging to his or her
affiliated institution. Sense of belonging, discussed later in the definition of terms,
essentially refers to the degree to which a student feels comfortable in their environment.
College students who actively engage with their institution are more academically
successful and more likely to graduate (Strayhorn, 2012). Even so, existing literature
does not address if or how living-learning communities play a role in student
development, connectedness, and academic success. Housing departments across the
country are promoting living-learning communities on their campuses. There are
approximately 2,171 degree-granting institutions that offer campus housing (NCES,
8

2016), and of those institutions 94% of them have established at least one living-learning
community (ACUHO-I, 2016). As the practice of instituting living-learning communities
expands, it is important to examine their effects on student connectedness and academic
success based on institution type. Measurable findings generated from studies such as
this could enhance the living-learning community practice throughout higher education
and better inform student affairs practitioners about the realities of this growing form of
campus-based residential life.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
The purpose of this study is to determine whether student participation in livinglearning communities influences students’ sense of belonging and their involvement at
their institutions based on type of institution. For this research, the term demographic
variables will refer to items classified as such from the Student of Integrated Living
Learning Programs (discussed in greater detail in Chapter III). This study will test the
following research hypotheses:
RQ1: Is there a difference in student demographics between those in a livinglearning community and those not based on type of institution?
RQ2: Is participation in a living-learning community related to sense of belonging
based on type of institution?
H1: There will be a significant difference in the demographic variables with
students residing in living-learning communities compared to those not residing in livinglearning communities, particularly with private institutions versus public institutions.
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H2: Sense of belonging will be greater in students residing in living-learning
communities compared to those not residing in living-learning communities, particularly
with public 4-year institutions versus 2-year institutions.
Being a part of a living-learning community can take on various forms and can be
participatory or mandatory. Knowing whether students are able to opt into the
community is necessary to understand how students view their community. If there are
requirements for membership in a community, researchers need to understand how those
requirements help shape the potential participation level of students (Stassen, 2003).
Membership requirements can influence retention for colleges and universities to
consider as enrollment is linked to funding through tuition. Students continue to enroll in
college for a multitude of reasons, and a living-learning community may assist a college
in accomplishing higher education’s mission of serving the public through teaching and
research. While being a member of a living-learning community does serve as a form of
involvement within the institution, additional involvement is possible with organizations
and jobs, thus not threatening the intended purpose of Astin’s (1984) involvement theory.
The living-learning community may serve as a pathway to involvement in an
organization and seeking a leadership role. Students who are involved with their
institution outside the classroom are more focused on their academics and more likely to
graduate compared to students who are not involved (Schroeder et al., 1994). Addressing
the above questions will offer more insight into living-learning communities in regard to
student involvement.
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Overview of Methodology
For this research, the eligible participants were students, both undergraduate and
graduate, who lived on campus. The institutions that participated in this study were
affiliated with the Mississippi Association of Housing Officers (MAHO), the state
professional association of housing departments. There were 35 institutions that were
affiliated with MAHO. These institutions included public, private, community colleges,
baccalaureate degree granting, and doctoral research institutions (SEAHO, 2011).
Data Collection. In terms of data collection, once IRB approval was obtained,
each MAHO institution’s housing director was contacted to determine if his or her
institution was willing to participate. A questionnaire link was sent via email to the
housing directors for distribution to the students. The statistical analysis conducted was
logistic regression due to wanting to determine if there was a significant difference
between groups (members of living-learning communities versus members of non-livinglearning communities) on measures of sense of belonging and demographics (Fowler,
2009).
Justification
There is a lack of empirical research on living-learning communities as a whole
and the first call to action did not come until 2001. Assessment has not been conducted
holistically; instead, the research has been minimal and at single institutions and thus
generalizability has not been possible (Inkelas et al., 2001). With accountability being a
factor to show the value of higher education, an appropriate study is needed to better
understand these communities and exactly how they contribute to an institution’s success.
11

The larger research community needs to know both how living-learning communities are
thriving and the places where they can be improved (Inkelas et al., 2001). Research has
been conducted on students living in residence halls, but research about the specific
living-learning community organism has been limited. The environment of these
communities is different than that of a traditional residence hall and should be studied
further. Traditional residence hall communities do not group residents together for
housing purposes around a topic with learning outcomes being achieved by engagement
activities for the community (Inkelas et al., 2001).
A specific concern is to discover the differences that exist among living-learning
programs at institutions, specifically large institutions. Criticism has been directed
toward larger institutions at their lack of success with student involvement due to the size
of the student population and lack of personal connections being made between students
(Inkelas et al., 2001). It is imperative that these institutions in particular find a way to
create small communities for learning to thrive, although all types of institutions need to
be studied appropriately. Research institutions make up 3% of the higher education
institution types in the country but confer 33% of the undergraduate degrees (Inkelas et
al., 2001). Students are attending research institutions in large numbers and their
involvement in the institution is not known (Inkelas et al., 2001).
Aside from housing, the division of student affairs would be able to use this
information to look at the programs being offered to all students, including those who
live off campus for general learning communities. Various departments can see how
their partnerships with these communities have benefited the students and what new
opportunities may be possible. Any other entities that are partnered with a living12

learning community will also find the study beneficial. This would mostly be the
academic units that have faculty and organizational involvement with the communities.
Since some living-learning communities have a faculty partnership, there is the need to
see the impacts of this relationship between the academic entity and community,
especially as there could be time and money invested in the community by the faculty
member and academic department.
This research focuses on a premier housing trend of today. Inkelas (2001, 2007,
2008, 2012) continued to build off Astin’s (1984) initial work and focus on how livinglearning communities are improving a student’s involvement and connection with his or
her institution. It is crucial to be on the leading edge of this research and contribute to the
overall body of knowledge with a focus based on type of institution. With the growing
number of living-learning communities, students can benefit when there is more research
into the success of these communities. This research will assist institutions that are
starting these communities or making adjustments to existing communities. Research
must take place for more knowledge to be gained in order to make an impact. While the
Study of Integrated Living Learning Programs (SILLP) exists and is able to look at
institutions across the nation, it requires an institution to pay to participate in research.
In order to study a single state, there must be more information to draw focus
towards the need. There are over 131,000 students enrolled at higher education
institutions in Mississippi, thus highlighting a need to study Mississippi further
(Ballotpedia, 2016). In 2015 the Mississippi Institutions of Higher Learning made a
request for an increase to the state legislature of $133,000,000 in appropriations for the
eight public institutions, bringing the total for the current fiscal year to $1,606,000,000
13

(Mississippi Public Universities, 2015). While there was a 9% increase in funding prior
to the 2016-year, higher education was only allotted 16% of the state’s budget
(Ballotpedia, 2016). Retention rates are also low in Mississippi, coming in at 66%.
Graduation rates are even worse: 26% at 4 years, increasing to 50% at 6 years
(Ballotpedia, 2016). There is clear evidence that Mississippi is below the national
average and studying living-learning communities offers insight into one entity that could
assist in bettering these numbers with the connectedness they create for a student. One
thing that makes Mississippi unique is the community college system that has a housing
component at each institution. This allows for another view to be studied, as no previous
research has included community colleges. With the various types of institutions in
Mississippi all having housing options, studying them further enables administrators and
the legislature to address these trends even better to ensure higher graduation rates.
Definition of terms
In order to move forward and better understand what is being discussed
throughout this research, a key definition is needed. Utilizing practical field concepts is
beneficial to understanding how practitioners are using this concept in daily practice.
There are multiple interpretations as to what exactly a living-learning community is,
although there are common themes among these descriptions:
•

“A group of students who have chosen to expand their education through
shared learning experiences that go beyond the classroom” (Georgian
Court University, 2013)
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•

“Simply a group of students who choose to live together and learn
together, who share a common interest, passion or major” (Milliken
University, 2013)

•

“Small defined groups of students who come together with faculty and
student affairs professionals to engage in a holistic and intellectually
interactive learning experience” (Concordia, 2016)

What all of these institutions’ definitions have in common are the themes of living
together, learning outside the classroom, student interaction with staff, structured and
purposeful groups, and focus on student development. With these elements, a livinglearning community can be studied using the following as a basic definition for this
research: a group of students living together who have a purpose of focusing on learning
outside the classroom and that interacts with the institution’s staff, who assist with the
students’ holistic development (Inkelas et al., 2001). With this general definition of a
living-learning community, we are able to move forward to better understand the need for
this area of research and why it is crucial to an institution’s success.
Sense of belonging is another concept that needs to be defined to ensure
continuity of the phrase’s use. At the root of the phrase, Strayhorn (2012) emphasizes
how sense of belonging is a part of basic human need. The connection that students feel
with each other and the institution creates community. For purposes of this research,
sense of belonging can be defined as “students’ perceived social support on campus, a
feeling or sensation of connectedness, the experience of mattering or feeling cared about,
accepted, respected, valued by, and important to the group or others on campus”
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(Strayhorn, 2012). In essence, sense of belonging is focused on the degree to which a
student feels comfortable in his or her environment.
Assumptions
One of the major assumptions for this study is that residents who complete the
survey will respond in a truthful manner when selecting their level of involvement with
the community and institution for each question asked. Another is that residents can
accurately determine that the connectedness they have with their institution is affiliated
with their membership in a living-learning community or lack thereof. These are
important for residence life staff to know as they provide the space for these communities
to exist.
Delimitations
There are a few delimitations with this study. One is that living-learning
communities do not have a set definition and are more self-identified by institutions.
This puts a burden on the researcher in how institutions are selected but also suggests that
there is a breadth of parameters that compose exactly what a living-learning community
is and is not. While institutions self-identify these communities to their own prescribed
set of criteria, they involve students living together and learning in a variety of formats
(Inkelas et al., 2001). Institutions will be given the criteria to define a living-learning
community for this study to determine if they desire to participate.
The second delimitation is that this study will be limited to a geographical region
of the United States. The study will be in the state of Mississippi through institutions
affiliated with the Mississippi Association of Housing Officers. Although the research
16

will take place with participating institutions within the state, being limited to a particular
state may decrease the generalizability of this study to a larger geographical area
(SEAHO, 2011).
The third delimitation is that there is a gap in the literature, but there is also a lack
of research on living-learning communities in general. This lack of research impedes
easily creating a foundation for the study, but there are seminal texts that offer guidance
to the field. The research that does exist provides a general framework for livinglearning community instruments to use to determine involvement (Inkelas et al., 2001).
Limitations
There are a few limitations with this study. One limitation is the time of the year
that the study was conducted. Given that participants were asked about their experiences,
they were not able to participate at the start of an academic year with little time passing to
fully suggest any impact. Thus, conducting the study at the later part of term is better,
but also yields the possibility for missing participants actively engaged with their
institution when academic terms end at varied points in the year.
Another limitation is sample size. Institutions cap the number of residents on
their campus to the number of bed spaces they have. The number of living-learning
communities and their capacities are determined by the institution’s needs. These
communities require appropriate oversight and need adequate resources to be successful.
Therefore, the number of these community members is usually a relatively small
percentage of the total residential population.
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Summary
Housing and residence life departments are the main entity that could find the
value of this study’s findings, as they are the ones overseeing the communities. This
study would help suggest the positive impact that living-learning communities make for
the involvement of a student. It could also shed light onto how certain living-learning
communities offer their members a better connection to the institution over other
communities based on type of institution. This can inform housing departments about
where to make changes to their programmatic efforts and make their communities more
intentional for student involvement. Housing has an important role on a college campus.
A student who lives on campus has the opportunity to be in the heart of activities and the
college environment. While living on campus has advantages, a greater focus is given to
those students who are a part of a living-learning community for this study. Members of
these communities appear to be more connected and involved with the institution. A
living-learning community’s main role is to engage students where they are and bring
learning to them. Ultimately, it is a tool that an institution can use to help ensure that
students are succeeding academically. Literature, highlighted in the next chapter, exists
that supports the impact of living-learning communities. This study will help to highlight
the value of learning outside the classroom. This study will build upon previous research
to address the topic today and determine how living-learning communities based on type
of institution can move toward tomorrow as an answer to support the mission of higher
education.
The most recent national study of living-learning communities was conducted in
2007. Inkelas and Associates (2008) utilized 49 institutions as a call for more data
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collection of living-learning communities to better understand what outcomes are being
met within the context of each institutions’ needs. While the study was grant funded,
participating institutions did have to pay fees to offset data collection. Low response
rates were weighted against the total sample population. Findings from the study provide
insight in how living-learning communities are capable of supporting its institution.
Access to resources is necessary and the partnership between academic and student
affairs can have a direct impact on student outcomes (Inkelas & Associates, 2008). These
student outcomes can be sources of evidence for accreditation reviews.
Living-learning communities have deep roots in higher education. These
communities are focused on co-curricular education for students residing on campus
(Henscheid, 2015). Students are living together in their respective community, taking
classes together, and engaging with faculty in and out of the classroom. The learning that
takes place in the community is the programmatic aspect and institutional collaboration
makes this successful (Henscheid, 2015). This can include academic partnerships with
programs, which can assist with getting students interested in their field. It can also help
students with courses that are challenging and allow them to be better equipped to tackle
their studies with extra resources. The scope of a living-learning community is endless,
as each community has its own purpose, structure, engagement, and story (Henscheid,
2015). Better understanding the depth and breadth of living-learning communities is
needed to continue pushing forward in promoting student success.
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CHAPTER II – LITERATURE REVIEW
Through this study, college housing was the focal point. The operation of
housing has had an important role to play and understanding more of its development is
necessary to move the study forward. Haskins (1923) states, “We need constantly to be
reminded that the fundamental factors in man’s [sic] development remain much the same
from age to age and must so remain as long as human nature and physical environment
continue what they have been” (p. 93). Haskin’s belief focused on the medieval student
and was also present at the start of higher education in the United States. This belief
continued to grow as higher education and students evolved throughout the country.
Focusing on the physical environment is imperative to better understand what is taking
place at a particular point. Specific times in housing’s history will be discussed further
and how the overall operation has altered with time to fit the needs of society during that
time period. While a brief introduction of the housing history was discussed in the
previous chapter, the next section will delve deeper into the evolution of college housing.
Then, the involvement theory will be discussed with how it fits in with the history and
evolution of college housing.
History of College Housing Development
The history of college and university housing can be traced back to two
institutions in Britain: the University of Oxford (founded 1096) and the University of
Cambridge (founded 1209). Originally, students lived with people in the local
community, but as each university grew and student enrollment increased, the need for
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organized and centralized housing options became apparent (Brothers & Hatch, 1971).
The first university housing operated similarly to a boarding house.
The mid-20th century saw the creation of student affairs as a profession within the
university. The article entitled “Student Personnel Point of View” (1937) became the
inspirational evidence for university change as it related to student affairs practitioners.
The report detailed that the needs of both students and higher education were growing.
More professionals—professionals who were not instructors—would be able to better
address these needs. This was the birth of the whole-student concept, which focused
around the holistic development of the student (Schroeder et al., 1994). No longer was
education limited to the classroom; rather, it was finally acknowledged that some of the
more crucial learning, such as life skills and real-world application, happened during
other facets of campus life: campus programs, internships, and organizations. According
to the “Student Personnel Point of View,” housing has a place within the division of
student affairs, and the need for educated housing staff is at the forefront of a successful
operation. Without acknowledging this piece of literature from the 1930s, the call for
specialized staff and the later creation of living-learning communities may not be a
studied topic.
Since the 1930s, the student affairs field grew and so did student housing
departments and facilities. With the rise in living-learning communities, two authors
wrote at the start of the 1960s about the three elements that make up such a community:
programs, staff, and physical facilities (Riker & Lopez, 1961). Living-learning
communities are growing in practice; they began to garner attention during the 1980s and
1990s and have continued growing to present day.
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Development of College Housing
Housing conditions at European colleges were not necessarily the most
comfortable in the beginning of higher education in the 1300s. These facilities only
provided the bare necessities to students, as students were strictly there to focus on their
studies. It was not until the sixteenth century that change took place for housing in
altering the purpose (Brothers & Hatch, 1971). Not much change occurred in college
housing’s purpose for a few centuries as higher education moved to North America.
Continuing into the nineteenth century, residency became more prestigious for males to
live at their colleges and interact with others outside of the classroom (Brothers & Hatch,
1971). The need arose for space to be given to academic learning, and thus the amenities
of the facility changed, by providing more space outside the confines of a bedroom to
engage with others. Meeting the needs of the new student was at the forefront of many
institutions to make access to education more attainable (Brothers & Hatch, 1971). With
the development of housing departments in the 1900s, creating a sense of community
became the focal point. As World War II ended and the United States was beginning to
send its Veterans, utilizing the G.I. Bill, to higher education, the university had to be
prepared to handle this large number of students. Students were now more likely to go
beyond their geographical region for education (Brothers & Hatch, 1971). The goal of
community building and a student’s sense of responsibility continued to remain at the
root of the mission for housing (Brothers & Hatch, 1971). Having a place to sleep at
night was a basic necessity, but students were also engaging with the environment around
them after class (Schroeder et al., 1994).
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The housing climate is full of potential to help students grow outside of the
classroom. The structural layout of a facility does matter in how interactive it allows
people to be and creates opportunities for these interactions (Riker, 1965). While there
are multiple types of housing (high-rise, low-rise, traditional, suite, vertical, etc.), there is
no set type that is the perfect building design (Riker & Lopez, 1961). The more homelike
it feels, the more the student will be relaxed and focused on succeeding academically
(Riker & Lopez, 1961). Much like Riker and Lopez, James Tice (1993) notes that
campus housing is one entity that does not change its purpose over time. The basic
necessities of a student continue to be the same when it comes to his or her place of
dwelling (Tice, 1993). Most of those needs include privacy, community, and access to
light and air. While a room is simply four walls, what the student is able to create in that
space is what will enhance his or her learning experience.
More recently, facilities began to be more specialized and new amenities were
offered to the students to assist with meeting this job function of the staff. The staff put
their efforts toward programming. Students were now able to take part in activities and
receive a “learning” outcome from programs they attended (Schroeder et al., 1994). At
the same time as the masses of students were going to college, researchers were putting
their efforts together to forge the idea of student development. Chickering and Perry
were instrumental during this era by coming up with basic concepts of development,
focusing primarily on the traditional college student age, 18 – 23 (Schroeder et al., 1994).
Overall, the residence hall environment has shifted from its original roots of being
just a dwelling to providing a community that is more focused on co-curricular learning.
Most of the more dramatic changes are noted from the mid 1900s, after World War II
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(Brothers & Hatch, 1971). These life lessons (financial, employment, living, etc.) are just
as noteworthy, even though students do not receive any academic credit for these lessons.
Students are able to partake in co-curricular programming on these life lessons, and for
some students, experience these lessons for the first time (managing a budget, getting a
job, having a roommate, doing laundry, etc.). Living-learning communities are at the
forefront of this structured environment for student development and involvement.
Living-learning communities bring together students, faculty, and staff in a new manner
to interact and exchange information between one another. Community building and
fostering a sense of responsibility (moral, good neighbor) continue to remain as a mission
for college housing (Brothers & Hatch, 1971). This mission has been present in the early
years of college housing and exist still today, helping to achieve the purpose of higher
education at the same time.
Theoretical Framework
There are three traditional pedagogical approaches that Astin draws upon to
declare a need for his involvement theory’s existence and that previous research did not
provide the necessary knowledge for student involvement theory. Previous research was
not substantial enough to meeting the claims that Astin believed were necessary when his
theory was developed (Astin, 1999). An element was always missing or did not meet the
mark in being holistic and educational. Multiple entities played a role and were not
represented in those theories, just focusing one entity.
The first is subject-matter theory. Here the focus is based around the content that
a student would receive from exposure in a subject. The failure is that students have a
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passive role in this form of education (Astin, 1999). Students are not the ones who have
the direct attention here; instead it is the item that is being introduced to students that is
the main focus of the classroom. Students are merely the recipients of the material and
not the focal point.
The second is resource theory. For an institution to be successful it must bring
together adequate resources for students to learn. The limitations are in the availability
and usage of the resources for the students (Astin, 1999). Again, the student is on the
receiving end with this process. The student simply uses the resources as a vehicle for
knowledge to be shared with them. However, it is the institution’s responsibility to create
and provide various resources to be available to the students, as they are necessary to
assist in the learning process (Astin, 1999).
The third is individualized/eclectic theory. In order to help students develop,
there is not a single approach that addresses each student’s needs. One key theorist is
Chickering, whose vectors of development challenged the traditional linear approach
(Evans, Forney, & Guido-DiBrito, 2009). With vectors, students could move throughout
each stage of development at their own pace, move back to a previous vector, or even
skip vectors at a time. This approach is very individualized for each student in how
development occurs. The traditional linear approach has students moving through each
section of development along a particular path of progression. For Astin, every student is
different from his or her peers and develops at a different rate, thus needing distinctive
attention and resources. Due to the inability to effectively allocate time and the lack of
information on each student, it is not possible to meet each specific need a student brings
forward (Astin, 1999). Too much time is needed to provide the necessary research to
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gauge this approach’s effectiveness with students and their interaction with the
institution.
Value of Education in Student Affairs
While housing provides opportunites for learning to occur, higher education has
the responsibility to be the venue for educating students. Chickering and Gamson (1987)
highlight the necessary principles for higher education to follow for successful
undergradute education. There are seven principles for good practice in undergraduate
education for all entities of a college to work together to accomplish, housing included.
One is to encourage contact between students and faculty. The value of students
knowing faculty members allows students to have someone to go to when they have
questions and need advice (Chickering & Gamson, 1987). This call for interaction is
necessary for student retention.
Besides faculty, there are staff members that are available to assist students with
issues and educational opportunities that arise. These practitioners have been placed in
roles that allow for dialogue to occur and requires their attention to be on the students.
As time continues, student affairs professionals must adjust their roles to meet the
changing needs of students that they serve. Acknowledging that each student is unique is
important, as the student wants to feel individualized. Students also need to be validated
with worth and dignity (NASPA, 1987). Practitioners must see the value of student
involvement in the learning process. The community around them matters and
practitioners must be intentional in creating supportive and friendly communities for
involvement to enhance the learning process.
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Maslow developed the hierarchy of needs; which student affairs professionals
refer to for basic necessities of students. Here the central core of the student is to display
the basic necessities for success (Maslow, 1943). Maslow’s research lies deep at the
organization’s inner layer, in that the organization and staff provide the basic needs
(food, water, and sleep) of each student in the physical structure of the building where the
community is located (Maslow, 1943). As the student continues his or her involvement
in the community, the other needs (societal, esteem, and self-actualization) begin to be
fulfilled as the staff performs its job responsibilities through their leadership of carrying
out of activities for the community. With the creation of Maslow’s needs, we see where a
residence hall and its staff fall in the structure. If someone is not able to feel comfortable
and safe at college, his or her success could be limited.
With learning and new ideas being an ongoing mission of higher education, the
student population is ever changing, and shifts will need to occur so that learning can
flourish to meet the new body of students. Gamson (1991) conducted interviews around
five questions of political correctness to look at how race and gender continue to be areas
of campus growth with inclusiveness. The idea of multiculturalism is one that resonates
with the academic community to be accepting of all types of individuals (Gamson, 1991).
Multiculturalism speaks to the point of learning how to create dialogue with people
(Gamson, 1991). Living-learning communities must be diverse and accepting of all
students who are its members. These communities are an opportunity for everyone to
learn and grow from other people and how to interact with them.
During the last 50 years higher education has shifted, one instance being the
decline of in loco parentis, or in the place of a parent. With 30% of college first-year
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students residing on-campus across the nation, the opportunity to conduct outreach for
this population has a larger stretch now more than ever (Willoughby, Carroll, Marshall, &
Clark, 2009). The 1970s were a time of change for the nation and college housing took
part in this as well with coed housing beginning to be seen at more institutions. The shift
put focus on both sexes communicating more and learning tolerance (Willoughby et al.,
2009). Coed facilities can assist with financial aspects needed for living-learning
communities. These financial aspects include the facility the community is located in,
the layout of the facility (structural and programmatic), and how staff interacts with the
people in the community. Both sexes are able to interact in the same community and not
in separate facilities where double resources needed.
As development takes place, harnessing efforts around institutional purposes must
be remembered to ensure the institution is meeting its mission. Student affairs staff must
ensure that their mission complements that of the institution and how they go about the
educational process. Resources must be managed to adhere to the learning environment
(UNESCO, 2002). One important resource is the training of staff to ensure they are
prepared to assist the students that come to them. It is imperative to acknowledge that
technology is a formative way for students to engage with their environment, so faculty
and staff of higher education institutions need to meet them where they are, and find
ways to support this access (UNESCO, 2002). Residence life staff have a responsibility
to provide facilities and programming that enhance holistic learning and student
development. This approach can be accomplished by offering a variety of living options
that include living-learning communities for students.
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Involvement Informs Learning
Some aspects of collegiate development can occur prior to college in the
secondary education setting. Through service learning, teachers and schools can reach
out to the local community to see what needs exist and how younger students can assist
(Kinsley, 1997). Students may not be aware of issues facing certain groups of people
within the community in which they live. This allows for an early lesson to take place to
bridge the gap between learning and living in a real-world format. Societal issues are
ever present and finding ways to educate students about them is an opportunity for
students to learn about being active members of a community. Students who begin
learning this lesson before college are likely to be more aware of how they can take those
lessons and continue moving forward in their development (Kinsley, 1997). While not
the focus of this study, students participating in service learning can find similar
opportunities to continue during college and enhance their social awareness.
There is a necessity to ensure that when structured involvement is happening there
is learning that also takes place. Astin (1993) highlights how the involvement that a
student has in college matters when it comes to the effects of involvement within the
institution. One aspect that helps determine student involvement is where a student
resides during college, and residence halls are able to positively attribute to the desired
outcomes of engagement and degree attainment. Residents were also more likely to join
student organizations and partake in hedonism (Astin, 1993).
Through Astin’s theory of involvement, researchers are able to look at how to
connect with students. Communication instructors are one group of faculty who can
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engage with students. These instructors are able to take what Astin purposes and put into
practice (Hunt, 2003). Students and faculty must have contact with one another on a
regular basis, both during class time and outside of it. Students also need to learn how to
be cooperative with each other, and group assignments help with teaching that. Active
learning strategies engage students in being a part of their learning and having input
(Hunt, 2003). Through this research we can see the versatility of Astin’s theory. While
Hunt’s research is focused in the classroom, engagement is the focal point.
Learning can take the shape of merging academic learning and student
development, which has a higher education focus. In student affairs, students are able to
participate in the learning process through various opportunities that are created for them.
That learning occurs through action, contemplation, reflection and emotional engagement
within their environment (Keeling, 2004). This is a form of transformative education.
Transformative education emphasizes integrated environments with developmental
outcomes as the goal. Knowing that student affairs professionals play such a pivotal role
in the education process, attention must be given to their preparedness. This starts with
formal education at the graduate level and area specific training for staff (Keeling, 2004).
These professionals must also have the ability to learn at the level of the students, but
also be able to advance the learning process for students.
Involvement Matters
Richmond’s interview with Astin, a few years after the conducting of the research
on involvement, confirms the importance of involvement and why it is needed on college
campuses (Richmond, 1986). Astin states that involvement is the focal point which
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institutions can collectively place emphasis. A student has numerous distractions in front
of them daily, and any way to break up those distractions is helpful (Richmond, 1986).
One way to break up the distractions is by a student getting involved. Involvement leads
to retention and retention of students is key for an institution. Once retention of a student
is met, there are the intrinsic factors that come with the educational curriculum
(Richmond, 1986).
La Vine and Mitchell’s (2006) article highlights how learning communities can be
constructed in a variety of ways, one example is the linked courses concept. Here there
are sets of courses that are intertwined with one another. Faculty have to work together
to ensure that their syllabi have appropriate content that give students a diverse
experience (La Vine & Mitchell, 2006). Learning/course clusters are where a group of
students enroll in a set of classes together and continue throughout the program. There
are also freshmen interest groups. These groups are created for incoming students and
are centered on themes (majors, interests, etc.). The groups are welcomed into the
institution and have a core group of staff that they are able to meet from the start of their
college career (La Vine & Mitchell, 2006).
Federated interest groups are similar, but these students volunteer for the program
and study with a particular group of students. A coordinated studies program mixes
students and faculty together. With this group, there are set faculty members who
interact with the students and teach the courses, which allows students the ability to
become familiar with faculty (La Vine & Mitchell, 2006). These various communities
help an institution with their retention of students from one year to the next (La Vine &
Mitchell, 2006). There is no set criteria for how a living-learning community is
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structured, each community varies among institutions. However, the concept of a livinglearning community is constant. This article gives that concept and then gives an
example of how to ensure that the community is effective and meets its mission (La Vine
& Mitchell, 2006).
The role of student affairs professionals is critical to the success of a program.
Appropriate training is necessary for the staff to be able to execute the program. Student
affairs professionals are constantly trying to assess whether or not training information
was retained. Assessment can be conducted directly or indirectly (Lindsay, Hourigan,
Smist, & Wray, 2013). The University of North Carolina at Wilmington decided to look
at direct assessment to see what information staff were retaining from their training of
resident assistants. The on-campus population has almost doubled within the past seven
years and the need to ensure that community was forming was still needed (Lindsay et
al., 2013). The resident assistants were given a pre-test before training and a post-test.
There was a 9.8-point increase in test scores at the conclusion of training compared to the
pre-test scores. Through this information, the housing staff was able to address areas
where its staff scored lower. Additionally, training was revamped to meet the needs that
were present and the method of delivery (Lindsay et al., 2013). By conducting
assessment on training, professionals are able to know what its staff is retaining from
training. We are able to see that through this example, the housing staff wants to ensure
that community is still flourishing (Lindsay et al., 2013). As housing populations have
grown, so have the staff. The staff has the same job duties; there are just larger numbers
of students to reach. Through this study, it is noted that reviewing operations periodically
can be beneficial.
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For a campus to provide connections to involvement for learning beyond the
classroom, certain characteristics are required. Kuh (1991) discusses what those
characteristics are: 1) have a clear mission promoting involvement, 2) create a culture of
student initiative and responsibility, 3) recognize and respond to the student experience,
4) provide intimate and multiple sub-communities, 5) value students and take their
learning seriously, and 6) generate feelings of loyalty and specialness (Strange &
Banning, 2001). Living-learning communities can serve as the sub-community and the
housing staff must ensure that the community is capable of having the other
characteristics thrive through oversight, structure, and support.
Technology has changed the way that students interact with one another and with
the components of a college campus. Social media is a focal point of this change in type
of interaction, notably Facebook. Viewing social media as way for students to interact
with their community, Astin’s theory is put to the test in adapting for the growth of
technology (Heiberger & Harper, 2008). When students are on social media, they are
putting forth physical and psychological energy. Communication through these mediums
occurs along a continuum, and students can connect through more formats than
previously. It is up to the student in how they engage with the quantitative and
qualitative features of social media platforms (Heiberger & Harper, 2008). The growth is
in how faculty and staff of institutions use social media platforms to engage with
students. Apprehension is apparent, but there are opportunities to reach different groups
of students through various means. The directed marketing that can be used through
social media assists with getting information out to students. Virtual degree programs
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and institutions are growing, thus there is the need to learn more about technology and
what new opportunities there are (Heiberger & Harper, 2008).
Out-of-Class Learning
One thing to acknowledge is that learning can occur outside of the physical
classroom in a variety of formats. What is being learned is important, not just the
location of learning. Kuh (1995) states that outside of the classroom students are able to
get the growth they need to be successful in life. There is much that is learned that helps
students thrive besides what they learn in a particular class. Students are challenged by
social situations and must deal with their decisions and the reactions of others. While this
can be discussed in a classroom, the application must take place elsewhere for students to
truly learn about themselves and others (Kuh, 1995). The preparation that a classroom
gives is important, but the experience is where the actual learning occurs, and students
gain new perspectives on their own.
Continuing with this notion, New (2014) discusses how the role that faculty plays
in a student’s development is crucial. Academic advising is one way that faculty can
engage with students outside the classroom. When a student meets with their academic
advisor, they are able to feel a connection with the campus and a sense of care about their
future. This is something that requires time, but not money to be spent to implement
intentional academic advising for students to feel support (New, 2014).
Learning communities are a venue for undergraduate scholastic improvement.
Those who take courses together have better experiences during college and are able to
be successful. With first-year students these communities assist with the transition to
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college (Rocconi, 2011). An efficacious transition leads to better retention and ultimately
matriculation towards graduation. The key factor is the instrument of student
engagement. While indirect, this factor is the one that links the interaction of the
community to its outcomes. The National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) is one
tool that is widely used in higher education to look at what students are interacting with
the most during college (Ricconi, 2011). The quality of effort that a student puts into
their learning community matters as to what outcome a student has.
Student organizations are one way that students can increase their involvement.
Case’s (2011) research suggests that men are not taking advantage of the involvement
opportunities, and women are surpassing men in many areas. Enrollment alone is one
area where women are the majority. The involvement that students have matters and
knowing that men are less likely to be in organizations allows staff members to target
them directly for engagement (Case, 2011).
It is important to note that the terms involvement and community have a rich bond
between one another on a college campus. Boyer (1990) focuses on the six principles of
community. A community needs to be educationally purposeful; the institution is the
place where learning occurs. The community must be open, civility being the mainstay
for dialogue among members. This community is just, people are respected, and
diversity practiced consistently. A community requires discipline, members
acknowledge their role in the community and governance takes place for the greater good
of the group. The community should be a place of care, members need to support those
around them when a situation arises. Lastly, is celebrative, the community needs to share
its history through traditions and change. Both Astin and Boyer have researched these
35

areas and how they are associated with student development, thus leading to retention.
Research has suggested that students who live in a residence hall have more opportunities
to gain involvement in student activities (Elkins, Forrester, & Noel-Elkins, 2011).
Moving beyond the residence hall, looking at how students feel connected to the
institution as a whole is crucial as well. The sense of campus community is a vital tool
for student success. Building off Boyer’s work, better understanding where students find
community is necessary for administrators to make appropriate changes (Cheng, 2004).
At the individual level, students must feel that they are cared about; otherwise, the
student feels lonely and the environment around them is negatively affecting them
further. A quality social life on campus comes next when the individual is comfortable in
the environment (Cheng, 2004). The social life is more than just who a student associates
with, it also entails the programming efforts and organized group opportunities the
institution has to offer.
Residence Hall Design
Research points to how institutions create learning environments through the
architectural design of facilities. Strange and Banning (2001) highlight how construction
of residence halls matter and are a tool to determine a resident’s engagement. Low-rise
facilities with less student density promote an atmosphere where residents can thrive in
more inclusive environments. Residents are able to have social networks, a concept of
neighborliness, and less aggressive behaviors are displayed (Strange & Banning, 2001).
Residents are able to have their own space and not feel crowded by others. The physical
layout of a residence hall can influence what type of engagement may occur between the
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residents that live there, with anticipation of allowing for authentic communities to
prosper among the students.
How students create community is determined by design. Strange and Banning’s
work at the start of the 21st Century laid the framework for how education is done by
design. That design goes beyond the classroom and into every facet of an institution.
From Cheng’s (2005) findings, the quality of services a student receives the better the
sense of belonging is. Additionally, a student only fully participates in campus activities
when the factors around them have been taken into consideration: financial, residential,
and social. Lastly, the institution must be willing to accept community building where
and as it unfolds, students find new spaces to build community (Cheng, 2005).
In recent decades, there have been new configurations of residence halls, but there
has been a lack of research on those styles. From the boom in student population and
facility construction post-World War II, there was a shift away from the community
bathroom facilities to more private focused facilities (Clemons, Banning, & McKelfresh,
2004). Recently, there has been a shift into larger shared studio rooms for students.
Students are moving into a space that is equivalent to what they had back home, but now
are sharing that space with another individual, thus privacy becomes limited. The interior
of the facility is where the most flexibility of the space is. Furnishings, fixtures, and
equipment is one area that can change the atmosphere of a space (Clemons, Banning, &
McKelfresh, 2004). The items that are inside a room impact the sense of place and can
make the difference in how students view the room. The furniture creates the
environment and must be versatile. The aesthetics of the space allow it to move from a
room that is being rented into a home. This is where the sense of self is seen, and
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students can feel comfortable in the space that they have created for themselves. When
students are comfortable, they are more likely to be involved and engaged within their
community, thus leading to retention (Clemons, Banning, & McKelfresh, 2004). While
not the sole factor, whether or not students will matriculate towards graduation is
impacted by the design of the facility and the interior of the space where the student will
be residing.
While residence halls are built in various forms, the style can impact the nature of
interactions students have with each other and with faculty, which contributes to their
level of success. Student persistence plays a vital role when it comes to degree
completion, with only 55% of first-year students graduating after six years (Brandon,
Hirt, & Cameron, 2008). The interactions that students have throughout a campus
influences their persistence. Thus, the design of a residence hall is important to how it
encourages and allows for students to interact with each other. Research has compared
traditional and suite-style residence halls to determine which is a better design. This
study found a 23% difference of interactions between students in a suite-style hall
compared to a traditional hall (Brandon, Hirt, & Cameron, 2008). Traditional style halls
allow for more interactions to take place in common areas of a facility. These
interactions that students have allow them to feel a part of the community and thus the
university, making the student more likely to return the next semester.
As the design phase of a residence hall is taking place, emphasis is needed on the
functionality and programmatic aspects of the facility. Human aggregate theory offers
evidence towards the concept of involvement. According to human aggregate theory,
individuals are likely attracted to and involved with groups that share interests. So, the
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environment that is created has the role of being a place where synergy is able to occur
among the members of a group (Strange & Banning, 2001). One place for this to be seen
is in living-learning communities. The layout of residential living facilities is important,
as it helps determine the learning that takes place (Strange & Banning, 2001).
Program design, structure, and goals must be vetted by all stakeholders to ensure
appropriate delivery for the students involved in the living-learning community (Dunn &
Dean, 2013). Once the program (community) is functioning, assessments must be
conducted to see what is successful and needs adjusting. The assessment must be
focused on the outcomes of the program for the community.
Allowing students the ability to take ownership of the spaces they interact with is
pivotal for development to take place. One study of a residential college highlights how
recreating space and claiming ownership of the community makes a difference (Altimare
& Sheridan, 2016). While the traditional role of a learning community integrates the
classroom to the outside world, the residential colleges at one Midwestern institution has
deeper roots to the outside. Students are able to create purpose and meaning in their own
spaces, not just in the residence hall (Altimare & Sheridan, 2016). Students interact with
the community to make it their own with feeling comfortable, and that in turn allows
students to build connections with others around them.
Residence Hall Learning
While the design of a residence hall impacts how interaction happens naturally, it
also influences learning. Early research pointed to the importance of living groups, prior
to the term living-learning communities becoming the preferred term. Research should
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not be focused on measuring the growth of students, but rather the impact of student
involvement is more vital to understand (Moss, DeYoung, & Van Dort, 1976). Growth is
a function of involvement and understanding involvement better will lead to
understanding growth. To address this the University Residence Environment Scales
(URES) was designed to emphasize the individual with their social environment. The
URES reveals that students have become increasingly more committed in their
relationships to those around them due to the prevalence of living-learning communities.
There is also the academic achievement for personal growth being brought into the
dialogue of a living group, students will discuss their academics with peers more
willingly. The Biographical and Experience Questionnaire (BEQ) also puts an emphasis
on student body involvement (Moss, DeYoung, & Van Dort, 1976). By reviewing these
two instruments on a study of students, the findings suggest that the environment living
groups create allow for students to have additional experiences outside of academics/the
classroom their first year in college when compared to students who did not live on
campus.
Residence halls have a special role to assist with civic learning. With the
diversity of students placed in these facilities, the opportunity to interact with diversity
issues is likely in the community. Weinberg (2013) states that utilizing the community to
address issues is crucial to the student’s development. The value of learning how to
handle issues is one that students will face again throughout life, and solutions will need
to be sought by a collective group. In order to allow for this dialogue to occur in
residence halls, great focus needs to be put on the staff that oversees these facilities
(Weinberg, 2013). Living-learning communities require stakeholders to agree with the
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community existing in the first place (Greening, 1981). When starting a community,
there can be difficulty getting all stakeholders to agree on the various components.
Sometimes negotiations must be made between entities to assist each side with getting
what they want out of the community. For new communities, it is an experiment of what
will work for that particular institution (Greening, 1981). Time is needed to determine
the success and consensus is useful to allow ownership felt among the various facets.
Shapiro and Levine (1999) found that learning communities can be sustained by
their own synergy. Each stakeholder in a community has the ability to keep the
momentum thriving with identifying priorities. Addressing the issues that each
stakeholder has with measurable goals is the first step (Shapiro & Levine, 1999). Then
knowing the constraints and resource demands by the unit is needed. Through calendar
planning, the important times throughout the year are known and when deadlines need to
be set for achieving the community’s goals. As resistance comes up for a community’s
existence, it is crucial to be tactful in addressing concerns and possible solutions. Trial
and error are needed at the beginning, but once the organism is functioning well it can
sustain itself through the collaboration of units (Shapiro & Levine, 1999).
Living-Learning Communities Matter
The beginning of living-learning communities can be seen during the Progressive
Era of the late 1920s. This started with Alexander Meiklejohn at the University of
Wisconsin’s Experimental College (Petracchi, Weaver, Engel, Kolivoski, & Das, 2010).
Understanding exactly what a living-learning community is just a piece to knowing more
about them and why they matter. The larger picture that should be highlighted is the
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value of learning that can thrive in the right atmosphere. Zhao’s and Kuh’s research
looks back to the four types of learning communities: curricular, classroom, residential,
and student-type (Zhao & Kuh, 2004). The question of whether learning communities
have an impact on student success became their research’s purpose. Once regression was
conducted, a correlation was found between learning communities and grades for the
seniors interviewed (Zhao & Kuh, 2004). As for student engagement, both the first-years
and seniors who were part of a learning community saw higher involvement (Zhao &
Kuh, 2004). Together, these two outcomes show that a student is more pleased with their
college experience if they have learning communities that they associated with
throughout their time, which can be residentially focused.
Together, these two researchers show that there is learning that exists in residence
halls. The need to have communities is crucial to the success of students and this
literature suggests just that. With the various types of communities on a college campus,
housing is one entity that can naturally operate at all hours of the day. Residence halls
are a place of residency and provide an opportunity for engaging students throughout the
day (Zhao & Kuh, 2004). Out of the types of communities, the ones in a housing
environment have fewer barriers for existence and multiple entities involved within the
community.
Pike’s (1999) research showed that students in living-learning communities were
more involved in activities and organizations than those in traditional housing. Where
that involvement matters more is in the arts, clubs/organizations, the residence hall, their
peers, and the types of conversations that students are having with their peers. These
types of involvement matter day-in and day-out for the experiences that a student has
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(Pike, 1999). It is important to note that this research took place at one institution and
should not be used for generalizability for research in this field.
Pasque and Murphy (2005) conducted a study at a Midwest institution that
highlighted how living-learning communities can be predictors of academic achievement
and intellectual engagement. Knowing that these communities have a positive impact on
academics, housing departments should increase the number of these communities. It is
ever important to dig deeper in research on living-learning communities with how
demographics plays a role: race, sexual orientation, and socio-economic status (Pasque &
Murphy, 2005). These communities serve as an intervention with students who are
engaged with them.
Rollins College acknowledged their lack of student engagement and decided to
make a change about how they got students active in their environment. As an
institution, Rollins has a first-year student program for all its incoming students. The
program is set in a classroom of no more than fifteen students to learn about the
institution and get involved in the various activities it has throughout the course of study
(Eck, Edge, & Stephenson, 2007). Some of these activities included attending guest
lectures, finding academic services, and knowing where the student support services
facilities were to name a few.
In regard to campus housing, Rollins takes this model to the community.
Residents are taking classes with the people on their floor and having class in their
residence hall (Eck, Edge, & Stephenson, 2007). This idea is not a completely new
concept, as the residential college is a type of living-learning community and will be
discussed later. However, when Rollins introduced this program, it was limited in
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number of participants and has grown to include over half of the incoming class to
campus housing. Assessment is the piece that Rollins relied on to ensure that this
program was beneficial to all parties. What was noticed from this was that students
living in these communities felt that they received critical thinking skills and were
knowledgeable about wellness (Eck et al., 2007). Residents were even allowed to take
ownership in their living community by holding various positions. Rollins continued its
commitment to this model by enforcing a live-on campus housing requirement for all
first- and second-year students to place them in living-learning communities (Eck et al.,
2007). The example by Rollins focuses on programming as one factor to gain
involvement by its students. Programming in a living-learning community is a role that
should not be overlooked. The Rollins example shows that with the right resources
brought together, the potential is there for student success in larger numbers. Students
can be connected and potentially thrive from their interactions with others.
Learning communities can take multiple shapes. The main factor is that the
community consists of a group of students who take at least two courses together (Pike,
Kuh, & McCorkmick, 2010). Some communities could involve a residential component,
but that is not required. The type of community does not matter; what does matter is that
students get connected with a community to help with various outcomes. One of these
effects is that learning communities indirectly impact student engagement (Pike, Kuh, &
McCorkmick, 2010). That engagement can take the form of interacting with faculty,
staff, and peers. There are also contingent effects of learning communities. First-year
students are the ones to benefit from the communities the most, as these students are in a
transition period between high school and college. Upper-class students are not
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necessarily benefiting from learning communities to the same degree as first-year
students, but this could be attributed to these students already having a certain level of
engagement, since the first year has already been completed (Pike, Kuh, & McCorkmick,
2010). However, this does not downplay the importance of learning communities.
While membership in living-learning communities are shown to have positive
benefits, determining the type of community that would flourish is imperative. Inkelas
and Weisman’s (2003) study delved into looking into living-learning communities by
classification. The first is transitional, which focuses on first-year students and helping
students put their best efforts forward to have a seamless transition to college. Second is
the academic honors, which is dedicated to providing support to those academically
talented students in the honors program. Last is curriculum-based groups, centered on
specific academic programs for broadening perspectives of that field of study (STEM,
foreign language, etc.) (Inkelas & Weisman, 2003). Each community is unique by
design even at the same institution. Each type of community requires different needs and
level of support. Knowing this is imperative for a higher education professionals to
understand where resources are needed. Where this study finds limitations is with the
depth of research on females and minorities.
Another study looked at the different types of communities that can exist. Purdie
and Rosser’s (2011) study looked at three types of groups: academic theme floors,
freshman interest groups, and first-year experience courses. Of the three types, the
freshman interest group has the larger impact on retention. These communities are
smaller, typically 20 students in a section of the residence hall who are all enrolled in
courses together. The courses are both group specific and general education courses
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(Purdie & Rosser, 2011). These communities can get more specific with purpose by the
composition of students, e.g., women in science, men as nurses, minorities in business.
However, as an institution puts specific characteristics on its types of communities it is
difficult to make general assumptions for all communities in higher education. Each
institution is different and how the communities are structured make the difference for
how they are implemented and received.
Learning communities can serve as a beacon for bringing students and faculty
together in terms of engagement with education. At the same time, there is a link to the
attitude and behavior of the students who are engaged. Bonilla, Buch, and Johnson
(2013) conducted a 2-year study and found that students who were members of learning
communities had higher positive attitudes of community interaction: social fit, academic
fit, student club, and study with students. This suggests that when students participate in
a learning community there are positive attitude and behaviors experienced, which leads
to favorable outcomes of academic success, the ultimate goal of an institution.
Internationally, Hobbins, Eisenbach, Ritchie, and Jacobs (2018) conducted a longitudinal
study of a cohort of students at a Canadian university to focus on the impact a livinglearning community has on graduation rates. The study determined that dependent on
major, the relationship between (a) living-learning community residence and (b)
graduation rate and retention was significant.
Faculty in Residence Halls
There is a call to address faculty interactions with students outside the classroom.
Freshmen students are the ones who are needing connections made to remain at the
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institution. By having faculty participate in activities outside the classroom, institutions
are able to help address this concern. Faculty have the ability to assist students with their
personal and intellectual development during these interactions (Pascarella & Terenzini,
1978). As faculty are engaging with students, there is a need to understand why this
interaction is beneficial.
The engagement that a student has with a faculty member can impact the
student’s educational outcomes. There are various formats for how a student can interact
with a faculty member: formally, informally, advising, and helpfulness (Endo & Harpet,
1982). All four of these aspects of an interaction build off previous researchers, mostly
Astin’s general college impact model. Still, the quantity and quality of interactions plays
a significant role in how the outcome is reached (Endo & Harpet, 1982). Faculty must be
prepared and equipped to have meaningful conversations with students, both planned and
unplanned. Students also need to seek out faculty to create dialogue outside of the
classroom (Endo & Harpet, 1982). Administrators must acknowledge the value of these
interactions and encourage students and faculty to continue to meet with one another in
new formats.
As college campuses ended the practice of in loco parentis as a method of
supervision, living-learning communities serve as a way to keep students involved in an
institution (Altschuler & Kramnick, 1999). The University of Wisconsin at Madison has
two communities that are centered around personal-development and multicultural
programs (Altschuler & Kramnick, 1999). The University of Pennsylvania has 12 houses
that each offer students the ability to interact with faculty in sessions outside of the
academic classroom (Altschuler & Kramnick, 1999). Cornell University is restructuring
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their housing for upper-class students. Now, faculty and graduate students will live in the
residence halls and offer academic courses and counseling. The goal is to show students
that learning takes multiple shapes (Altschuler & Kramnick, 1999). The faculty members
living on campus have made it clear that they are not replacing any student affairs
authority figures and are strictly there for educational purposes. Through this article, we
see three institutions that are managing their housing operations differently. Each
institution has shown that they have a specific need and found a way to address it.
Faculty are getting involved and want to help students learn. Students are able to learn
both inside the classroom and outside of it. All examples show that students are
interested in living-learning communities and want to interact with institution officials.
The quality of undergraduate education needs to be measured and monitored.
Stakeholders are holding higher education responsible for its product, students. The role
that faculty take during a student’s education is where attention is needed (Umbach &
Wawrzynski, 2005). Pascarella (1978), Astin (1993), and Tinto (1993) have each
expressed how pivotal faculty engagement is to student success. When faculty
intentionally reach out to students outside of the classroom there is a positive interaction.
First-year students saw frequent interactions to be positive, whereas seniors viewed their
interactions positively across the board (Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005). This may be
due to the nature of seniors having more time at the institution and engaging with faculty
more frequently over time. Viewing the interactions that faculty have outside of the
classroom as service is imperative. The classroom is not confined to just the physical
location during a particular time block but goes beyond the structure and time of the
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formal classroom setting. Faculty play the single-most important role in student learning
and students are impacted by the conduct of faculty (Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005).
Research from Tinto (1993) shows that student and faculty interactions are
important for student success. There is great value that is placed on these interactions
(Garrett & Zabriskie, 2004). The time that faculty spend with their students helps with
the students’ development and knowledge in the field. When the interactions are fewer,
there is the chance for attrition to occur. There is more than just the quantity of
interactions, but also the quality of interactions that is needed to reduce attrition (Garrett
& Zabriskie, 2004).
Intentional situations are created in college for students to engage in development.
Living-learning communities suggest that students have greater interactions with faculty
(Garrett & Zabriskie, 2004). However, the quality of the interactions is not known.
Student affairs professionals can have less of a workload if student-faculty interactions
are created. The faculty are able to get out of the classroom setting and learn more about
the institution and the students (Garrett & Zabriskie, 2004). An easy way to involve
faculty is through living-learning communities. This creates an easy bond for the
students and faculty to both be in a safe environment and learn from one another (Garrett
& Zabriskie, 2004).
Faculty acknowledge that there is value gained when interacting with students
outside the classroom. The call for faculty to engage with students in residence halls is
not a new concept, just not a recent practice (Ellett & Schmidt, 2011). The collaboration
that is needed between residence life and faculty is necessary for student success. Having
faculty live in the residence halls is one way to assist with this effort. One piece that is
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needed for a community to thrive is time. Time is valuable to all members of the
community, but especially to the faculty. While it is difficult to devote time to the
community, faculty recognize that time alone is the one piece that is essential to seeing
the outcomes of their efforts (Ellett & Schmidt, 2011).
Faculty members get involved in living-learning communities because they see
the value of it and may have even been a part of one as a student themselves (JessupAnger, Wawrzynski, & Yao, 2011). Faculty members are not always aware of the
student affairs professionals’ role, and partaking in programs similar to this, faculty are
able to see firsthand what the staff side of the institution looks like with student relations
(Jessup-Anger et al., 2011). Through the study conducted by Jessup-Anger, Wawrzynski
and Yao, three continual themes arose among faculty members. The transition into this
new role was difficult for most with trying to keep up with the research emphasis of their
position. However, time was one factor that was managed more efficiently by learning
the various aspects of the living-learning community and balancing all responsibilities
accordingly. The other two outcomes were the relationships they had with their
colleagues and collaboration with the institution (Jessup-Anger, et al., 2011). With better
time management, the faculty were able to have more meaningful relationships with
people and enjoy their work. Faculty members have the opportunity to play a role in
college housing. Jessup-Anger et al.’s article, “Enhancing undergraduate education:
Examining faculty experiences during their first year in a residential college and
exploring the implications for student affairs professionals,” serves as one instance to the
faculty-in-residence concept. There is more to be studied regarding the housing
department and willingness of faculty to live in the facility with the students they instruct.
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While it may not be an ideal situation, there are faculty members who are able to take
advantage of living on campus in a residence hall and help with the holistic development
of students. Faculty are also able to take something away as well according to this
article. Another study by two of these researchers provides a longitudinal study into
academically focused living-learning communities at a Midwestern institution. Being a
part of an academic community allowed participants to be more inclined to interact with
faculty, peer educators, and advisors (Wawrzynski & Jessup-Anger, 2011).
Harvard University has a strong history of a faculty-led residential system.
Faculty are focused on students developing well-rounded as people (Nelson, Johnson, &
Boes, 2012). Faculty created Harvard Houses to serve as living-learning communities.
Within these houses, the support staff has been allowed to assist students with daily needs
while faculty handle more academic components. In these houses, seniors are able to
serve as mentors to the younger students. The seniors would also live in the houses to
help make a stronger connection (Nelson et al., 2012). While the seniors are there as
mentors, there are also tutors for the community. The tutors are mostly graduate
students, and they too live in the community (Nelson et al., 2012). The tutors help
students with their academic scheduling as well. Tutors also eat with students and get to
truly know students and have casual conversations to better acknowledge potential health
issues (Nelson et al., 2012). Through all of this, the staff in the Harvard Houses provides
a connection for students with the institution. This example of support staff shows that
with extra attention, more people can be involved in a community. That extra
involvement can create more environments for students to feel connected to someone and
have health issues addressed earlier. Students are also able to make meaning of their time
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at the institution and learn from others who have been in their shoes and hopefully have a
more pleasant time and get the most out of their experience.
This literature discussed suggests that faculty need to be involved with livinglearning communities. With involved faculty, students are able to interact with them
more frequently. As well, the quality of these interactions may increase. The call for
communities is present and helps multiple parties. Student affairs professionals are the
ones that must seek faculty out and ensure the creation of the communities.
The Practice of Living-Learning Communities
While there has been a need for implementing learning communities, greater
concern is focused around the intentionality of how a community is structured. Evidence
from multiple researchers previously discussed has suggested that these communities
have a vital role in higher education. Now, there needs to be attention into how there
could be a universal system for communities for the field as a whole to have better usage
between institutions for comparison purposes (Stassen, 2003).
The Rochester Institute of Technology houses the National Technical Institute for
the Deaf in one of its halls, Bell Hall. This building is named after Alexander Graham
Bell, the inventor of the telephone. At face value, it is easy to understand students’
frustration when students ask about the building’s name that they live and learn in.
However, one instructor took that question and further researched the history. Bell was
involved in the development of deaf education, thus leading to the naming of this
particular building (Edwards, 2007). Knowing more about the reasoning behind a name
makes a greater difference in how students react and become educated about those people
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who came before them and left an impact on their institution. Here we see one
institution’s example of education moving beyond the classroom and into the residence
hall. While this example is just the explanation of a building’s name, there is
significance in the sharing of and learning about the history of names within institutions.
The same is true of the importance of students knowing the history of their livinglearning community and how it came about. This history allows for traditions to be
understood and continued for the future participants.
After the first year of students enrolled in engineering and computer science
programs, there is a 50% change of major at the end of the year (Shushok & Sriram,
2010). To address this high dropout rate, living-learning centers have been created to
assist with connecting students to their fields of study. The centers were developed
around the premise of faculty integration with students outside the classroom (Shushok &
Sriram, 2010). Partnered with ACUHO-I, this study was able to be conducted amongst
students who participated in the community and those that did not. The findings found
significant results for the students in the community. Students were more likely to
socialize with faculty outside of the classroom. This also led to students discussing their
academics with faculty during these interactions. Students also created study groups with
their peers to prepare for assignments. Lastly, the students were satisfied with their living
situation (Shushok & Sriram, 2010). This research suggests that centers can serve as a
tool for connecting students with faculty and in turn, retention.
A student’s academic success is connected to their developmental process.
Residential learning communities are one tool that assist with the developmental process.
Empirical evidence shows that there are both intellectual and social benefits from
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residential learning communities. The lack of a monolithic approach for these
communities allows for each institution to structure independently and as needed (Grill,
Fingerhut, Thadani, & Machón, 2012). However, the communities that are structured
along academic disciplines have further advancements. The activities can be better
focused on the needs of the academic requirements of a program and prepare students for
the post-graduation field. For academic based communities, buy-in from all entities is
one component that is needed, as there are additional stakeholders (Grill et al., 2012).
The time that faculty put into these communities must be purposeful and reflective of the
mission of the academic unit.
Academic Based Living-learning Communities. Competency-based education has
risen in value as a new trend that documents a student’s experience and proficiency.
Residential colleges offer the opportunity for co-curricular education to take place and
have the value evaluated (Barnds, 2014). The learning that takes place in these
environments needs to be validated. With validation, academic credit could be given for
these activities that take place outside the classroom (Barnds, 2014). When competency
is met, the ability to push for more residential colleges can be shown with the worth that
is possible to enhance involvement.
Soldner, Rown-Kenyon, Inkelas, Garvey, & Robbins (2013) suggest that the
STEM fields have a 14.3% lack of degree completion among students. While lack of
degree completion could be worse, educators must find ways to minimize attrition among
these fields and retain students at a higher rate. Women and underrepresented men of
color have higher attrition rates than white males (Soldner et al., 2013). To offset this,
living-learning communities can provide a level of connectedness with the students.
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Social-cognitive factors are focused around how students develop and select
academic/career paths (Soldner et al., 2013). Being aware of these factors that impact
students from the outside, a living-learning community allows influencing to take place
for vocational development. When the influence can persist, a student's self-efficacy
rises and retention is achieved (Soldner et al., 2013). Through the living-learning
community, students can connect with each other to provide support. Faculty also have a
role in the community and students have out-of-class interactions.
Higher education has been challenged within the past ten years to engage
students, especially with first-year students. Being engaged assists with the learning
process and living-learning communities can be that intervention to help students bridge
the gap from high school to college (Rohli & Rogge, 2012). The ability to remove
barriers to learning is crucial for student engagement to occur. The source of achieving
this is through having a ‘linked course’ (class that students are required to take to be
members of the learning group) to the community (Rohli & Rogge, 2012). Thus, there is
a connection between the students and a faculty member. The field of geography can be
used as a theme for a living-learning community. Most general education curricula
require students to take a geography course for their degree. The study of geography
offers students the ability to learn about environments and the multitude of factors that
compose the members of that environment, similar to the students in the community
(Rohli & Rogge, 2012). Then students are able to engage with their own community and
the larger society outside of the institution with better understanding.
Communities have a place with the gender gap that exist in higher education.
Throughout recent decades the gender construction of men’s identity development needs
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more attention (Jessup-Anger, Johnson, & Wawrynski, 2012). Male enrollment and
progression towards graduation has declined when compared to women. There has been
a general lack of involvement as well. Living-learning communities offer the ability for
men to explore their gender more in a comfortable environment. The living-learning
community can serve as a “safe haven” for men to discover themselves and not be judged
when testing standard gender roles (Jessup-Anger, Johnson, & Wawrynski, 2012). This
is especially true for the men when it comes to the binge drinking aspect of college and
not feeling required to participate in an activity typically associated with young men
(Jessup-Anger, Johnson, & Wawrynski, 2012). Relationship building is the biggest
takeaway that was seen through this study. The engagement with faculty and others who
support their future is what makes these communities thrive and men develop on a deeper
level for mentors.
Another community from the Pennsylvania College of Technology has had a
positive impact of bringing academics to housing. At Penn College there is a community
based on the information technology degree program. This has been pivotal for the
institution for recruiting new students to the institution (Gorka, Helf, & Miller, 2014). By
having this community multiple benefits have been seen. The retention rates of students
returning the next semester have increased and those students in the community have a
higher GPA than their peers. These students are more engaged during class and are more
likely to seek out an advisor for assistance. One benefit that was not expected was the
level of parent buy-in when learning about the living-learning community throughout the
recruitment process (Gorka, Helf, & Miller, 2014). This benefit of parental support is
one that should be studied further, as this research did not cover it. The research does
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showcase how the success of the students and community can flourish further with
parental support, thus impacting the other benefits previously discussed.
Thematic Living-learning Communities. Thematic living-learning communities
provide an alternative to the academic based communities in that they offer an
environment that is less connected to academic affairs. Thematic communities can take a
variety of shapes and have no limits to how they are structured. Communities can have
academic elements, but that is not their sole purpose. Each thematic community differs
from another and is more focused on trends in which students have an interest.
The University of Richmond’s vice president for student development discovered
an issue with its sophomore students. In 2009, 83% of its upcoming sophomore students
stated that they had concerns with their academics (Kelly, 2010). To combat these
concerns, the Sophomore Scholar-in-Residence community was created. The community
had students living and learning in the same residence with their instructors (Kelly,
2010). In order to meet SACS accreditation, the communities were part of the
institution’s quality enhancement plan.
Each community is able to house 16 students. At the time of “Sophomore livinglearning communities’” publication, there were 4 communities, but the goal is to have 10
communities (Kelly, 2010). Faculty were able to receive incentives for participation
within the community. There was a $7,500 stipend for those faculty who were a part of
the community. Each faculty member was also released from one of their courses for the
year, as they were teaching a course for the community and preparation was needed for
that instead. A $20,000 programming budget was available for each community too
(Kelly, 2010). Through this study, attention is given to the faculty’s role in the
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community, which is important to its operation and success. The administration at the
University of Richmond addressed an issue they faced with a viable solution. These
communities were created from the top-down. There is significant material within this
study which can be applied to other institutions with regards to the structure of the
community and the student development that the institution hoped to see in the
participants.
Three cohorts of sophomore students were studied who lived in a civic
engagement and service-learning living-learning community, where participation was
optional. The community included students who were concurrently enrolled in social
work courses (Petracchi, Weaver, Engel, Kolivoski, & Das, 2010). Students were
required to complete 45 hours of community service each semester, along with an
integrative seminar that met on the community’s floor in the residence hall.
The rationale for the creation of the community was due to the institution’s
retention rates among freshmen students. There was also a lack of student involvement
in civic engagement without having a dedicated office to oversee this area (Petracchi et
al., 2010). Thus, the School of Social Work and Office of Residence Life assisted with
addressing this institutional problem. A total of 65 students participated in this
community during the three years studied. All students were retained within the
institution the year following their involvement with the community (Petracchi et al.,
2010).
Themed living communities have been in existence for a few decades and are
continuing to grow. Institutions are continuing to find ways to connect with students and
help encourage them to continue living on campus, especially upper-class students
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(Marchand, 2010). Ball State University created a penthouse atmosphere in one of its
older residence halls for a community. A $60,000 renovation was needed to facilitate this
change to create a technological media center for students to have access to (Marchand,
2010). The University of Vermont created two communities. One was for anime and the
other was focused around Harry Potter. Students are able to take part in activities that are
currently popular for their generation (Marchand, 2010). The Georgia Institute of
Technology has evolved the Olympic Village from the 1996 Olympics to create
opportunities for students to pick their own topics to learn more about, academically or
socially (Marchand, 2010). From these three examples, the opportunities for themed
communities is endless. Again, these institutions are meeting the needs of their students
and providing them with an atmosphere that encourages growth and development. Each
community is different, yet the same message is present. Every student can be part of a
living-learning community. The parameters are not limited to just academic interests.
Instead, people may be part of social communities and become engaged in a topic they
may have not known about otherwise.
The academic climate in residence halls is rarely studied. Research instead
focuses on the social climate of residence halls. Students are able to make connections
and be involved in extracurricular activities (Rinn, 2004). There is a significant gap in
the literature in relation to honors residence hall students. Gifted students need to be
studied more to see what connection their college experience has to their academic
success (Rinn, 2004). Much like average students, when honors students live together,
they are able to make relationships. These relationships develop further, as these students
are also taking classes together and interacting outside of the classroom. Students are
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able to hold one another accountable to their academic studies (Rinn, 2004). Potentially,
students could even be roomed together based on majors to study the impact that has on
academic success. Athletic departments at institutions are already doing this with
teammates living together to promote a bond on the field (Rinn, 2004).
There are downfalls to this practice of honors housing. One is that the honors
students are less likely to interact with other members of the student body (Rinn, 2004).
The students are mostly interacting with one another and tend not to diversify their circle.
Self-segregation could take effect and the students may no longer develop and meet
someone that has different thoughts (Rinn, 2004). It is not uncommon to have honors
students living together. This article begins to shed light on the community that is
created by having honors housing. Both positives and negatives are brought forward.
While the research does not delve into the literature and answer the key questions it
discusses, there is still the impact that communities have on students. Communities
matter and can promote students’ academic and social success.
Another type of living-learning community is one focused on sustainability. In an
effort to address commitments to sustainability within the United States, higher education
is charged with providing efforts to educate students about the importance of
sustainability. One way to educate students is through campus housing. Sustainability
living-learning communities are called for per ACUHO-I’s 21st Century Project. There
are programmatic opportunities with these communities that are not necessarily
traditional to other communities (Torress-Antonini & Dunkell, 2009). Staff interaction is
more imperative, as the educational components need to be taught appropriately and
accurately to reflect the systematic issues. Buy-in from additional sources is needed for
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these communities to thrive and they require a holistic effort from the university and local
communities (Torress-Antonini & Dunkell, 2009).
There is a lack of systematic research on living-learning communities due to the
individualized nature of each community. Leadership themed living-learning
communities is a small section that has limited research. Leadership development is a
critical part of the college experience and communities that are focused on the topic can
help students grow (Dunn, Odom, Moore, & Rotter, 2016). Studying the impact of
intentionally empowering students’ leadership abilities can highlight this specialized area.
While there is the impact that is seen in the community, there is the impact of leadership
that is seen through other areas: work, organizations, and academic groups (group
projects, study groups, etc.) (Dunn, Odom, Moore, & Rotter, 2016).
Sense of Belonging
While all of the previously discussed literature indirectly points to the impact of
sense of belonging a living-learning community has, there is direct literature to support
this. One study by Spanierman et al. (2013) discusses how living-learning community
members were more connected with their residence hall than the university. The study
looked at over 300 undergraduates from a large Midwestern public university. Almost
half of the students resided in a living-learning community, while the other half resided in
traditional residential communities. The activities that take place in the residence
increases the atmosphere of the community and connection students have with it. The
community is a source of social support and networking for its participants (Spanierman
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et al., 2013). There is a need to study larger samples of racial and ethnic minority
students to see what their sense of belonging is.
Sense of community through residence halls can be used as a source to limit
attrition. A highly selective private institution in the Southeast with over 700 participants
studied this topic further (Berger, 1997). Sense of community was broken down into
three subscales: community identity, community solidarity, and community interaction.
All of the subscales had an impact on if a student persisted the next semester. Knowing
this impact sheds light onto the larger connection that students have with the institution’s
social system (Berger, 1997). Sense of community should also be viewed outside of the
residential setting and be looked at through involvement in student activities (clubs,
groups, athletics, etc.).
In academic settings, sense of belonging is associated with level of motivation
(Freeman, Anderman, & Jensen, 2007). That motivation comes from the instructor and
the characteristics they use in class. These characteristics include warmth and openness,
encouragement of student participation, and organization of class. The perception that a
student has of the instructor matters, the more the instructor puts forth effort the more the
students gets connected to the course and ultimately the institution (Freeman, Anderman,
& Jensen, 2007).
Sense of belonging contributes to why students are at an institution from the
moment they consider attending it. By nature of this interaction it influences persistence
and retention. From this study (Hoffman, Richmond, Morrow, & Salomone, 2002) it is
shown that the quality of the relationship is determined by multiple factors. Peer
relationships require social and academic support, along with classroom comfort. For
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faculty relationships there is the perception of faculty members and value; while support
and comfort tie everything together for a student to reach out to a faculty member
(Hoffman et al., 2002). Structured communities are the instrument to facilitate a greater
sense of belonging.
As the focus for creating a sense of belonging is critical with first-year students,
race can be a determining factor what level of belonging is present. Hausmann,
Schofield, and Woods (2007) looks at sense of belonging and race in African American
and white first-year students at a mid-Atlantic public institution. At the end of the study,
race did not have significant impact on student’s sense of belonging. What mattered
more was the institution’s commitment to the student (Hausmann, Schofield, & Woods,
2007).
While the previous study found little significance between race and sense of
belonging, another study found that race/ethnicity has an impact on sense of belonging,
as White students report a stronger sense of belonging (Johnson et al., 2007). The basis
for the research method was based off an earlier work of Latino student sense of
belonging. The research found that multiracial/multiethnic students had the largest sense
of belonging to the campus environment, even higher than White students who came in
second. More importantly, the residence hall environment is more supportive of racial
differences than the general campus community (Johnson et al., 2007). Knowing this,
campuses must focus their attention to the residence halls to ensure that the transition to
college is met appropriately for students of color.
While race/ethnicity is seen to have an impact on sense of belonging in the United
States, other nations share a similar sentiment. Meeuwisee, Severiens, and Born (2010)
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researched four institutions in the Netherlands with 28% of the participants being ethnic
minorities. These ethnic minority students are mostly from Middle East nations. The
findings suggest that when the learning environment is more active, the minority students
have better connections with their teachers (Meeuwisee, Severiens, & Born, 2010).
Seeing an international application of race/ethnicity implies that there is a need to pay
attention to these students and the environment an institution has the students in.
Race is one aspect of diversity and the need to allow for the education of diversity
is ever-present. The college environment is a place where diversity experiences can
flourish. There are the formal interactions where campus programming is held to educate
students about other cultures (Spanierman, Neville, Liao, Hammer, Wang, 2008). Then,
there are the informal interactions that students have among themselves in the structure of
interracial friendships. The call is for there to be formal diversity experiences throughout
the first year of a student to enhance the level of openness to diversity (Spanierman et al.,
2008). Social networks that are created by this type of exposure needs to be studied more
for the informal experiences to be better understood.
Ultimately, a positive sense of belonging leads to morality. This is perceived
cohesion of the environment. Perceived cohesion has two facets, an individual’s sense of
belonging and their feeling of morale for a group (Bollen & Hoyle, 1990). Together,
these two facets are likely positive for group members. Belonging and morale have a
direct effect on each other and are reciprocally related. Thus, when people are members
of a group, they have a greater sense of belonging and morale (Bollen & Hoyle, 1990).

64

CHAPTER III – METHODOLOGY
Research Goals
The goal of this research was to determine if students who were members of a
living-learning community were more involved with the institution compared to those
students who were not a member of a community based on type of institution. Relevant
literature suggested that the theoretical framework, comprised of Astin’s (1984)
involvement theory, should be assessed through survey instruments. Involvement was
assessed through analyzing the connectedness a person feels to a particular aspect of their
environment.
There were four terms used for types of institutions in this research study: public,
private, 2-year, and 4-year. A public institution is one that is operated by a state
government entity and supported through public funds (Thelin, 2004). In this case that is
the Mississippi Institute for Higher Learning. Private institutions are not operated by the
government and many are non-profit organizations (Thelin, 2004). A 2-year institution is
one that grants certificates, diplomas, and associate degrees, usually referred to as a
community or junior college (Thelin, 2004). A 4-year institution is one that grants
undergraduate and postgraduate degrees, usually referred to as a college or university
(Thelin, 2004).
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For this research there were two hypotheses.
H1: There will be a significant difference in the demographic variables with
students residing in living-learning communities compared to those not residing in livinglearning communities, particularly between private institutions versus public institutions.
H2: Sense of belonging will be greater in students residing in living-learning
communities compared to those not residing in living-learning communities, particularly
between public 4-year institutions versus 2-year institutions.
Participants
Institutions were required to be affiliated with a professional association to
participate. The professional association for housing departments for higher education in
the state is the Mississippi Association of Housing Officers (MAHO). To be affiliated
with MAHO, institutions must be in the state of Mississippi and provide on-campus
housing to students. Using institutions affiliated with MAHO allowed a commonality
among the institutions to be sampled.
There are 35 institutions affiliated with this professional association. In the state
there are 26 public institutions and 9 private institutions. Of the 26 public institutions, 18
are 2-year (community) colleges.
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Table 1
MAHO Institutions
Alcorn State University
Belhaven College
Blue Mountain College
Coahoma Community College
Copiah-Lincoln Community College
Delta State University
East Central Community College
East Mississippi Community College
Hinds Community College – Raymond
Hinds Community College – Utica
Holmes Community College
Itawamba Community College
Jackson State University
Jones College
Meridian Community College
Millsaps College
Mississippi College
Mississippi Delta Community College

Mississippi Gulf Coast Community
College
Mississippi School for Math and Science
Mississippi School of the Arts
Mississippi State University
Mississippi University for Women
Mississippi Valley State University
Northeast Mississippi Community College
Northwest Mississippi Community
College
Pearl River Community College
Reformed Theological Seminary –
Jackson
Rust College
Southeastern Baptist College
Southwest Mississippi Community
College
Tougaloo College
The University of Mississippi
The University of Southern Mississippi
William Carey University

Any undergraduate and graduate student at an institution who was affiliated with
MAHO was eligible to be a participant. All participants for this study were at least 18
years old, lived on campus, and were seeking a degree at the time of the study. Students
who resided on campus at any of the affiliated institutions were sought as potential
participants. For meaningful statistics to be produced, the survey process included
standardized measurement as a component to ensure consistency among participants
(Fowler, 2009).
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Design and Variables
This research design was non-experimental, specifically, survey research through
cross-sectional surveys. When gathering information at a particular point in time crosssectional surveys are used (Fowler, 2009). Survey research offers several benefits:
efficiency (it does not require a lot of time and cost typically); versatility (numerous
fields find it applicable for use); and generalizability (it can make inferences of
generalizability of a population through a sample) (Fowler, 2009). Web surveys were the
instrument in this study.
The dependent variable in the research study was whether a student participated in
a living-learning community. The other variables in this study were gender,
classification, race, institution, grade point average (GPA), faculty involvement in
residence hall, professional staff involvement in residence hall, extracurricular
involvement, why they chose their particular residence hall environment, residence hall
resource engagement, co-curricular programming engagement, campus engagement, and
campus sense of belonging.
Instrument
The Study of Integrative Living Learning Programs (SILLP) questionnaire,
developed and first used in 2015, is comprised of 89 items. This survey was adapted
from the National Study of Living Learning Programs (NSLLP) under Principal
Investigator Dr. Matthew Mayhew. Permission was granted to use and modify the SILLP
as needed, and fifteen questions with multiple sections per question were taken from it.
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The SILLP reported that the Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .85 to .95. For the purposes
of this research, a selection of questions was used in creation of this instrument.
A pilot study of the modified SILLP questionnaire was conducted to determine
the reliability of the created instrument. The pilot study was sent to 52 students at The
University of Southern Mississippi who were members of the ACES (Academic
Connections to Enhance Success) nursing community in 2017 – 2018. These students
were asked to participate and reflect back on their experiences that year. A total of 20
students completed the survey. From that pilot study the Cronbach Alpha ranged from
.531 to .909.
Resources utilized in the residential environment was the first subsection of
questions that was run ( = .531, n = 5). This alpha was likely low due to this
community not having those resources in their residence hall. Participation in activities
in residential environment was the second subsection of questions that was run ( = .778,
n = 6). Making decisions about housing was the third subsection of questions that was
run ( = .909, n = 12). Activeness in campus community was the fourth subsection of
questions that was run ( = .836, n = 4). Level of involvement in organizations was the
fifth subsection of questions that was run ( = .601, n = 18). This low alpha was likely
because this sample was first-year students who were not yet involved in many
organizations. Leadership positions held in organizations was the sixth subsection of
questions that was run ( = .160, n = 20). This low alpha was likely because this sample
was first-year students who typically do not hold leadership positions. Sense of
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belonging in campus community was the seventh subsection of questions that was run (
= .851, n = 5).
The data collected contained demographic information as well as information
about the participants’ involvement in living-learning communities and their sense of
belonging. This research was conducted through a web questionnaire, which was
developed and disseminated through QualtricsTM. The questionnaire was comprised of
15 total items, 13 from SILLP and 2 institutional demographics, and took approximately
15 minutes to complete.
The first construct was demographics. There were five demographic items that
query about institution, gender, race, academic class year, and GPA. Each was
categorical in nature. (See Appendix A for the questionnaire’s demographic items.)
There were five additional questions about the level of interactions residents have with
faculty and professional staff through their residence hall experience, extracurricular
involvement, and why they chose their particular residential environment. The first two
items were faculty interaction in the residence hall experience and professional staff
interaction in the residence hall experience. Each item was categorical in nature where
the respondent indicated the level of interaction. The item that measured how involved a
student was with an extracurricular activity used a 3-point scale: not at all involved,
involved, and very involved. The item that measured which activities they held a
leadership position was categorical in nature, which allowed the participants to select all
that applied. The item that measured how important residential living environment
opportunities were when making decisions about housing used a 4-point scale: didn’t
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even consider, not important, important, and very important. (See Appendix A for the
questionnaire’s additional items.)
The second construct reflects a living-learning community. The survey item
asked participants whether or not they lived in a community. The item was categorical in
nature. (See Appendix A for the questionnaire’s participation in a community.)
The third construct was sense of belonging which was comprised of four main
variables: residence hall resource engagement, co-curricular programming engagement,
campus engagement, and campus sense of belonging. The variable residence hall
resource engagement was measured by one survey item. The item that measured how
often the resources were used within the residential living environment used a 3-point
scale: never, at least once a year, and not applicable. The variable co-curricular
programming engagement was measured by one survey item. The item that measured
participation in co-curricular programming within the residence environment used a 6point scale: never, yearly, monthly, weekly, daily, and not applicable. The variable
campus engagement was measured by one survey item. The item that measured level of
agreement with the campus community used a 5-point Likert scale that ranges from
strongly disagree to strongly agree. The variable campus sense of belonging was
measured by one survey item. The item that measured level of agreement with the
campus community used a 5-point Likert scale that ranges from strongly disagree to
strongly agree. (See Appendix A for the questionnaire’s items about sense of belonging.)
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Data Collection
Institutional Review Board (IRB) permission was obtained prior to conducting the
study. The IRB ensured that the survey process was done both with the protection of
subject and discretion. This protocol ensured the safety of subjects and that subjects’
identities were kept secure.
The researcher contacted all chief housing officers of the affiliated MAHO
institutions to seek approval for their students being participants. Once approval was
granted, the researcher, along with the chief housing officer determined the best means of
distribution of the instrument. This was either by the researcher obtaining the email
addresses and directly contacting the students or the chief housing officer sending out the
email written by the researcher. All students residing on campus at any participating
institution received a link to a Qualtrics electronic questionnaire through their
institutional email. Once the students received the email, participation in the research
was voluntary. The student was prompted to read and consent to participating in the
study through an informed consent section. Consent was gathered at the beginning to
inform the potential participants that their participation was voluntary and explained how
to contact the researcher for any questions. The next question was a screening question
to indicate that the participant was a member of a MAHO institution. Then the
participants completed the remaining 15 questions of the study by marking the response
that they believed was the most appropriate. If at any point the participant did not want
to continue the study, they had the ability to stop and were informed of that when
consenting to the study. The survey link was open for 23 days.
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Data Analysis
For this research there were two hypotheses. Each will be reiterated in turn along
with information about how they were tested.
H1: There will be a significant difference in the demographic variables with
students residing in living-learning communities compared to those not residing in livinglearning communities, particularly with private institutions versus public institutions.
This hypothesis was tested using logistic regression as the statistical analysis, as
the dependent variable asking whether a student resided in a living-learning community
or not and was categorical. The independent variables were the demographic questions
that inquire about participants’ gender identity, race, academic class year, GPA, faculty
interaction in the residence hall experience, professional staff interaction in the residence
hall experience, why they chose their particular residential environment, and
extracurricular involvement. These variables were also categorical and continuous.
H2: Sense of belonging will be greater in students residing in living-learning
communities compared to those not residing in living-learning communities, particularly
with public 4-year institutions versus 2-year institutions.
This hypothesis was tested using logistic regression as the statistical analysis, as
the dependent variable was whether a student is in a living-learning community or not
and was categorical. The independent variables (residence hall resource engagement, cocurricular programming engagement, campus sense of belonging, and campus
engagement) were categorical and continuous.
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CHAPTER IV – RESULTS
Due to the low number of institutions that participated in this study, the original
analysis of comparing results based on institution types (public, private, 2-year, and 4year) was not able to be run as anticipated. Instead, the research hypotheses were run
with all institution types collectively.
Sample
The instrument was sent out to 10,506 students. A total of 1,214 participants
started the survey. Of the total participants, 969 completed the survey. This resulted in
an 80% completion rate. There were 43 participant responses not used due to a large
number of missing values or a “no” selection being made in contradiction to a “yes”
selection (questions 7, 8, and 14 of the instrument). In total, 926 responses were used in
the data analysis. Responses came from the following institutions: Hinds Community
College – Utica, Itawamba Community College, Mississippi College, Mississippi State
University, Mississippi University for Women, and University of Southern Mississippi.
Descriptives
Altogether, 94 items were analyzed for descriptive statistics. The institutional
participation breakdown was as follows: Hinds Community College – Utica accounted
for 2.8%, Itawamba Community College accounted for 3.3%, Mississippi College
accounted for 20.5%, Mississippi State University accounted for 39.3%, Mississippi
University for Women accounted for 5.7%, and University of Southern Mississippi
accounted for 28.3%. In terms of gender identity, 25% identified as men and 75% as
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women. For race, African American or Black was 21%, Asian was 3.5%, Hispanic or
Latino was 3.5%, White was 70% and 2.1% identify as something else.
Academic class year had 38.4% as first year, 27.9% as second year, 15.7% as
third year, 14.8% as fourth year, 2.5% as fifth year plus (undergraduate), and 0.8% as
graduate student. For grade point average, 0.0 – 0.99 was 0.1%, 1.0 – 1.99 was 0.6%, 2.0
– 2.99 was 14.1%, 3.0 – 3.99 was 67.6%, and 4.0+ was 17.5%. In terms of community
membership, 30.1% were members of a living-learning community, whereas 69.9% were
not members of a living-learning community.
Research Hypothesis 1
In order to determine the reliability of the model before running any additional
analysis, Cronbach’s Alpha was run on the variables for this research hypothesis. Faculty
involvement was the first subsection of questions that was considered ( = .766, n = 7).
Three variables were created for the same subsection of questions: faculty living in
residence (items 1-3;  = .579, n = 3), faculty not living in residence (items 4-6;  = .758,
n = 3), and no faculty associated (item 7). Staff involvement was the second subsection
of questions that was run ( = .658, n = 7). Three variables were created for the same
subsection of questions: staff living in residence (items 1-3;  = .443, n = 3), staff not
living in residence (items 4-6;  = .628, n = 3), and no staff associated (item 7).
Making decisions about housing was the third subsection of questions that was
considered ( = .863, n = 12). A new variable was created by taking the average all 12
items and was called residential living considerations. Level of involvement in
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organizations was the fourth subsection of questions that was run ( = .652, n = 19). A
new variable was created by taking the frequency of involvement of all 19 items and was
called organization involvement.
Leadership positions held in organizations was the fifth subsection of questions
that was considered ( = .160, n = 20). A new variable was created by taking the
frequency of leadership positions held of all 20 items and was called organizational
leadership. Due to the low Cronbach’s Alpha, this variable was left out of the model for
analysis. Of the 926 participants, 451 indicated they do not hold any leadership position
in an organization. Of the 451 responses, 146 were from members of a living-learning
community. There were 138 members of a living-learning community that indicated they
hold a leadership position in at least one organization, while 337 participants who were
not members of a living-learning community indicated they hold a leadership position in
at least one organization.
To test hypothesis one, that proposed there to be a significant difference with the
demographic variables with students residing in living-learning communities compared to
those not residing in living-learning communities, a logistic regression was run. The
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients compares the constant only model to the model
with all the independent variables. The model with the independent variables is
significantly better than the constant only model (2 = 215.080, df = 15, p  .001). The
30.4% of variation in living-learning community membership is accounted for by gender
identity, race, academic class year, GPA, faculty, staff, residential living considerations,
and organization involvement. Table 2 displays this information. The Hosmer and
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Lemeshow Test denotes the model fits the data (2 = 12.547, df= 8, p = .128). Table 3
compares the model predictions to the actual observation of living-learning community
membership. Residents were 91.4% correctly classified as not having membership in a
living-learning community. Residents were 43% correctly classified as having
membership in a living-learning community. Overall, 76.7% of residents were correctly
classified.
Table 2
Model Summary
Step
1

-2LL
875.121a

R2CS
.215

R2N
.304

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 because parameter estimates
changed by less than .001.

Table 3
Classification Table

Step 1

Observed
Living-Learning
Community
Membership
Overall Percentage

Predicted
Living-Learning
Community Membership Percentage
No LLC
LLC
Correct
564
53
91.4
154
116
43.0

No LLC
LLC

76.7

a. The cut value is .500

The independent variables, gender identity, academic class year, GPA, faculty not
living in residence, and no faculty associated are significant predictors of living-learning
community membership. Women (2) have a 0.683 times higher likelihood of being a
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member of a living-learning community compared to men (1) if all other variables stay
the same. When academic class year increases by 1 the odds of living-learning
community membership is 0.608 times lower if all other variables stay the same. When
GPA increases by 1 the odds of living-learning community membership is 1.841 times
higher if all other variables stay the same. When faculty are not living in residence
compared to when faculty are living in residence, living-learning community membership
is 1.801 times higher if all other variables stay the same. When no faculty are associated
with a living-learning community compared to when faculty are associated with a livinglearning community, living-learning community membership is 1.967 times higher if all
other variables stay the same. Table 4 displays these results.
Table 4
Variables in the Equation

Step
1a

Woman
Race
Asian
Hispanic or
Latino
White
I identify as
something
else
Class Year
GPA
Faculty Living
in Residence

B
-.382

SE Wald
.192 3.950
6.751
.455 2.706
.526
.003

df
1
4
1
1

p Exp(B)
.047
.683
.150
.100 2.112
.959 1.028

.417
-.749

.225
.806

3.439
.865

1
1

.064
.352

-.498
.610
-.066

.085 34.478
.154 15.757
.155
.179

1
1
1

.000
.000
.672

.748
.027

78

95% CI for
EXP(B)
LL
UL
.469
.995
.867
.367

5.148
2.879

1.518
.473

.977
.097

2.358
2.293

.608
1.841
.937

.515
1.362
.691

.718
2.488
1.269

Table 4 Continued
Faculty Not
Living in
Residence
No Faculty
Associated
Staff Living in
Residence
Staff Not
Living in
Residence
No Staff
Associated
Residential
Living
Considerations
Organization
Involvement
Constant

.588

.132 19.885

1

.000

1.801

1.391

2.333

.676

.287

5.568

1

.018

1.967

1.121

3.449

-.082

.153

.286

1

.593

.921

.683

1.244

.139

.136

1.045

1

.307

1.150

.880

1.502

-.068

.251

.074

1

.786

.934

.572

1.527

.220

.147

2.243

1

.134

1.246

.934

1.661

-.029

.021

1.970

1

.160

.972

.933

1.012

.794 17.516

1

.000

.036

-3.321

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: Gender Identity, Race, Class Year, GPA, Faculty Living in Residence, Faculty Not Living in
Residence, No Faculty Associated, Staff Living in Residence, Staff Not Living in Residence, No Staff Associated, Residential Living
Considerations, Organization Involvement.

Overall, binary logistic regression indicates that five variables, gender identity,
academic class year, GPA, faculty not in residence, and no faculty associated, are
significant predictors of living-learning community membership. The other predictors,
race, faculty living in residence, staff living in residence, staff not living in residence, no
staff associated, residential living considerations, and organization involvement are not
significant of living-learning community membership.
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Research Hypothesis 2
In order to determine the reliability of the model before running any additional
analysis, Cronbach’s Alpha was run on the variables for this research hypothesis.
Resources utilized in the residential environment was the first subsection of questions
that was considered ( = .707, n = 5). A new variable was created by taking the
frequency of resources utilized in the residential environment of all 5 items and was
called residential environment resources.
Participation in activities in residential environment was the second subsection of
questions that was considered ( = .744, n = 6). A new variable was created by taking
the average of all 6 items and was called residential environment activities.
Activeness in campus community was the third subsection of questions that was
considered ( = .874, n = 4). A new variable was created by taking the average all 4
items and was called campus community activity.
Sense of belonging in campus community was the fourth subsection of questions
that was considered ( = .892, n = 5). A new variable was created by taking the average
of all 5 items and was called campus community belonging.
To test hypothesis two, sense of belonging will be greater in students residing in
living-learning communities compared to those not residing in living-learning
communities, a logistic regression was run. The Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
compares the constant only model to the model with all the independent variables. The
model with the independent variables is significantly better than the constant only model
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(2 = 6.736, df = 4, p = .151). The 1.1% of variation in living-learning community
membership is accounted for by residential environment resources, residential
environment activities, campus community activity, and campus community belonging.
Even after including all the predictors, the low percent variation still occurred. Table 5
displays this information. The Hosmer and Lemeshow Test denotes the model fits the
data (2 = 8.696, df = 8, p = .369). Table 6 compares the model predictions to the actual
observation of living-learning community membership. Residents were 100.0% correctly
classified as not having membership in a living-learning community. Residents were
0.00% correctly classified as having membership in a living-learning community.
Overall, 67.8% of residents were correctly classified.
Table 5
Model Summary
Step
1

-2LL
1042.832a

R2CS
.008

R2N
.011

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameter estimates
changed by less than .001.
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Table 6
Classification Table

Observed
Living-Learning
Community
Membership
Overall Percentage

Step 1

Predicted
Living-Learning
Community Membership Percentage
No LLC
LLC
Correct
566
0
100.0
269
0
.0

No LLC
LLC

67.8

a. The cut value is .500

The independent variable campus community belonging is a significant predictor
of living-learning community membership. For every 1 unit increase in level of
agreement for campus community belonging, living-learning community membership is
1.275 times higher if all other variables stay the same. Table 7 displays these results.
Table 7
Variables in the Equation

Step
1a

Residential
Environment
Resources
Residential
Environment
Activities
Campus
Community
Activity

SE Wald
.054 1.090

df
1

p Exp(B)
.296 1.058

95% CI for
EXP(B)
LL
UL
.952 1.175

-.007

.076

.008

1

.927

.993

.856

1.152

-.190

.103 3.405

1

.065

.827

.677

1.012

B
.056
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Table 7 Continued
Campus
Community
Belonging
Constant

.243

.113 4.604

1

.032

1.275

-1.162

.465 6.231

1

.013

.313

1.021

1.593

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: Residential Environment Resources, Residential Environment Activities, Campus Community
Activity, Campus Community Belonging.

Overall, binary logistic regression indicates that campus community belonging is
a significant predictor of living-learning community membership. The other predictors,
residential environment resources, residential environment activities, and campus
community activity are not significant of living-learning community membership.
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CHAPTER V – DISCUSSION
The first research hypothesis was that there will be a significant difference with
the demographic variables with students residing in living-learning communities
compared to those not residing in living-learning communities. The results confirm the
hypothesis, specifically for the following variables: gender identity, academic class year,
GPA, faculty not in residence, and no faculty associated. The second research hypothesis
was that sense of belonging will be greater in students residing in living-learning
communities compared to those not residing in living-learning communities. The results
confirm the hypothesis, specifically for the variable of campus community belonging.
From the results there are inferences that can be made. Women are more likely to
be a member of a living-learning community than men. First-year students are more
likely to be members of a living-learning community. As well, students with a higher
GPA are more likely to be members of a living-learning community. Students who are
members of a living-learning community are more likely to not have faculty living in the
community. Additionally, students are more likely to be members of a living-learning
community when faculty are not associated with the community. Lastly, students with
greater campus community belonging are more likely to be a member of a living-learning
community.
All of the inferences above are expected given the sample of institutions and
participants. More women than men participated in the research study. First-year
students were the largest academic class year sampled. Typically, more first-year
students live in campus housing than other academic classifications. This can be due to
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athletic programs, scholarship requirements, or parent desires. None of the institutions
that participated had a first-year live-on requirement, which is a requirement at some
institutions across the nation. Most students had a GPA at least or above a 3.0. None of
the living-learning communities in this study have faculty in residence. Finally, typically
students who are members of a living-learning community have a greater sense of
belonging with the campus community due to living on campus. One interesting finding
from this research is that involvement in student organizations and holding a leadership
position were not significant. This may be due to the sample of first-year students who
are still getting connected with their institution and determining which organization(s) is
most beneficial to them and are less likely to hold a leadership position in an organization
their first year of college.
Living-learning communities are found in the heart of Astin’s (1984) involvement
theory. These communities take an invest of energy from the members and staff to have
it be successful. While membership in a community typically lasts one year, engagement
within the community happens throughout that year and continues throughout college in a
less formal capacity. The involvement of a member with the programmatic elements of
the community is both quantitative and qualitative. Each member is able to determine the
amount of time and number of engagement points within the community. Development
of the student occurs while being a member of a community through the various
programmatic activities. Lastly, membership impacts the practice of the community for
that year and the years that follow for future members of that community.
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Research discussed earlier suggests that involvement leads to a greater sense of
belonging. Strayhorn’s (2012) focus on sense of belonging lies at the base of feeling
comfortable with the campus community. As students are more involved within the
campus community, there are feelings of commitment, support, and acceptance. One
way to increase that sense of belonging is through involvement in living-learning
communities, the focus of this research study. The communities are connected to the
institution and have staff associated with them that drive the programmatic elements.
These elements create the environment that lead to commitment, support, and acceptance
within the institution.
Ultimately, a student needs to get involved early on in their collegiate career. As
students get connected with the institution they are retained (Tinto, 1993). As students
are retained, they matriculate (Strayhorn, 2012). While the mission of higher education is
a student’s academic studies, outside factors contribute to the desire for academic
success. Creating an environment that holistically develops a student is key in achieving
academic success (Evans, Forney, & Guido-DiBritto, 2009). As students are going
throughout their studies, they are also discovering themselves and developing their own
identities. Living-learning communities are customizable to meet the needs of a
particular institution (Inkelas & Weisman, 2003). When students are engaged members
of a living-learning community they are involved and more likely to be connected with
the institution to progress towards graduation.
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Implications
Through these conclusions there are key items to reference. One is the call for
more living-learning communities. Research has shown the value of these communities
and how students are able to be successful. In order to create more communities, the
parameters of a community must be known. A community must consist of a group of
students living together who have a purpose of focusing on learning outside the
classroom and that interacts with the institution’s staff, who assist with the students’
holistic development. If any aspect is missing, then the community does not exist in this
context. This is where the concept of learning communities comes in and has other
guidance for how to operate outside of a housing environment. In the end, all
communities must be created with a focus on student development and learning.
Another area is for the housing departments across higher education to provide
the ability for communities to flourish. It starts with commitment to seeing the needs for
these communities on campus and have the allocation of rooms. Furthermore, housing
departments have to be equipped with staff who are able to provide the oversight and
support for these communities. Staff must understand their role and how to increase
student involvement through these communities. Investing in staff is essential and
continual professional development provides staff with more resources and best practices
to implement in the community. Housing departments also have to sell these
communities when students are not required to be members of them. This goes to the
programmatic function of the community and what need it meets that a potential student
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would find valuable when coming to college. Value has to be demonstrated; otherwise,
the community will not flourish, and student involvement will be low.
Student affairs professionals need to take more involvement with these
communities. Housing departments have their role, but so do those outside of that
department. The goal of a community is to get students involved so that they are
connected with the institution and more likely to graduate. Having other professionals
engaging with students allows those students to encounter new themes and areas of
campus they might not have known about. A student is not likely to be in a livinglearning community their entire time in college, so students should be prepared to have
other areas to be involved after leaving the community. The connections that students are
able to build with other professionals while in a living-learning community can assist
them in their holistic development and provide resources for the student throughout their
time in college.
Lastly, academic affairs has a role within these communities. Faculty being
involved with students out of the classroom assist with relationship building. Barriers are
broken down and students can interact with faculty in a different setting. In order to have
faculty involvement, faculty’s time must be valued. Faculty must see benefits in being
involved with a community and administrators must allow faculty time to be involved.
This is crucial, for the time a faculty member spends with a community must viewed as
part of the workload and not additional. For faculty involvement to be positive, the
impact has to be seen with how living-learning communities tie into the overall
institution’s mission and that faculty’s interest.
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Limitations
There were two limitations for this study. One is with the types of institutions
that participated. There was only one private institution and two two-year institutions in
this study. There needs to be more of these types of institutions to run the proposed
analyses for comparison groups between institution types. Also, within these types of
institutions more need to be researched that have multiple living-learning communities.
Some institutions only have one living-learning community, most notably with their
honors program, while other institutions do not have any that are formal. Learning
communities do exist as defined groups at these participating institutions but are not
classified as a living-learning community by the respective institutions for the purpose of
this research. A larger sample of institution types will allow for generalizability
inferences to be made.
Another limitation during the study was the novel coronavirus (COVID-19),
which became a worldwide pandemic. While the spring semester and particularly the
months of March and April are ideal for data collection to take place for this type of
research, facing the beginning of the coronavirus in Mississippi in March hindered the
start of the data collection process. Obtaining institutional review board approval from
institutions was also challenging during this time. Some institutions were not accepting
external research proposals due to the pandemic. Other institutions were not
disseminating research studies during Mississippi’s shelter in-place order that was during
the month of April. Another institution that was waiting for the shelter-in-place order to
end before disseminating was no longer willing to participate after the order passed due
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to their own institution’s COVID-19 surveys to collect internal data on the students
before the end of their semester. The institution did not want its students to experience
survey fatigue with this research being added to the list. These unforeseen circumstances
limited institutional involvement and hindered the amount and variety of institutions
desired for this research.
Future Research
Throughout this research, it is clear that living-learning communities make a
difference with student involvement and sense of belonging. Where more research can
take place is with two-year institutions. There is still a gap with data from these types of
institutions that needs to be studied. Much is unknown about these institutions and their
role with student development as a whole. Mississippi and North Carolina have large
two-year systems that have residence halls and provide an available population to study.
The two-year institution housing environment is not highlighted in research and offers
some of the same programmatic elements as those at public and private four-year
institutions.
A key component to a living-learning community is faculty involvement. More
research needs to be conducted on communities with faculty in residence in particular.
Faculty who live within the community are able to engage with students outside the
classroom and break down any barriers between students and academia. A longitudinal
study would be one way to study students in these communities throughout their
matriculation. The University of Mississippi has two residential college systems which
houses faculty in the communities. This is the only known program in the state that has
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faculty in residence. Through more research, institutions can grow the communities they
have to include faculty in residence instead of just having faculty associated with a
community and how to overcome challenges that other institutions have faced.
As learning communities have been identified at institutions in this study,
additional research can be expanded to include these groups, as well and living-learning
communities for the impact on student involvement and sense of belonging. These
communities have students living together in the same residential community and taking
classes together. The missing component is that students are not participating in
structured co-curricular programming outside of the classroom by the housing
department. Studying groups like this, which are an alternative to a living-learning
community can assist with showing where a group needs to evolve into something larger
and provide more development for students.
What matters most is that research continues in this area. Should all students
living on campus be members of a living-learning community? Does that opportunity
currently exist at an institution for its on-campus students? These are questions that need
to be answered. Conducting more research on campus housing will allow staff to better
understand where to allocate resources. If all students in housing are in a living-learning
community, what does that look like for items of this research study where membership
was significant for GPA and campus community belonging? Finding ways to get
students involved is the primary mission and one that must not be forgotten, as that will
lead to retention and ultimately graduation.
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