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This quasi-experimental study examined the impact of living-learning communities on 

GPA and fall-to-fall retention rates for college freshmen at Regional University (RU). The 

specific focus of this study was the effect of these communities on students of different ethnic 

groups and on the potential of these communities to reduce the academic performance gap. RU 

was a small public university that offered both undergraduate and graduate degree programs. 

RU required all freshman students to live on campus in living-learning communities beginning 

with the 2007-2008 academic year. This study utilized the 343 student freshman cohort class of 

2008 in the living-learning communities as the treatment group. This treatment group was 

compared against the 193 student freshman cohort class of 2008 living off campus and against 

the 643 student freshman cohort class of 2006 living on campus prior to the implementation of 

living-learning communities. In addition, the statistics were analyzed by ethnicity to examine the 

impact of these communities on White, Hispanic, African American, and Native American 

students and their ability to reduce the academic performance gap. 

The research revealed that the communities implemented at RU were not statistically 

significant at improving academic performance or at reducing the achievement gap. The results 

of this study were not consistent with the literature available on living-learning communities. 

Current research identifies six fundamental factors critical to the success of living-learning 

communities: positive working relationship between academic affairs and student affairs, 

involvement of faculty in the residence halls, appropriate funding, assessment strategies, 

university wide buy-in to implementing these communities, and commitment from institutional 



leadership. Examination of the inputs and processes on which these learning communities 

developed and operated indicated that the majority of these were not well developed to sustain 

these communities. The divergence of these findings from the literature may be attributed to key 

departures from the literature regarding the set-up and operation of these communities at RU. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 In higher education there is a major disparity in the academic success of White, Native 

American, Hispanic and African American students.  Although literature on academic success 

rates of Native American students is scarce, there is a significant amount of literature relating to 

academic success and African American, White and Hispanic students.  Many colleges and 

universities are implementing new programs and strategies to help alleviate some of the disparity 

that exists between the higher performing students and those students performing poorly.   

Living-learning communities are one of the many initiatives that colleges and universities are 

taking to improve the academic success of students and to help alleviate this performance gap. 

 While much literature exists to support the effectiveness of students living on campus and 

living in living-learning communities, there is limited research that addresses the effect these 

communities have on students from different ethnic backgrounds.  It is important to identify and 

analyze the effect these communities have on students from diverse backgrounds to determine if 

living-learning communities are an effective means of bridging this gap.  In addition, because the 

literature is particularly sparse on Native American students, it is even more vitally important to 

understand the effect that these communities have on students who are Native American in 

comparison with students from other ethnic backgrounds. 

 Regional University (RU) provided an excellent opportunity to facilitate this study due to 

the recent addition of living-learning communities and due to its demographics of having a 

student population of over 20% Native American. 
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Problem 

 A disparity exists between Native American students and students of other ethnicities in 

academic success rates.  One of the interventions that colleges and universities are using to help 

impact students of all ethnicities is living-learning communities, but the contribution of these 

communities to the success of Native American students is not well documented.  This study 

examines the effect of living-learning communities, particularly focusing on their effect on 

Native American students as compared with students from other ethnicities.   

Purposes 

1. Identify the academic results of living-learning communities on student Grade point 

average (GPA) and fall-to-fall retention. 

2. Identify the effectiveness of living-learning communities in reducing the performance 

gap for Native American students. 

3. Identify the effectiveness of living-learning communities in reducing the performance 

gap for African American and Hispanic students. 

Research Hypotheses 

1. Students of all ethnic groups from the freshman class of 2008 will benefit from 

living-learning communities and as a result will have a higher GPA and higher 

retention rates as compared with their freshman cohorts not living in these 

communities, off campus. 

2. Students of all ethnic groups from the freshman class of 2008 will benefit from 

living-learning communities and as a result will have a higher GPA and higher 

retention rates as compared with the freshman cohort class of 2006 who lived on 
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campus but not in these communities, because this was the last year freshman 

students lived on campus and not in these communities. 

3. Students from the Native American freshman class of 2008 will benefit from living-

learning communities and as a result will have a higher GPA and higher retention 

rates as compared with their Native American counterparts who lived on campus in 

the fall of 2006, but not in these communities. 

4. Students from the African American freshman class of 2008 will benefit from living-

learning communities and as a result will have a higher GPA and higher retention 

rates as compared with their African American counterparts who lived on campus in 

the fall of 2006, but not in these communities. 

5. Students from the Hispanic freshman class of 2008 will benefit from living-learning 

communities and as a result will have a higher GPA and higher retention rates as 

compared with their Hispanic counterparts who lived on campus in the fall of 2006, 

but not in these communities. 

6. Students from the Native American freshman class of 2008 will benefit more from 

living-learning communities than the students from the White freshman class living in 

living-learning communities, therefore reducing the performance gap for this group. 

7. Students from the African American freshman class of 2008 will benefit more from 

living-learning communities than the students from the White freshman class living in 

living-learning communities, therefore reducing the performance gap for this group. 

8. Students from the Hispanic freshman class of 2008 will benefit more from living-

learning communities than the students from the White freshman class living in 

living-learning communities, therefore reducing the performance gap for this group. 
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Significance of the Study 

 American higher education continues to become more diverse to reflect the increasing 

diversity throughout the U.S..  This is a trend that will likely continue.  According to the U.S. 

Census Bureau, in the year 2000, 69.4% of all individuals in the U.S. were classified as “White 

alone, not Hispanic.”  The U.S. Census Bureau estimates that by the year 2030 the percentage 

will decrease to 57.5% and by the year 2050 will decrease to 50.1% (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000).  

The U.S. is becoming and will continue to become increasingly diverse.   

While the diversity in the U.S. grows, so does the disparity in academic success rates 

among White, African American, Hispanic and Native American students throughout the U.S. 

(Sanchez, 2000).  Sanchez reported that in 1998-99, only 6.1% of Native Americans held a 

bachelors degree compared with 13.9% of Whites (Sanchez, 2000).    This is a problem that must 

be responded to immediately.  As institutions of higher education begin to take on the task of 

educating these students, it is important to understand that each group of students are unique and 

have specific needs.  In order to meet these needs, it is necessary to identify where challenges 

and at-risk areas exist.  Colleges and universities must understand the different at-risk areas that 

each of these students face in order to create programs and services to help meet these needs. 

 This study sought to identify the effectiveness of living-learning communities on 

reducing the performance gap and thereby provides a springboard for colleges and universities to 

begin searching for ways to enhance these unique programs so that they are able to help reduce 

this performance gap. 

Definition of Terms 

 The following terms are used in this study and have been identified below for clarity of 

understanding. 
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Academic success – Academic success in this study is defined by using college grade 

point average (GPA) for the fall and spring semesters and by college fall-to-fall retention as 

criteria. 

Census date – The first day of the fall semester after fall enrollment has ended. 

Living-learning communities - Living-learning communities are defined as communities located 

inside of the residence halls that share an academic or thematic purpose.   The living-learning 

communities at RU include the first year experience (FYE), honors, athletic and music living-

learning communities. 

Drop-out – Any student who is in one of the living-learning communities beginning in 

the fall 2008 semester, but departs from the university at any time prior to conclusion of the 

spring 2009 semester or who is not enrolled after the census date for the fall 2009 semester will 

be classified as a drop-out.   

Performance gap – The gap in fall-to-fall retention rates and GPA of students from each 

ethnic group when averaged by ethnicity and compared against their white counterparts. 

Retention rates – The rate at which college students are retained or stay in college from 

the fall semester of the freshman year to census date of the following fall. 

Limitations of the Study 

1. There are limited populations of Hispanic and African American students at Regional 

University from which to gather comparative data. 

2. This is a single institution study, therefore limiting the ability to make broad 

generalizations to other institutions across the nation. 

3. Convenience sampling will be used because not all of the living-learning 

communities are randomly assigned. 
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Delimitations 

1. The students selected for this study will be first time freshman in the fall 2008 

semester and first time freshman in the fall 2006 semester at RU. 

2. The students selected for this study will be primarily between the ages of 17-21 

because incoming freshman over the age of 21 have the option to live off campus or 

in adult housing. 

Assumptions 

1. The U.S. will continue to become more ethnically diverse. 

2. Colleges and universities will become more ethnically diverse. 

3. Understanding the effectiveness of programs such as living-learning communities is 

vital to reducing the performance gap in GPA and fall-to-fall first year retention 

among students of various ethnic groups. 

4. This data will be able to be generalized to all future freshman students at RU who are 

White, African American, Hispanic or Native American. 

5. The programming aspect included in the living-learning communities will be 

consistent across residence halls and across communities in terms of the minimum 

number of programs offered, the curriculum upon which programs are based and on 

the way in which programs are advertised, tracked and hosted. 

6. The UNIV 1001 course that freshman take is consistent across sections, as the same 

textbook and curriculum are used and all instructors must attend the same one day 

training course to ensure consistency and effectiveness. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Achievement Gap across Ethnicities 

 The study of academic achievement of various ethnic groups is one of high importance 

because the U.S. is experiencing significant growth overall in the number of minority students 

across the country.  The population of the U.S. is becoming increasingly ethnically diverse.  

According to the U.S. Bureau of the Census (2007), whites made up 69% of the 282,194,308 

people living in the U.S. in 2000.  By 2007 whites made up only 66% of the 301,621,157 people 

living in the U.S. (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2007).   

The Pathways to College Network (2004) reported that even those most conservative 

figures estimate the minority population in the U.S. will grow to over 50% by the year 2080.    In 

addition, this report also stated that more than 25% of the workforce in the U.S. in the year 2000 

was minority, compared with only 16% in 1976 (Pathways to College Network, 2004).  A more 

diverse population will certainly result in a more diverse workforce and both will have a major 

impact on higher education. 

As the U.S. population is becoming more diverse, the student body at institutions across 

the country is also becoming more diverse.  The U.S. Department of Education statistics in 2007, 

reports that in 1990, 77.6% of all college students were white, compared with only 68.3% in 

2000 and 65.7% in 2005.    In 1990, 9% were black, 5.7% were Hispanic, 4.1% were Asian and 

0.7% were American Indian.  By the year 2000, 11.3% were black, 9.5% were Hispanic, 6.4% 

were Asian and 1% were American Indian.  In 2005, 12.7% were black, 10.8% were Hispanic, 

6.5% were Asian and 1% were Native American (U.S. Department of Ed, 2007).  However, 

despite the fact that minority enrollment is increasing across the nation; the achievement gap for 
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minority students is also increasing (Sanchez, 2000).  In fact, according to Sanchez (2000), 

despite the number of students from Native American, African American, Asian America and 

Hispanic student groups increasing from 1.6 million to 3.6 million in the 20 year period between 

1976 to 1996, retention rates for minority students have not improved. 

According to Carter (2006) an achievement gap in graduation rates also exists between 

ethnic majority and ethnic minority students.  Although there is a gap among students from all 

ethnic groups, this gap is the largest for African American, Hispanic and Native American 

students and is particularly an issue for the Native American students.  To be more specific, 

Brown and Kurpius (1997) state that according to surveys, attrition rates for Native American 

students range between 75% and 93%. 

The Pathways to College Network (2004) reports that over 33% of all whites have 

attained a bachelors degree or higher by the time they reach their late 20s, as compared to only 

18% of African Americans and 10% of Hispanics.  The report goes on to suggest that these 

figures and other similar figures show that an achievement gap has existed for decades and does 

not appear to be narrowing in many respects (Pathways to College Network, 2004). 

In addition, this report goes on to report that over 65% of white students who graduate 

from high school enroll in a college or university compared with only 56% of African American 

students and 49% for Hispanic students (Pathways to College Network, 2004).   Again, despite 

increasing enrollment numbers for ethnic minority students, they are more at risk to leave an 

institution of higher education without having attained a degree. 

A 2002 study of retention rates by the Consortium for Student Retention Data Exchange 

(CSRDE) revealed that in 1999, first year to second year retention rates for students entering four 

year colleges of all types show that white students were being retained at a rate of 80.3%, blacks 
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at 74.7%, Hispanics at 75.7% and American Indians at 67.2% (Seidman, 2005).  Six year 

graduation rates, beginning with students entering during the fall 2004 semester, as reported by 

the study, show whites graduating at a rate of 56.9%, compared to blacks at 41.7%, Hispanics at 

41.7% and American Indians at 35.8%.   

An achievement gap in college Grade point average (GPA) is also prevalent in colleges 

and universities across the U.S..  According to the U.S. Department of Education data in 2003-

2004, the percentage of white undergraduate students earning mostly A’s was 19.3%, compared 

with only 13.2% for Native Americans, 12.7% for Hispanics and 9.6% for black students.  In this 

same study, the percentage of white students earning mostly C’s or lower was 24%, compared 

with 32.5% for Native Americans, 34.6% for Hispanics and 40.7% for black students (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2006). 

Achievement Gap for African Americans 

African American students are making significant gains in enrollment numbers 

throughout the nation.  In fact, African American students made up 11% of the freshman class at 

four year colleges and universities across the nation, compared with only 5% 40 years ago 

(Rhodes, 2006).  This increase in numbers, however, is not indicative of advances in eliminating 

the achievement gap that still plagues institutions of all types. 

When compared with their white counterparts, African American students do not perform 

as well academically.  According to Graves (2008), less than half of the black students who 

enroll in public four year colleges and universities graduate within a six year period of time, 

compared with a rate of 57% nationally for students of all ethnicities.  Schools of all sizes and 

types are experiencing achievement gaps.  The largest of all gaps has been found in smaller 
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private institutions.  However, even small and large public institutions, exhibit clear achievement 

gaps.  

Even more alarming is that students of an African heritage with quality academic 

backgrounds are less likely to graduate than even their less prepared counterparts who are of 

European heritage (Bourne-Bowie, 2000).  Bourne-Bowie (2000) suggests that one of the most 

important factors that must be considered in eliminating this gap is working to enhance the social 

interactions and adjustments of these at risk students.  Creating an atmosphere that helps these 

students adjust to the changes involved in leaving home and coming to college for the first time 

is critically important to eliminating the achievement gap and moving towards ethnic 

achievement equality. 

Achievement Gap for Hispanic Students 

The Hispanic population in the U.S. is increasing exponentially.  In fact, Hispanics now 

make up the largest percentage of minorities in the U.S. (Olson, 2003).  Hispanic students have 

also made significant strides in enrollment, but those advances have not helped improve 

academic success rates.  According to Hayes (2006), the number of Hispanic students enrolled in 

colleges and universities across the U.S. has increased almost 70% from the time period of 1993-

2003.  Of all the increases in minority student enrollment nationwide, Hispanic students made up 

41% of that growth over the past 10 years (Hayes, 2006). 

 Unfortunately, despite those increases, the achievement gap still remains large for 

Hispanic students.  In fact, according to Olson (2006), the percentage of Hispanic students 

enrolling in four year colleges and universities who actually stay until graduation is 

approximately 10%.   
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Achievement Gap for Native Americans 

 When reading through the literature on Native Americans, it is important to understand 

that various literature and research sources will refer to Native Americans using various terms 

including Native Americans, American Indian and Native, etc.  However, all of these terms refer 

to aboriginal people who are most commonly referred to as Native Americans (Fleming, 2007).  

Throughout this study they will be referred to as Native Americans. 

 The literature points out that the study of Native American students, particularly those in 

a traditional four year college or university, is important because 90% of Native American 

students attend these types of institutions, with primarily non Native American student 

populations (Sparks, 2000).  This sets the tone for the need for colleges and universities across 

the country to begin looking at ways to reach out to these populations of various ethnically 

diverse student groups. 

The study of Native American students in higher education is a particularly important 

topic because little research has been done in this area.  In fact, the Native American population 

is one of the smallest minority groups in the nation and one of the least represented in colleges 

and universities (Fox, McClellan and Lowe, 2005).  According to McEvans and Astin, as cited 

by McClellan and Larimore (2005), Native American students are the least likely to attend any 

college or university and are the least likely to continue to graduation. 

McClellan and Larimore (2005) stated that retention among Native Americans is a major 

problem in the U.S.  They cite Boyer (1997) and Carney (1999) who both reported attrition rates 

for Native American students ranging from 75% to 93% (McClellan and Larimore, 2005).  

Another study suggests that Native American graduation rates within six years are only about 

15%, making them the least likely to graduate among all ethnic minority students (Lundberg, 
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2007).  These statistics area alarmingly low and call on the need for action by colleges and 

universities.   Despite this underrepresentation, the number of minority students has grown over 

the past 40 years.  Unfortunately the largest part of this growth took place in the 1960’s and 

1970’s and has tapered off since then (Lowe, 2005).  However, despite this taper, Native 

American enrollment has increased over 90% from 1976 to 1999.  It also should be noted that the 

increase in Native American enrollment has not been distributed evenly among prestigious and 

non prestigious colleges and universities.  These students are underrepresented in the more 

prestigious institutions and over represented in the less prestigious universities (Lowe, 2005).  

Lowe (2005) also points out that graduation and retention rates are also an issue for Native 

American students as they are underrepresented in college graduation numbers at colleges and 

universities of all levels and prestige. 

 There is additional information that is both interesting to note and compelling for 

colleges and universities to take action in working to eliminate this achievement gap, particularly 

for Native American students.  Despite the achievement gap, Native American students earn 

comparable scores on college entrance exams (ACT/SAT) with other ethnic groups (Hill, 

Jackson, Smith, 2003).  This indicates that it may not be previous preparation or cognitive 

abilities that are responsible for the achievement gap, but rather something that is happening 

after these students attend a four year college or university.  The research indicates that the 

population of the U.S. is becoming more diverse, as is the population of colleges and universities 

throughout the country.  The research also indicates that an achievement gap exists in terms of 

graduation and retention rates.  This information sets the tone for the importance of doing 

something to help eliminate this achievement gap. 
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Living-learning Communities – Background and History 

In 1993, a team of educated and experienced administrators, called the Wingspread 

Group, was formed to answer a question critical to American higher education: what does 

society need from higher education?  Their response came in the form of a book called An 

American Imperative (Wingspread Group, 1993).  In the opening paragraph of this book, the 

group began by stating: 

A disturbing and dangerous mismatch exists between what American society needs of 

higher education and what it is receiving.  Nowhere is the mismatch more dangerous than 

in the quality of undergraduate preparation…What does our society need from higher 

education?  It needs stronger, more vital forms of community.  It needs an informed and 

involved citizenry.  It needs graduates able to assume leadership roles in American 

life…Above all, it needs a commitment to the idea that all Americans have an 

opportunity to develop their talents to the fullest.  Higher education is not meeting these 

imperatives. (p.1)  

 There are changes that are needed in American higher education.  Colleges and 

universities across the country are working to explore new ways to benefit their students and 

meet these needs.  The literature points to some strategies that colleges and universities can take 

to help meet these needs and to improve retention rates and undergraduate GPA for students 

across all ethnicities.  The literature also identifies student engagement as one of the keys to 

improving academic achievement.  A study completed titled “Unmasking the Effects of Student 

Engagement on First-Year College Grades and Persistence” (2008) is one of the many studies 

that support the effectiveness of student engagement.  The researchers developed two primary 

conclusions through this study.  The first conclusion was “student engagement in educationally 
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purposeful activities is positively related to academic outcomes as represented by first-year 

student grades and by persistence between the first and second year of college” (Cruce, Gonyea, 

Kinzie, Kuh and Shoup, 2008).  The second conclusion was, “engagement has a compensatory 

effect on first-year grades and persistence to the second year of college at the same institution” 

(Cruce, Gonyea, Kinzie, Kuh and Shoup, 2008).  This 2008 study clearly shows a correlation 

between student engagement and student success rates.  

One of the strategies that the literature points to in effectively engaging students is the 

addition of living-learning communities on a college or university campus.  In fact, the above 

referenced source listed learning communities as one of the effective methods for enhancing 

student academic achievement through increasing student engagement (Cruce, Gonyea, Kinzie, 

Kuh and Shoup, 2008).  Living-learning communities are a form of the learning communities 

that began years ago without the focus of the residential component.  Studies came out as early 

as 1984 in support of these types of communities (Levine and Shapiro, 1999).   

One of the studies that came out in the mid 1980s, was titled Involvement in Learning: 

Realizing the Potential of American Higher Education, sponsored by the National Institute of 

Education (NIE).  In this study, learning communities are viewed as so valuable and effective 

that it was recommended that every college and university should seek to implement learning 

communities on their campus (NIE, 1984).  The report also states that these communities are 

even more critical for first and second year students (NIE, 1984). 

Levine and Shapiro (1999) stated, “The results of several major and influential 

longitudinal studies of higher education have confirmed what a number of educators have 

intuitively recognized for a long time: that success in college is directly connected to student-

faculty interaction, student involvement in co-curricular activities, and, most important, peer 
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influences and interaction” (p. xi-xii).  This finding shows significant support for the importance 

and effectiveness of living-learning communities because they are geared to provide just those 

types of experiences to students living in those communities and have been very effective in 

enhancing the learning environment. 

La Vine and Mitchell state that learning is not confined to the classroom and occurs in 

many settings, including the residence halls.  La Vine and Mitchell (2006) state, “The purposes 

of a living-learning community are to provide participatory learning, improve retention, afford 

worthwhile experiences and provide early socialization into the profession” (p. 58).  Providing 

an environment for learning outside the classroom through social interaction with students and 

faculty is critical in enhancing learning and student success rates, as the literature shows. 

There is no one widely accepted definition of living-learning communities or even 

learning communities.  These communities all tend to have similar characteristics, but differ 

from campus to campus.  Because these communities differ from campus to campus, there are 

several definitions that exist that can be effective in describing these communities (Levine and 

Shapiro, 1999).  According to one such definition, living-learning communities can be defined as 

communities located inside of the residence halls that share an academic or thematic purpose 

(Daver, Inkelas, Leonard and Vogt, 2007).  These communities help to create a seamless 

connection between the academic and residential lives of the students.  Other characteristics of 

these programs are that these same group of students who live together and share academic 

interests, also have access to similar resources and programs that are provided to them inside of 

their residential living environment to help support the theme of their particular living-learning 

community (Daver, Inkelas, Leonard and Vogt, 2007). 
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Gardner, Levine, Smith and Tinto (1999) state learning communities utilize “a variety of 

approaches that link or cluster classes during a given term, often around a disciplinary theme, 

that enroll a common cohort of student.”  These communities seek to take students with common 

academic or extracurricular interests and place them together in a residential community and 

then provide academic and social programming to help meet their needs, enhance learning and 

improve academic success rates. 

These living-learning communities are derived from the concept of Learning 

Communities, which has been around for decades.  The primary difference between these two 

types of communities is the inclusion of the residential component (Daver, Inkelas, Leonard and 

Vogt, 2007).  The literature on Learning Communities helps to set the tone for the roots of 

living-learning communities, their make-up and their intended purposes. 

 Learning Communities have a long history in the field of Higher Education throughout 

the U.S..  In fact, the earliest learning communities date back to the 1920s with the Experimental 

College at the University of Wisconsin in 1927 (Stassen, 2003).  According to Stassen, various 

forms of these communities have been re-implemented many times at various colleges and 

universities and are becoming very popular as a method to help improve the college student 

experience (2003).  In fact, it is widely believed that John Dewey’s work and research supported 

the style of learning that takes place in living-learning communities and his works still influence 

these communities to this day (Gabelnick, MacGregor, Matthews and Smith, 2004). 

In 1927, an educator and researcher named Alexander Meiklejohn opened the 

Experimental College at the University of Wisconsin.  This project was about more than just 

living-learning communities, but by its nature was a living-learning community where faculty 

and students could have educational and social interaction both inside and outside of the 
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classroom.  The concept was about building community among students and among faculty and 

was about integrating the curricular and co-curricular experiences.  The college only lasted for 5 

years due to economic challenges and enrollment issues.  However, the college was a success 

academically and provided a great starting ground for future living-learning communities 

(Gabelnick, MacGregor, Matthews and Smith, 2004).  There is much that can be learned from 

this experience that can help in identifying successful implantation strategies for future living-

learning communities.  Despite the ultimate end of the “Experimental College” the idea of 

living-learning communities has been continuing to grow in popularity in the U.S.. 

Alexander Meiklejohn was quoted by Adam Nelson in his 2001 book, Education and 

Democracy: The Meaning of Alexander Meiklejohn 1872-1964, as saying: 

One of the most urgent needs of the American college-one might almost say ‘a 

desperately urgent need’- is that of fusing together the intellectual and social activities of 

the students…If the whole group is engaged in the same attempt at  learning, then every 

aspect of the social living becomes steeped in the common  purpose.  Men breathe it in, 

eat it in, play it in, smoke it in, study it in, laugh it in, discuss it in, until education 

becomes what it ought to be-not a set of imposed, demanded, external tasks, but a form of 

human living and association, the natural and inevitable growth of a healthy organism in 

a congenial environment. (pp. 152) 

Dewey believed that learning was a shared process where faculty and students engaged in 

a collaborative process of open inquiry.  Instead of viewing knowledge and learning as an object 

that is passed from faculty to students, Dewey viewed learning as a process that took place 

through learning activities and viewed the instructor as more of a facilitator or this process rather 
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than the giver of all knowledge (Gabelnick, MacGregor, Matthews and Smith, 2004).  This is 

exactly the type of learning and concept that is found in living-learning communities. 

Even though Learning Communities have been around for decades, the most recent 

resurgence of these communities was in the 1980's.  This recent surge was partially in response 

to widespread criticism that was growing for Higher Education communities.  In addition, 

colleges and universities found themselves in a situation similar to that of current colleges and 

universities, in that they needed to maintain high enrollment numbers due to financial 

constraints.  As the need increased to keep enrollment and retention rates high, strategies were 

employed to meet this goal.  One of these strategies that colleges and universities employed to 

keep enrollment high was to work at improving retention rates for current students and the 

founding of Learning Communities was one of the ways in which they attempted to improve 

retention rates (Stassen, 2003). 

Living-learning communities – Effectiveness and Successes 

 The following subsection of literature looks at current research and literature on the 

effectiveness and successes of living-learning communities.  This subsection is divided into two 

sections: research based literature and non-research based literature.  It is important to note that 

the majority of non-research based literature utilized research based studies, but are classified as 

non-research based literature because these studies did not conduct original research. 

Research Based Studies 

There are several studies that support the effectiveness of Learning Communities.  One of 

the studies is the 1993 study, What Matters in College, completed by Alexander Astin.  In this 

study, Astin discusses the importance of involvement on campus.  He states faculty-student 

involvement and student involvement and engagement in the life of the campus in more ways 



 
19 

 

than just in the classroom will benefit students and will enhance student learning and academic 

success (Astin, 1993).  This study serves as a theoretical framework for the importance and 

relevance of learning communities.  From the inception of learning communities, special goals of 

these communities included helping students become actively involved on campus and 

increasing student interaction with faculty and other students.  

In a 2003 study on living-learning communities and their impact on student-faculty 

interaction, Garrett and Zabriskie report that their study showed that students participating in 

living-learning communities experienced a significant increase in student-faculty interaction over 

students not participating in these communities.  This increase was found both in the formal and 

informal levels.  In addition, they reported that their review of literature on living-learning 

communities reported similar findings (Garrett and Zabriskie, 2003).  They concluded that the 

results of their study supported the need and value of Living-learning communities at colleges 

and universities.  In addition, the findings suggested that not only should administrators support 

these communities, but that they should work to expand them by continually seeking new ways 

to expand and improve the programs (Garrett and Zabriskie, 2003). 

In fact, Pascarella and Terenzini (1980), state in their research that Living-learning 

communities do create an environment that facilitates both increased student-student interactions 

and increased faculty-student interactions, even compared with their counterparts who are 

already living on campus in traditional residence halls.  They reported that these communities are 

effective in enhancing these relationships, particularly when looking at the quality of the 

interactions (Pascarella and Terenzini, 1980).   

Increased student-faculty interaction and student-student interactions, as stated by Tinto’s 

work, are just two of many positive outcomes that can result from living-learning communities 
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and that help students work toward greater academic success in GPA and semester to semester 

retention, which are the outcomes being investigated in this study.  There are also studies that 

directly report findings of increased academic success as evidenced by higher GPAs and higher 

fall-to-fall retention rates.   

In a study by Stassen (2003), of three previously existing learning communities at a large 

Research I university, the students in all three Learning Communities showed significantly 

higher GPAs for the first semester than students who were not in the Learning Communities, 

even after taking entrance characteristics into consideration.  In addition, the study also showed 

that all three communities had higher first year retention rates than students not living in a 

learning community (Stassen, 2003).  This study is very significant because it shows that living-

learning communities have been successful in the two primary outcomes being investigated in 

this study. 

In a study completed by the University of San Francisco (2008), living-learning 

communities on their campus were very effective in improving GPA, reducing the likelihood of 

students dropping a course and at improving first year retention.  In fact, students in the living-

learning communities had a mean GPA of 3.35 compared to 3.01 for their counterparts not living 

in those communities (University of San Francisco, 2008).  In addition, only 16.9% of students 

in a living-learning community dropped a class, compared with 21.6% for students not living in a 

living-learning community.  The study also found that 91% of students in a living-learning 

community persisted into the second year compared with only 83.5% of students not in a living-

learning community (University of San Francisco, 2008). 

In a study by Keith Edwards and David McKelfresh (2002), one of the outcomes that the 

researchers looked at was the effect of living-learning communities in reducing the achievement 
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gap between first year men and first year women.  They reported that the living-learning 

communities were effective in reducing this achievement gap.  Although first year women in the 

living-learning communities did not show an increase in GPA, first year men in these 

communities had a 2.860 GPA compared with the 2.463 GPA of their first year male 

counterparts not living in these communities (Edwards and McKelfresh, 2002). 

College/University Assessments 

 Colleges and universities who have implemented these living-learning communities have 

also seen these communities to be effective at improving academic performance.  The University 

of Nevada, Reno offers students the opportunity to join living-learning communities.  They 

reported that the retention rates for all students living on campus during the 2005-2006 academic 

year was 88.3%, compared to a 92.86% retention rate for students in the living-learning 

communities (University of Nevada, 2006).  They also reported that the average fall 2005 GPA 

for all students living in the residence halls was 2.8, compared with a 3.19 for students in the 

living-learning communities (University of Nevada, 2006). 

 Minnesota State University, Mankato, has implemented living-learning communities on 

their campus.  In a 2008 study, they found that their students in living-learning communities had 

an average first year GPA of 3.11, compared with a 2.98 for their non living-learning community 

residential peers (Minnesota State University, 2008).  In addition, they found that students in the 

living-learning communities exhibited an 82.7% first year retention rate, compared with a 76.9% 

retention rate for their non living-learning community residential peers (Minnesota State 

University, 2008). 

 The University of Texas at Dallas also experienced similar successes with their 

implementation of living-learning communities.  In studying students during the fall 2006 
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semester they found that the average GPA for students in living-learning communities was 3.04 

compared with a 2.78 for students living on campus, but not in the living-learning communities 

and a 2.69 for students not living on campus (University of Texas-Dallas, 2007). 

 Florida State University studied their oldest living-learning community and compared the 

results with students not in the living-learning community for the 2006-2007 academic year.  In 

this study they found that the living-learning community students exhibited a GPA of 3.15, 

compared with a 2.70 for residential students not living in these communities and a 2.87 for 

students not living on campus (Florida State University, 2008).  Although their report did not list 

GPA analysis from students in the other living-learning communities, they reported experiencing 

so much success with their living-learning community programs that they added two new 

communities for the fall 2007 semester (Florida State University, 2008). 

 The positive results that the above universities have experienced show that living-

learning communities have been effective at improving GPA and retention rates for students and 

that these results are encouraging the development of more communities on college campuses. 

Non-Research Based Studies 

In 2000 a study completed by Jerry Lindblad and published in the Washington Center 

News, 63 studies on learning communities spanning the years from 1988-1999 were reviewed.  

These learning communities were shown to have a number of positive impacts on undergraduate 

students, faculty members and the institution.  In this study, it was reported that students in 

learning communities complete courses and persist at a higher rate than students not in learning 

communities.  In addition, these learning community students also perform better academically 

than non learning community students in GPA, critical thinking and intellectual development 

(Lindblad, 2000).  In addition, the study also reports that students in learning communities have a 
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higher self perception of the rate at which they are learning and making developments (Lindblad, 

2000).  Lindblad (2000) also goes on to report that students in learning communities also show a 

higher level of appreciation for their institution and are more involved in campus life than their 

non learning community counterparts. 

A 1991 study completed by Pascarella and Terenzini also supports the effectiveness of 

living-learning communities.  Findings from this study revealed that simply living on campus 

alone, regardless of whether a learning community is present or not, can have significant impact 

on student integration and success.  Although they report that living on campus alone can have 

positive effects, they specifically point to the importance of living-learning communities.  In the 

book How College Affects Students, they state: 

The most consistent evidence linking residence with specific kinds of change points to 

the greater impact of those halls in which there are systematic and purposeful efforts to 

integrate students’ academic and social lives (for example, in living-learning centers) in 

ways that extend and reinforce learning in other areas.  Many campuses have such 

facilities but on most they are by no means the modal residential setting.  To the extent 

that living-learning center philosophies, activities, and climates can be developed in other 

residence units, their educational and psychosocial benefits can be extended to more 

students. (pp 653-654) 

According to Altschuler and Kramnick, it is becoming widely accepted that residence 

halls, in addition to fraternities and sororities, should not be areas that are "intellect free zones" 

(1999).  These communities must be harnessed into the educational process to help create the 

targeted seamless living and learning environment. 

Laufgraben and Shapiro (2004) stated: 
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By virtue of the fact that students who study together in classes also live together in the 

same residence halls, they provide a natural setting for students to take ideas and 

concepts from the classroom out into the world.  The residence hall environment becomes 

a twenty-four-hour-a-day setting for intellectual engagement.  Students continue 

stimulating discussions from their small classes into the cafeteria, along hallway corridors 

late into the night, out into community service project sites, and onto the athletic playing 

field.  Students find it easy and valuable to collaborate in study groups, group projects, 

and in discussions of intriguing books and ideas. (pp.131-132) 

 Living-learning communities provide an optimal environment through which student 

learning will have a seamless transition from the classroom to the learning environment.  These 

communities provide students with the opportunity to continue learning in all areas of their life, 

which is particularly important considering students spend most of their time outside of the 

classroom. 

Vincent Tinto’s work on retention is still among the most respected and utilized works in 

the field of American higher education today.  He asserted that students learn best when they 

become involved in the college life as a whole and when they are provided an environment that 

provides not only academic support, but social support as well (Tinto, 1993).  Tinto states that 

students need to make connections with one another and also with the faculty and staff at the 

institution.  They need to build strong communities that cut across all three of those constituency 

groups and these communities need to be present in more areas than just in the classrooms 

(Tinto, 1993).  Tinto (1993) also suggests that students are most at risk during their first year at 

college because they are at the point in which they are least integrated into the institution and 

have little connection to the university.  He suggests that this is a time when college and 
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university personnel must strive to implement programs that will work to help ease this transition 

process, in order to help improve retention and graduation rates and ultimately improve student 

success rates. 

Such an approach is significant in supporting the effectiveness of living-learning 

communities.  These communities are geared towards creating an atmosphere that is conducive 

to these types of interactions and for facilitating this type of smooth and seamless transition into 

the living/learning environment.  Levine and Shapiro (1999) state that these communities are 

geared at increasing interaction among students, between students and faculty members and 

working to help build a sense of community.  

One of the reasons why this faculty and staff interaction takes place in such a positive 

way is that students and faculty members really appreciate being able to have intellectually 

stimulating conversations in settings where this are no time/location constraints or worries about 

grades (Altschuler and Kramnick, 1999).  Levine and Shapiro (1999) further conclude the 

importance of having learning communities on campus by stating,  

Learning communities have emerged as a practical, pedagogically sound concept for 
addressing the criticisms and challenges leveled at higher education today.  Regardless of 
how we choose to define success in college-whether it is a statistical measure of 
persistence and retention, or gains in critical thinking and writing abilities that show up as 
positive outcomes on student learning assessments-we now have compelling evidence to 
suggest that creating learning communities on campuses leads to greater student success 
in college. (pp.14-15)   
 
In light of the above information, learning communities of all types, particularly living-

learning communities, which include the residential component, have been shown nationally to 

have a positive impact on student success rates and are worthy of further implementation and 

research.  The ways in which these communities can be implemented vary from campus to 

campus, but there are many similarities which cut across these types of communities throughout 
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the nation.  The following research examines the necessary components of a learning 

community. 

Building Living-learning communities 

 The literature points to some common themes that surround the set up of living-learning 

communities, despite the lack of a widely accepted single definition for these communities.  

Laufgraben and Shapiro (2004) state, “Resident living-learning communities are one-year or 

multiyear residential academic programs, with dedicated faculty and a set of courses that are 

linked together in any one of a variety of curricular structures.”  Living-learning communities are 

communities of students who live together in a residential environment that is themed by 

common academic or extra-curricular activities and interests. 

 Shapiro and Levine (1999) also help to define the key components to setting up living-

learning communities by stating,  

These communities vary from minimal arrangements of linked or clustered classes, to 

team-taught interdisciplinary programs, to more elaborate models with designated 

residence halls, in-house advising, and the ambiance of a small college on a large 

research campus.  In between is an array of alternatives that include faculty collaboration, 

interdisciplinary themes, focused writing classes, experiential learning, and 

undergraduate research. (p.xi) 

Shapiro and Levine help to lay some groundwork for understanding how to set up these 

communities, while still leaving the flexibility for each campus to adjust their communities to 

meet their own needs.  Their literature helps to give the researcher or administrator the tools they 

need to understand what components can be central to the operation of these communities so that 

they can be replicated on other campuses. 
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The literature points to some key strategies to help make these communities a successful 

in accomplishing their mission to help students achieve academic success.  One of the critical 

components to building successful living-learning communities is developing a strong working 

relationship between student development and academic affairs departments.  If these 

communities are viewed as a housing only initiative, then buy-in will be difficult and the 

integrity of the communities will be compromised (Laufgraben and Shapiro, 2004).  This 

relationship must be a collaborative one that is centered around goals that are shared by both the 

academic affairs division and the student development division.  This process, while potentially 

difficult, is essential in creating effective communities (Laufgraben and Shapiro, 2004). 

The involvement of faculty members is important in helping to facilitate student faculty 

interaction both inside and outside of the classroom.  This type of involvement can come in 

many forms ranging from faculty actually living in the residence halls with the students to 

holding offices in the residence halls to just attending programs that are hosted inside of the 

residence halls (Levine and Shapiro, 1999).  The type and extent of this involvement differs from 

campus to campus. 

Living-learning communities require funding to operate effectively.  Often this funding 

can be difficult to acquire because these communities typically do not fit perfectly under one 

departmental umbrella.  These programs are most commonly joint partnerships between multiple 

constituents including academic affairs and student affairs.  As a result it is often the case that 

these programs are jointly funded by both sides of the house (Laufgraben and Shapiro, 2004).  

However these programs are funded, it is important that the funding is there in order to be able to 

accomplish the mission of these programs. 
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Assessment is also critical for success.  However, this can be both an important key to 

success and a common challenge or roadblock to success for some institutions.  In many cases 

this type of assessment requires funding and assessment training, both of which may not 

adequately exist in order to effectively evaluate and assess these communities.  In addition, this 

assessment is extremely important because it has a great effect on how these communities are 

looked at through the eyes of the faculty/staff members, students, the university as a whole, the 

community and the outside world (Laufgraben and Shapiro, 2004).  In order to sustain these 

communities, it is important for that reputation to be a positive one in order to continue getting 

the necessary buy-in and support. 

Even in light of the fact that these communities have shown through research and studies 

that they can be effective, there are still many challenges that can arise with the successful 

implementation of these programs.  One of these challenges is acquiring university-wide buy-in.  

The university must get buy-in from all across campus in order for these communities to be 

successful (Laufgraben and Shapiro, 2004).  This buy-in will ultimately lead to support for these 

communities and campus wide participation, which can be helpful to the operational side of 

sustaining them.  There are multiple ways of getting university-wide buy-in and one of the ways 

to do this is ensuring that the appropriate offices and departments on campus are informed of the 

events and programs that are going on in relation to the living-learning communities (Laufgraben 

and Shapiro, 2004).  Maintaining effective communication with all important constituents is vital 

to the success of these programs. 

In addition to acquiring buy-in, there is a need for financial or budgetary support.  There 

is a strong need for good leadership along with a willingness to be flexible and innovative.  

There is a need for assessment and fluidity to improve these programs as the assessment shows 
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areas in need of improvement (Laufgraben and Shapiro, 2004).  These are some of the most 

common challenges that universities face in successfully implementing these programs. 

Ensuring that these communities are being viewed in the proper light is also very 

important.  They must be viewed as a necessary, core part of the university learning experience 

rather than just an accessory or “value added” component.  If they are not seen as a central 

component to university learning, then they run the risk of being marginalized and therefore it 

will be difficult to get the necessary funding, buy-in and support (Laufgraben and Shapiro, 

2004). 

Another challenge that exists is getting stability from faculty members working with 

these communities (Laufgraben and Shapiro, 2004).  In many cases faculty members will only 

work with the communities for a short period of time, causing potential issues with providing 

stability to the programs and in finding and maintaining adequate faculty support from the 

university. 

Other areas of common challenges that must be faced, according to Laufgraben and 

Shapiro (2004) are creating strong communities among residents, getting students engaged in the 

communities and on campus, being creative and taking risks and getting leaders, in addition to 

faculty members, who will stay and continue to work with these communities for extended 

periods of time to help lend stability, which will in turn lead to improved sustainability. 

Conclusions 

The research literature provides the information to draw some concrete conclusions in 

regards to the increasing diversity of the U.S. general population, workforce and 

college/university student bodies, the college/university achievement gap that continues to exist 

among student of various ethnicities, as well as some the effectiveness of living-learning 
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communities in improving academic performance.  The literature shows the need for further 

research as it relates to these communities. 

The population of the U.S. has become increasingly diverse and over the past decade has 

continued to become more diverse rapidly.  As a result, the face of the workforce in the U.S. has 

also become increasingly diverse.  As the population and workforce have become increasingly 

diverse, this has had a major impact on college/university enrollment demographics.  The student 

body demographics have also shown increased diversity.  According to even the most 

conservative estimates, this appears to be a trend that is going to continue for decades.  As 

colleges and universities have an increasingly diverse student body, this will require that they 

respond to meet the needs of these student groups. 

The literature and research in the field show that an achievement gap exists, particularly 

among students who are African American, Hispanic and Native American.   Despite the fact 

that minority enrollment is continuing to increase, these minority students are not performing as 

well as their white student counterparts when looking at retention rates, graduation rates or GPA.  

This achievement gap has existed for decades and in many regards does not appear to be 

narrowing.  This leaves colleges and universities with the need to respond and seek to employ 

strategies that are effective at improving retention rates, graduation rates and GPA.  One of the 

strategies that the literature has shown as being effective at enhancing academic success in these 

areas is the implementation of living-learning communities.  These communities have shown 

nationally that they are effective in improving retention rates, graduation rates and GPA.   

The literature also points to some common components that are found in most living-

learning communities.  The literature states that most of these communities are either one year or 

multi-year programs where students live on campus together in a shared community area.  In 
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addition, the literature states that in many cases there is a linked course or several linked courses 

that students from these communities share.  The literature also points out that these 

communities are usually built for students with similar academic experiences or extra-curricular 

activities.  It should also be noted that the literature states that it is important that these 

communities be a shared project between the academic affairs side of the house and the student 

development side of the house in order to have the maximum positive effect.  It is important to 

get buy-in from all across campus as well to gain support from all needed constituents.   

Despite the literature that has been done on the potential benefits of living-learning 

communities and the positive benefits that have been shown through several studies, there is still 

much needed research left to be completed.  There are still changes that needed to be made to 

this living-learning community concept to really help ensure that the needs of all student 

communities are being met through this unique concept. 

Gabelnick, MacGregor, Matthews and Smith (2004) state: 

There are other challenges beyond succession that the learning community movement 
now faces…While being realistic about organizational change, we also need to hold onto 
the kind of idealism that pushes us up toward higher goals.  As we move to the next 
stages of learning community development, we must continue to engage the fundamental 
questions raised at the beginning of this chapter.  For what purposes are we building 
learning communities and for whom?  What are some of the most critical arenas for 
learning communities?  Which students are not being well served by our current efforts, 
and how might their needs be better addressed? (p.63) 
 
It is for that very reason that there is a need for this study.  There is literature and research 

that substantiates the benefits of living-learning communities.  However, the literature is very 

limited on how these communities differ in their benefits to students of various ethnicities, for 

example the Native American student population.  There is a need for a study that helps to focus 

on gaps that are still not being filled through living-learning communities, if those gaps do exist, 

and to what extent those exist. 
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Lindblad (2000) further supports this need for additional research by stating that more 

information is needed on these communities in all areas.  He indicated that the variety of 

research currently available speaks to the need for more research in both qualitative and 

quantitative formats.  He also pointedly notes that more research is needed specifically on these 

communities as it relates to under-represented students (Lindblad, 2000).  As more research is 

completed on living-learning communities, particularly as it relates to students of 

underrepresented groups, this will help to fill in some of these gaps and help to create a 

comprehensive body of knowledge that will guide practice for colleges and universities for 

decades to come. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
33 

 

CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

This study was a quantitative quasi-experimental, correlational research study.  The 

independent variable in this study was the living-learning communities.  The study is quasi-

experimental because the treatment group was not randomly assigned.  This study used 

convenience sampling for three of the living-learning communities because students self-selected 

to be in these three communities and as a result this study looked at pre-formed communities.  

The general first year experience living-learning community students were randomly assigned by 

the university.  The dependent variables in this study were semester grade point average (GPA) 

and fall-to-fall retention rates.  This study assessed the effectiveness of living-learning 

communities at affecting GPA and fall-to-fall retention rates for all students living in these 

communities.   This study also assessed the effectiveness of these communities at narrowing the 

achievement gap for Native American students specifically and then for students who are 

African American and Hispanic.  Any student who was in one of the living-learning 

communities beginning in the fall 2008 semester, but departed from the university at any time 

prior to conclusion of the spring 2009 semester or who was not enrolled after the census date for 

the fall 2009 semester was classified as a drop-out.  These students were compared against 

freshman class of 2006, as this was the last year there were no living-learning communities on 

campus.   

Methodology 

The following subsections detail the methodology for this study.  They outline the set-up 

of the living-learning communities and the method in which data was collected and analyzed for 

this study. 
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Living-learning communities Design 

Living-learning communities have been implemented on the campus of Regional 

University (RU).  The decision to add these communities was based upon data indicating that RU 

was struggling with poor retention rates, particularly for first year students.   The implementation 

of these communities was at the request of president, whose previous experience was in the field 

of Student Affairs.  As a consequence of his experience in the field and based upon years of 

staying abreast of the most current literature on student retention and student success, he 

believed that living-learning communities would be successful at RU in increasing first year 

retention rates and requested that they be implemented on campus for all freshman, beginning 

with the fall 2007 semester.     

RU is a public university offering both undergraduate and graduate degree programs.   

According to the demographic research completed by Regional University, the enrollment at RU 

is approximately 4262 students, almost 20% of which live on campus.  Of the 4262 students who 

are enrolled, 67.2% are white, 20.9% are Native American, 4.7% are African American and 

2.8% are Hispanic.  Native American students comprise 70% of the minority enrollment on 

campus (International Student Race/Ethnic Classification, 2008). 

All new incoming freshman students are required to live on campus at RU beginning fall 

2007, with the exception of those students who meet any of the exemption criteria, which is 

detailed below: 

• Freshman students who choose to live with parent/legal guardian 

• Freshman students who are over 21 years of age 

• Freshman students who are married 

• Freshman students who have children 
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• Freshman students who enroll in less than 9 hours per semester 

• Freshman students who have earned over 24 credit hours, post high school  

• Freshman students who have extreme circumstances 

In addition to being required to live on campus, living-learning communities were 

implemented.  All freshman students living on campus were placed in one of the living-learning 

communities.  Students had the option to select to live in the honors living-learning community, 

music living-learning community and athletic living-learning community, if they meet the 

requirements for those communities.  The requirements are as follows: students in the honors 

living-learning community must be in the honors program, students in the music living-learning 

community must be music majors and students in the athletic living-learning community must be 

on one of the athletic teams.  All freshman students who do not select one of the three 

communities above were randomly assigned into the general first year experience living-learning 

community.  It should be noted that while many freshman do live on campus, there is also a 

fairly large number who are exempt and do not live on campus.  A living-learning community 

committee was created to plan and manage the communities.  The committee is composed of 

both faculty and staff from across the campus.  The committee is chaired by the Director of 

Housing, Residence Life and Dining Services. 

There were four living-learning communities, located in four residence halls on campus, 

in which freshman students were placed.  These living-learning communities are categorized 

below: 

• First year experience (FYE) living-learning community 
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o This living-learning community was the largest of the four communities and is 

where all freshman students were randomly placed, unless they meet the 

criteria for any of the communities below 

• Athletic living-learning community 

o This living-learning community was for freshman students who were a 

member of any NCAA recognized athletic team on campus 

• Band living-learning community 

o This living-learning community was for freshman students who were 

members of the RU band on campus 

• Honors student living-learning community 

o This living-learning community was for freshman students who were 

members of the honors program at RU 

All freshman students were randomly assigned into the FYE living-learning community 

by the Housing, Residence Life and Dining Services staff, unless they specify a desire on their 

application to be in any of the other communities and meet the criteria for that community.  All 

students who opted to be in any of the communities other than the FYE community were 

randomly assigned a room and roommate within the community they selected.  Table 1.1 below 

outlines the composition of these communities by ethnicity. 
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Table 1 

Fall 2008 Cohort - Living-learning communities by Ethnicity 

  White 
Native 
American 

African-
American Hispanic

          
FYE - 
General 160 40 10 10
Athletic 49 11 11 1
Music 34 15 2 4
Honors 40 9 0 1
          
Total LLC 283 75 23 16

 

All of the living-learning communities at RU shared common components.  In each of 

them, all of the student members lived in a common area that had been reserved for that 

particular community.  However, men and women were separated by floors in the residence halls 

in all of the communities, except the honors student living-learning community.  In that 

community men and women were not separated by floor, but did not share rooms or suites.  In 

addition, they all shared a linked course.  All freshman students were required to take UNIV 

1001 in their first semester on campus, regardless of whether they lived on-campus or off-

campus.  The UNIV 1001 class is a for-credit class that was required for graduation.  If a student 

dropped the class or failed the class during their first semester, he/she was required to re-enroll in 

the class for the following semester in order to get enrolled for that semester.  Due to the size of 

the freshman class and the living-learning communities, not all students in the communities were 

able to take the same section of the class, but all of them were in the same course during the 

same semester.  As a result of the multiple sections offered, not all sections were taught by the 

same instructor.  The class was standardized to ensure that all freshman students received the 
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same experience in the class.  All instructors used the same textbook and curriculum and all went 

through the same one day training class to ensure maximum consistency and effectiveness. 

In addition, the staff members working in these communities were trained to meet the 

programming needs of these students and their communities and all staff members working with 

these communities underwent the same training process to ensure maximum consistency in the 

implementation of the living-learning communities in all aspects.  All of the RA staff members 

in these communities were required to host a minimum of four programs per semester, including 

one of which that was required to be educational and geared around the UNIV 1001 curriculum.  

There was no maximum on the number of programs that an RA could host each year however 

the majority of RA staff members hosted the minimum of four programs per semester.  In some 

cases RA staff members chose to host additional programs beyond the minimum requirement of 

one.  Each of those staff members was provided a copy of the UNIV 1001 textbook to facilitate 

this process.  The textbook, which guided the content of these programs, had sections ranging 

from study skills, to dealing with stress, to time management and various other skills that were 

important for students to know in order to be successful on campus.  Students signed a sign-in 

sheet at all programs, so that their attendance could be tracked for assessment purposes.  Many of 

the programs, other than the educational programs, that were hosted were social in nature and 

included events such as pool tournaments, game nights, discussions, etc. 

All of the residence halls that hosted a living-learning community were equipped with 

lounges that were available to be utilized to host study sessions and faculty sponsored tutoring 

events.  Each year the university hosted a faculty convocation process, at which at least one 

member from the living-learning community committee spoke and invited faculty members to 

get involved with these communities in the form of programming, hosting tutoring sessions or 
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just coming to residence halls to hang out and spend time with residents.  Faculty members 

contacted the committee to schedule tutoring sessions in the residence halls and all of these 

sessions were tracked, as faculty filled out program evaluation sheets after the program detailing 

who attended their programs.  These tutoring sessions were advertised in the residence halls if 

they were open to all students or advertised in class only, by the professor, if they are open only 

to a professor’s particular class or section. 

All of the students from the freshman class of 2006 had the option to live on campus or 

off campus.  For the students who chose to live on campus, they had the option to live in any of 

the residence halls on campus.  As a result, while many of the freshman students tended to live in 

the same residence hall and had other freshman students for roommates, there were also a 

number of students who chose to live in residence halls that were primarily occupied by 

upperclassmen students and in some cases shared a room with an upperclassmen student.   

Procedures for Data Collection 

All of the information regarding student participation in these communities was tracked 

in a database sorted by residence hall and by living-learning community, listing each 

participant’s student identification number, housing assignment and assigned living-learning 

community. 

Permission was granted from Regional University to access all of the above information, 

including program attendance, faculty tutoring attendance, information regarding the cumulative 

GPA’s and fall 2008 to fall 2009 retention rata data on all student participants of the living-

learning communities beginning with the fall 2008 semester and all other students from that year, 

not in these communities, who will be compared with these students.  Regional University gave 
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access to all participants’ high school GPA information and ACT scores, which were used as 

covariates to eliminate any pre-existing variation.   

In addition, permission was granted to access rosters and student GPA and fall-to-fall 

retention rates from students from the freshman class of 2006 to use for the comparison group. 

The treatment group was given a pre and post reaction inventory to gather some 

descriptive data about these living-learning communities and students expectations and 

experiences about them to help display the effects of the living-learning communities beyond 

affecting the primary dependent variables studied: GPA and fall-to-fall retention.  The pre and 

post reaction inventory documents were embedded within an inventory document that the 

university was already administering to all freshman students on campus.  However, the 

questions relating to the living-learning communities were only answered by students in the 

living-learning communities.  The inventories were administered through the UNIV 1001 course 

that all freshman students are required to take.  The inventories were a required assignment for 

the course and students received a completion grade for the inventories. 

Data Analysis 

The treatment group in this study consisted of all of the students in any of the living-

learning communities.  The students in this treatment group were all of the freshman students 

from the fall 08’ cohort who lived on campus.  The students from all of these communities 

combined were compared to the non-treatment group, which were all freshman students from the 

fall 08’ cohort not living on-campus and to all freshman students from the 2006 cohort living on-

campus, as this was the last year freshman lived on campus but not in learning communities. 

This study analyzed the effectiveness of living-learning communities by ethnicity 

specifically.  Therefore, data was separated by ethnicity for the treatment and control groups and 
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analyzed to determine the impact of the living-learning communities on students of each 

ethnicity individually.  Students from each ethnicity from the freshman class of 2008 were 

compared against their same-ethnicity counterparts from the freshman class of 2006 who lived 

on campus to measure any potential gains resulting from the intervention of the living-learning 

communities.   

The study also examined the effectiveness of the living-learning communities at reducing 

the achievement gap.  To assess their effectiveness at reducing the achievement gap, students 

living on campus from each ethnicity from the fall of 2006 were compared to their white 

counterparts from the fall of 2006 to identify the existing achievement gap in 2006.  Then, 

students living in the living-learning communities from each ethnicity from the fall of 2008 were 

compared to their white counterparts from the fall of 2008 to identify the size of the achievement 

gap after the intervention.  Conclusions were drawn from the data about the effectiveness of the 

living-learning communities at reducing those achievement gaps. 

This study used SPSS to analyze the data using General Linear Model (GLM) univariate 

statistics to analyze the data and then detailed it in narrative form to show the effectiveness of the 

Living-learning communities on semester GPA and fall-to-fall retention on students of each 

ethnicity.   

The information indicated the impact of these communities as a whole in attempting to 

improve academic achievement for all students and the potential for reducing the performance 

gap for students of various ethnicities, particularly Native American students. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESEARCH FINDINGS 

Participant Data 

 The participants in this study were taken from two cohort groups.  These cohort groups 

were the freshman cohort class of 2006 and the freshman cohort class of 2008.  Basic 

demographic information about these participants is outlined below. 

Table 2  
 
Freshman Cohort Class of 2006- Number of Participants by Demographic Variable 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Demographic Variable 
 
Ethnicity      N  %         
 Native American    150  23.3    
 Black      34  5.3 
 Hispanic     26  4.0 
 White      411  63.9   
 Other      22  3.4 
 
Gender 
 Female      336  52.3 
 Male      307  47.7 
 
Residential Status 
 Off-Campus     304  47.3 
 On-Campus     339  52.7 
 
Total Number      643  100.0 
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Table 3  
 
Freshman Cohort Class of 2008 - Number of Participants by Demographic Variable 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Demographic Variable 
 
Ethnicity      N  %         
 Native American    116  21.6     
 Black      27  5.0 
 Hispanic     16  2.9 
 White      354  66.0  
 Other      23  4.3 
 
Gender 
 Female      294  54.9 
 Male      242  45.1  
 
Residential Status 
 Off-Campus     193  36.0 
 On-Campus     343  63.9 
 
Total Number      536  100.0 

 The tables indicate that the freshman cohort of 2006 was larger than that freshman cohort 

of 2008.  It should be noted that was in congruence with the overall university enrollment, which 

was down during 2008.  In fact, the overall enrollment decreased every year from 2004 to 2008.  

The primary reason for these decreases was speculated to be the result of smaller senior classes 

graduating from Oklahoma high schools during these years. 

Table 4  
 
Enrollment at Regional University - Number of Students by Year – At Fall Census Date 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
      
   Undergraduate  Graduate  Total 
 
2004   3948   743   4691 
2005   3806   765   4571 
2006   3761   745   4506  
2007   3681   798   4479 
2008   3544   816   4360 
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Hypotheses 

 Hypothesis 1: Students of all ethnic groups from the freshman class of 2008 will benefit 
from living-learning communities and as a result will have a higher Grade point average (GPA) 
and higher retention rates as compared with their freshman cohorts not living in these 
communities, off campus.  
 
 Participants were analyzed by cohort group to test this hypothesis.  Cohort 1 was the 

freshman cohort class of 2008 who lived off campus.  Cohort 2 was the freshman cohort class of 

2008 who lived on campus in the living-learning communities.  There were a total of 536 

participants from both cohort groups (193 in Cohort 1 and 343 in Cohort 2). 

 The variable RFAFA is defined by a student being retained from the beginning fall 

semester to the census date the following fall semester.  The analysis on this variable resulted in 

an overall mean of 1.60 and an overall standard deviation of 4.90.  Cohort 1 had a mean of 1.54 

and a standard deviation of .499.  Cohort 2 had a mean of 1.64 and a standard deviation of .482.  

The analysis of variance showed a large difference in covariate ACT scores (F = 13.981, 

p<.0005).  This showed a need to include the covariate to account for any pre-existing 

differences in the cohorts.  The variable RFAFA was not significant (F=1.620, p=.204), meaning 

that there is no statistically significant difference between the two cohorts on this variable.  The 

data analyses on all variables in this study have been placed in the appendix.   

 The variable CUMPGA is defined as the participant’s cumulative GPA from the fall and 

spring semesters combined.  The comparison resulted in an overall mean of 1.79 with a standard 

deviation of 1.509.  Cohort 1 had a mean of 1.58 and a standard deviation of 1.466.  Cohort 2 

had a mean of 1.91 and a standard deviation of 1.522.  The analysis of variance showed a large 

difference in the covariate ACT (F=58.05, p<.0005) and the covariate high school GPA 

(F=8.863, p=.003).  The variable CUMGPA was not significant (F=1.935, p=.324).  There was 
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not a statistically significant difference between cohorts on either variable, therefore Hypothesis 

1 was rejected.   

 Hypothesis 2: Students of all ethnic groups from the freshman class of 2008 will benefit 
from living-learning communities and as a result will have a higher GPA and higher retention 
rates as compared with the freshman cohort class of 2006 who lived on campus but not in these 
communities, because this was the last year freshman students lived on campus and not in these 
communities. 
 
 Participants were analyzed by cohort group to test this hypothesis.  Cohort 1 was the 

freshman cohort class of 2006 who lived on campus, but not in living-learning communities.  

Cohort 2 was the freshman cohort class of 2008 who lived on campus in the living-learning 

communities.  There were a total of 682 participants from both cohort groups (339 in Cohort 1 

and 343 in Cohort 2). 

 The analysis on the RFAFA variable resulted in an overall mean of 1.63 and an overall 

standard deviation of .482.  Cohort 1 had a mean of 1.63 and a standard deviation of .483.  

Cohort 2 had a mean of 1.64 and a standard deviation of .482.  The analysis of variance showed a 

large difference in covariate ACT scores (F=25.270, p<.0005).  The variable RFAFA was not 

significant (F=.238, p=.625), meaning that there is no statistically significant difference between 

the two cohorts on this variable.  

 The analysis on the CUMGPA variable resulted in an overall mean of 1.92 and an overall 

standard deviation of 1.496.  Cohort 1 had a mean of 1.94 and a standard deviation of 1.473.  

Cohort 2 had a mean of 1.91 and a standard deviation of 1.522.  The analysis of variance showed 

a large difference in covariate ACT scores (F=74.984, p<.0005) and a difference in the covariate 

high school GPA (F=7.257, p=.007).  The variable CUMGPA was not significant (F=.151, 

p=.698), meaning that there is no statistically significant difference between the two cohorts on 
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this variable.  There was no statistically significant difference between cohorts on either variable, 

therefore Hypothesis 2 was rejected.   

 Hypothesis 3: Students from the Native American freshman class of 2008 will benefit 
from living-learning communities and as a result will have a higher GPA and higher retention 
rates as compared with their Native American counterparts who lived on campus in the fall of 
2006, but not in these communities. 
 
 Participants were analyzed by cohort group to test this hypothesis.  Cohort 1 was the 

Native American freshman class who lived on campus in the fall of 2006, but not in living-

learning communities.  Cohort 2 was the Native American freshman class who lived on campus 

in the fall of 2008 in the living-learning communities.  There were a total of 119 participants 

from both cohort groups (57 in Cohort 1 and 62 in Cohort 2). 

 The analysis on variable RFAFA resulted in an overall mean of 1.62 and an overall 

standard deviation of .487.  Cohort 1 had a mean of 1.58 and a standard deviation of .498.  

Cohort 2 had a mean of 1.66 and a standard deviation of .477.  The analysis of variance showed a 

significant difference in the covariate high school GPA (F=7.379, p=.008).  The variable RFAFA 

was not significant (F=2.222, p=.139).    

 The analysis on variable CUMGPA resulted in an overall mean of 1.71 and an overall 

standard deviation of 1.379.  Cohort 1 had a mean of 1.66 and a standard deviation of 1.414.  

Cohort 2 had a mean of 1.75 and a standard deviation of 1.356.  The analysis of variance showed 

a significant difference in the covariate high school GPA (F=3.776, p=.054) and the covariate 

ACT (F=7.227, p=.008).  The variable CUMGPA was not significant (F=1.196, p=.276).  There 

was not a statistically significant difference between cohorts on either variable, therefore 

Hypothesis 3 was rejected.   

 Hypothesis 4: Students from African American freshman class of 2008 will benefit from 
living-learning communities and as a result will have a higher GPA and higher retention rates as 
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compared with their African American counterparts who lived on campus in the fall of 2006, but 
not in these communities. 
 
 Participants were analyzed by cohort group to test this hypothesis.  Cohort 1 was the 

African American freshman class who lived on campus in the fall of 2006, but not in living-

learning communities.  Cohort 2 was the African American freshman class who lived on campus 

in the fall of 2008 in the living-learning communities.  There were a total of 51 participants from 

both cohort groups (29 in Cohort 1 and 22 in Cohort 2). 

 The analysis on variable RFAFA resulted in an overall mean of 1.57 and an overall 

standard deviation of .500.  Cohort 1 had a mean of 1.66 and a standard deviation of .484.  

Cohort 2 had a mean of 1.45 and a standard deviation of .510.  The analysis of variance showed 

no significant difference on either covariate (high school GPA or ACT).  The variable RFAFA 

was not significant (F=2.423, p=.126).  

 The analysis on variable CUMGPA resulted in an overall mean of 1.43 and an overall 

standard deviation of 1.244.  Cohort 1 had a mean of 1.76 and a standard deviation of 1.261.  

Cohort 2 had a mean of .99 and a standard deviation of 1.104.  The analysis of variance showed 

no significant difference on either covariate (high school GPA or ACT).  The variable CUMGPA 

was statistically significant (F=5.019, p=.030).  The analysis shows that cohort 1 had a higher 

cumulative GPA than cohort 2.  There was no statistically significant difference on variable 

RFAFA between cohorts.  There was a statistically significant difference on variable CUMGPA, 

in favor of Cohort 1 (the non-living-learning community cohort).  Therefore Hypothesis 4 is 

rejected.   

 Hypothesis 5: Students from the Hispanic freshman class of 2008 will benefit from 
living-learning communities and as a result will have a higher GPA and higher retention rates as 
compared with their Hispanic counterparts who lived on campus in the fall of 2006, but not in 
these communities. 
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 Participants were analyzed by cohort group to test this hypothesis.  Cohort 1 was the 

Hispanic freshman class who lived on campus in the fall of 2006, but not in living-learning 

communities.  Cohort 2 was the Hispanic freshman class who lived on campus in the fall of 2008 

in the living-learning communities.  There were a total of 21 participants from both cohort 

groups (12 in Cohort 1 and 9 in Cohort 2). 

 The analysis on variable RFAFA resulted in an overall mean of 1.71 and an overall 

standard deviation of .463.  Cohort 1 had a mean of 1.75 and a standard deviation of .452.  

Cohort 2 had a mean of 1.67 and a standard deviation of .500.  The analysis of variance showed 

no statistically significant difference on either covariate (high school GPA or ACT).  The 

variable RFAFA was not statistically significant (F=.073, p=.790).   

 The analysis on variable CUMGPA resulted in an overall mean of 2.20 and an overall 

standard deviation of 1.463.  Cohort 1 had a mean of 2.57 and a standard deviation of 1.261.  

Cohort 2 had a mean of 1.71 and a standard deviation of 1.640.  The analysis of variance showed 

a statistically significant difference on the covariate ACT (F=6.003, p=.025).  The variable 

CUMGPA was not statistically significant (F=1.766, p=.201).  There was no statistically 

significance difference between cohorts on either variable, therefore Hypothesis 5 was rejected.   

Hypotheses 6-8 

 These hypotheses cannot be confirmed or rejected purely from a statistical standpoint 

because there are no direct baseline groups on which to make comparisons.  However, statistics 

can be used to make inferences about these hypotheses.  As a result, statistical analyses were 

done for each hypothesis to provide the data for these inferences. 

Hypothesis 6: Students from the Native American freshman class of 2008 will benefit 
more from living-learning communities than the students from the White freshman class living in 
living-learning communities, therefore reducing the performance gap for this group. 
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Two tests were completed and compared to provide the data analysis for this hypothesis.  

Test 1 

Participants were analyzed by cohort group to test this hypothesis.  Cohort 1 was the 

Native American freshman cohort of 2006 who lived on campus.  Cohort 2 was the Native 

American freshman cohort of 2008 who lived on campus in the living-learning communities.  

There were a total of 119 participants from both cohort groups (57 in Cohort 1 and 62 in Cohort 

2). 

The analysis of variable RFAFA resulted in an overall mean of 1.62 and an overall 

standard deviation of .487.  The analysis of variance showed a large difference in covariate high 

school GPA (F=7.379, p=.008).  The variable RFAFA was not significant (F=2.222, p=.139). 

The analysis of variable CUMGPA resulted in an overall mean of 1.71 and an overall 

standard deviation of 1.379.  The analysis of variance showed a large difference in covariate high 

school GPA (F=3.776, p=.054) and covariate ACT scores (F=7.227, p=.008).  The variable 

CUMGPA was not significant (F=1.196, p=.276). 

Test 2 

 Participants were analyzed by cohort group to test this hypothesis.  Cohort 1 was the 

white freshman cohort of 2006 who lived on campus.  Cohort 2 was the white freshman cohort of 

2008 who lived on campus in the living-learning communities.  There were a total of 459 

participants (228 in Cohort 1 and 231 in Cohort 2). 

 The analysis of variable RFAFA resulted in an overall mean of 1.64 and an overall 

standard deviation of .480.  The analysis of variance showed a large difference in covariate ACT 

scores (F=22.917, p=<.0005).  The variable RFAFA was not significant (F=.701, p=.403). 
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 The analysis of variable CUMGPA resulted in an overall mean of 2.01 and an overall 

standard deviation of 1.533.  The analysis of variance showed a large difference in covariate 

ACT scores (F=55.785, p=<.0005).  The variable CUMPGA was not significant (F=.880, 

p=.349). 

 While the tests indicate that neither students from the Native American freshman cohort 

or their white counterparts benefited from the living-learning communities in a way that was 

statistically significant, it is important to note that the achievement gap was narrowed on both 

variables.   

The students from the Native American freshman class of 2006 who lived on campus had 

a mean of 1.58 on the variable RFAFA, compared with a mean of 1.63 for their white 

counterparts.  The gap in overall mean scores on this variable is .05 in 2006.  The students from 

the Native American freshman class of 2008 who lived on campus in the living-learning 

communities had a mean of 1.66 on the variable RFAFA, compared with a mean of 1.65 for their 

white counterparts.  The gap in overall mean scores on this variable was eliminated in 2008 for 

those students living in the living-learning communities. 

 The students from the Native American freshman class of 2006 who lived on campus had 

a mean of 1.66 on the variable CUMGPA, compared with a mean of 2.00 for their white 

counterparts.  The gap in overall mean scores on this variable is .34 in 2006.  The students from 

the Native American freshman class of 2008 who lived on campus in the living-learning 

communities had a mean of 1.75 on the variable CUMGPA, compared with a mean of 2.03 for 

their white counterparts.  The gap in overall mean scores on this variable is .28.  These analyses 

would indicate that the living-learning communities may have had a positive impact on reducing 
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the achievement gap on both variables, even though it is not statistically significant.  As a result, 

the data would infer that Hypothesis 6 should be rejected. 

Table 5  
 
Native American Performance vs. White Performance Gap – Mean Scores 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
  Fall to Fall Retention     Cumulative GPA  
  
 N.A./White Difference N.A./White Difference   
 
2006 1.58/1.63  - .05  1.66/2.00  -.34 
 
2008 1.66/1.65  + .01  1.75/2.03  -.28 
 

 Hypothesis 7: Students from the African American freshman class of 2008 will benefit 
more from living-learning communities than the students from the White freshman class living in 
living-learning communities, therefore reducing the performance gap for this group. 
 
 Two tests were completed and compared to provide the data analysis for this hypothesis. 

Test 1 

 Participants were analyzed by cohort group to test this hypothesis.  Cohort 1 was the 

African American freshman cohort of 2006 who lived on campus.  Cohort 2 was the African 

American freshman cohort of 2008 who lived on campus in the living-learning communities.  

There were a total of 51 participants from both cohort groups (29 in Cohort 1 and 22 in Cohort 

2). 

 The analysis on variable RFAFA resulted in an overall mean of 1.57 and an overall 

standard deviation of .500.  The variable RFAFA was not significant (F=2.423, p=.126). 

 The analysis on variable CUMGPA resulted in an overall mean of 1.43 and an overall 

standard deviation of 1.244.  The variable CUMPGA was statistically significant (F=5.019, 

p=.030).  However, the living-learning community showed a negative impact at improving 
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cumulative GPA scores, as those not in the living-learning communities exhibited higher GPA 

scores. 

Test 2 

 Participants were analyzed by cohort group to test this hypothesis.  Cohort 1 was the 

white freshman cohort of 2006 who lived on campus.  Cohort 2 was the white freshman cohort of 

2008 who lived on campus in the living-learning communities.  There were a total of 459 

participants (228 in Cohort 1 and 231 in Cohort 2). 

 The analysis of variable RFAFA resulted in an overall mean of 1.64 and an overall 

standard deviation of .480.  The analysis of variance showed a large difference in covariate ACT 

scores (F=22.917, p=<.0005).  The variable RFAFA was not significant (F=.701, p=.403). 

 The analysis of variable CUMGPA resulted in an overall mean of 2.01 and an overall 

standard deviation of 1.533.  The analysis of variance showed a large difference in covariate 

ACT scores (F=55.785, p=<.0005).  The variable CUMPGA was not significant (F=.880, 

p=.349). 

 The tests reveal that the living-learning communities did not have a positive, statistically 

significant impact on any of the cohort groups.  In addition, the analysis shows that the 

achievement gap grew larger for students in the living-learning communities. 

 The students from the African American freshman class of 2006 who lived on campus 

had a mean of 1.66 on the variable RFAFA, compared with a mean of 1.63 for their white 

counterparts.  The gap in overall mean scores is .03, with the African American students being 

retained at a slightly higher rate.  The students from the African American freshman class of 

2008 who lived on campus had a mean of 1.45 on the variable RFAFA, compared with a mean of 
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1.65 for their white counterparts.  The gap in overall mean scores is .2.  This shows that the gap 

actually grew larger in 2008 in the living-learning communities. 

 The students from the African American freshman class of 2006 who lived on campus 

had a mean of 1.76 on the variable CUMGPA, compared with a mean of 2.00 for their white 

counterparts.  The gap in overall mean scores is .24.  The students from the African American 

freshman class of 2008 who lived on campus had a mean of .99 on the variable CUMGPA, 

compared with a mean of 2.03 for their white counterparts.  The gap in overall mean scores is 

1.04.  This shows that the gap in overall mean scores grew larger in 2008 in the living-learning 

communities.  As a result, the data would infer that Hypothesis 7 is rejected. 

Table 6   
 
African American Performance vs. White Performance Gap – Mean Scores 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
  Fall to Fall Retention     Cumulative GPA  
  
 A.A./White Difference A.A./White Difference   
 
2006 1.66/1.63  +.03  1.76/2.00  -.24  
 
2008 1.45/1.65  -.20  .99/2.03  -1.04 
 

 Hypothesis 8: Students from the Hispanic freshman class of 2008 will benefit more from 
living-learning communities than the students from the White freshman class living in living-
learning communities, therefore reducing the performance gap for this group. 
 
 Two tests were completed and compared to provide the data analysis for this hypothesis. 

Test 1 

 Participants were analyzed by cohort group to test this hypothesis.  Cohort 1 was the 

Hispanic freshman cohort of 2006 who lived on campus.  Cohort 2 was the Hispanic freshman 

cohort of 2008 who lived on campus in the living-learning communities.  There were a total of 

21 participants from both cohort groups (12 in Cohort 1 and 9 in Cohort 2). 
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 The analysis on variable RFAFA resulted in an overall mean of 1.71 and an overall 

standard deviation of .463.  The variable RFAFA was not statistically significant (F=.073, 

p=.790). 

 The analysis on variable CUMGPA resulted in an overall mean of 2.20 and an overall 

standard deviation of 1.463.  The analysis of variance showed a large difference in covariate 

ACT scores (F=6.003, p=.025).  The variable CUMGPA was not significant (F=1.766, p=.201). 

Test 2 

Participants were analyzed by cohort group to test this hypothesis.  Cohort 1 was the 

white freshman cohort of 2006 who lived on campus.  Cohort 2 was the white freshman cohort of 

2008 who lived on campus in the living-learning communities.  There were a total of 459 

participants (228 in Cohort 1 and 231 in Cohort 2). 

 The analysis of variable RFAFA resulted in an overall mean of 1.64 and an overall 

standard deviation of .480.  The analysis of variance showed a large difference in covariate ACT 

scores (F=22.917, p=<.0005).  The variable RFAFA was not significant (F=.701, p=.403). 

 The analysis of variable CUMGPA resulted in an overall mean of 2.01 and an overall 

standard deviation of 1.533.  The analysis of variance showed a large difference in covariate 

ACT scores (F=55.785, p=<.0005).  The variable CUMPGA was not significant (F=.880, 

p=.349). 

 While the tests indicate that the living-learning communities did not have a statistically 

significant impact on either the Hispanic freshman cohort or their white counterparts, the data 

analysis does provide some interesting information about the living-learning communities and 

their impact on retention and GPA. 
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 The students from the Hispanic freshman class of 2006 who lived on campus had a mean 

of 1.75 on the variable RFAFA, compared with a mean of 1.63 for their white counterparts.  The 

gap in overall mean scores on this variable was .12, with students from the Hispanic freshman 

cohort being retained at slightly higher rates than their white counterparts.  The students from the 

Hispanic freshman class of 2008 who lived on campus in the living-learning communities had a 

mean of 1.67 on the variable RFAFA, compared with a mean of 1.65 for their white counterparts.  

The gap in overall mean scores on this variable was .02, with the students from the Hispanic 

freshman cohort still being retained at slightly higher rates than their white counterparts.  The 

data indicates that students from the Hispanic freshman class of 2008 living in the living-learning 

communities were retained at a lower rate than the Hispanic freshman class of 2006 who lived on 

campus.  The data indicate that the living-learning communities may have had an adverse effect 

on retention for Hispanic students.    

 The students from the Hispanic freshman class of 2006 who lived on campus had a mean 

of 2.57 on the variable CUMGPA, compared with a mean of 2.00 for their white counterparts.  

The gap in overall mean scores on this variable was .57, with the students from the Hispanic 

freshman cohort outperforming their white counterparts.  The students from the Hispanic 

freshman class of 2008 who lived on campus in the living-learning communities had a mean of 

1.71 on the variable CUMGPA, compared with a mean of 2.03 for their white counterparts.  The 

gap in overall mean scores on this variable was .32, with the student from the Hispanic freshman 

cohort being outperformed by their white counterparts.  The data indicate that the living-learning 

communities may have had an adverse effect on the cumulative GPA of Hispanic students, while 

the data indicate that the living-learning communities may have had a positive effect on 
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increasing cumulative GPA for their white counterparts.  As a result, the data would infer that 

Hypothesis 8 is rejected. 

Table 7  
 
 Hispanic Performance vs. White Performance Gap – Mean Scores 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
  Fall to Fall Retention     Cumulative GPA  
  
 HI/White  Difference HI/White  Difference   
 
2006 1.75/1.63  +.12  2.57/2.00  +.57  
 
2008 1.67/1.65  +.02  1.71/2.03  -.32 

 

Summary 

 The data analysis proved to reject all 8 hypotheses, indicating that the living-learning 

communities did not have the positive impact that the literature suggested has occurred on other 

campuses across the nation.  There are a number of factors which may have contributed to this.  

It is important to note that the sample sizes of the African American and Hispanic cohorts were 

very small and this may have impacted the results. 

 It should be noted that there were a number of other factors that may have contributed to 

the rejections of the hypotheses.  With the addition of living-learning communities, all freshman 

students were housed together and were not allowed to live with upperclassmen students.  This 

was a major change from the 2006-2007 academic year, where students from all classifications 

were allowed to live together in any of the residence halls.  The lack of upperclassmen leadership 

may have had a negative impact on the academic success of the freshman students. 

 It should also be noted that due to the requirement that all freshman students live on 

campus, the university selected the largest residence hall to house the majority of the freshman 

students in these living-learning communities.  While this facility was the largest facility on 
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campus, it was also the oldest and least well maintained housing facility on campus.  The general 

dissatisfaction with this older residence hall may have been a hindrance on student retention and 

may have had a negative impact on academic success. 

 While many attempts were made to get faculty involved in the residence halls, faculty 

involvement was almost non-existent.  Some of the lack of involvement may have been due to 

skepticism about these communities from faculty, since they were a new concept at RU.  The 

minimal faculty involvement was a major departure from the suggested practices of living-

learning communities.  Much of the literature indicates that the faculty involvement is the most 

critical aspect of improving academic success rates through living-learning communities.  The 

lack of faculty involvement may have had a major negative impact on the success of the living-

learning communities. 

 The living-learning communities included a linked course, which was UNIV 1001.  

Although this did provide a linked course for shared curriculum, not all students were able to be 

placed in the same section of the course.  In addition, this was the only linked course for these 

communities.  The majority of the living-learning communities described in the literature offers 

multiple linked courses and gives the students the opportunity to share the same section with the 

other students with which they live.  This may have negatively impacted the academic success of 

the living-learning communities. 

 In addition, the university selected a new president whose leadership began in August of 

2006.  As a result of the new leadership, the university began a major transformation process that 

occurred primarily from 2007-2009, during which time there were a number of changes that 

affected students.  These major changes included the changing of the university logo, slogans 

and official colors, the renaming of one of the academic colleges, the addition of numerous new 
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rules and policies and a significant number of faculty and staff retirements. All of these changes 

may have had a negative impact on the academic success of the living-learning communities.  It 

should be noted, however that the president was very supportive of the living-learning 

community concept.  In fact, the communities were started at the direct request of the new 

president of Regional University.  However, even though the president of RU was supportive, 

the communities were not financially supported in an adequate way by the university. 

 It should also be noted that it was necessary to collapse all of the living-learning 

communities in this study due to the small size of each of the communities and the limited 

number of Hispanic and Black students in each of the communities.  As a result, there may have 

been variation between these communities that was not investigated due to the limited size.  As 

the size and diversity of these communities increase over the years, this provides an opening for 

new research at Regional University. 

Pre and Post Surveys 

 All participants in the living-learning communities in the fall of 2008 were given a pre-

survey and post-survey to gather some descriptive data about the participants expectations about 

the living-learning communities at the beginning of the semester and about their experiences in 

the living-learning communities at the completion of the semester.  These surveys are included 

as Appendix Y and Appendix Z.  These surveys were administered through the UNIV 1001 

linked course.  The response to these surveys was dismal.  In addition, over ½ of those students 

who did respond to the surveys gave responses that were outside of the available answer options.  

As a result, no analysis could be completed using these surveys. 

 It is important to note that the dismal response to these surveys may be an indication that 

the students were apathetic towards the living-learning communities.  In addition, it may also 
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indicate that students were not educated enough about the living-learning communities and what 

they should have gotten from these communities.  This information may also provide some 

additional insight as to why the living-learning communities were not as successful as the 

communities outlined in the literature. 

While all of the hypotheses were rejected, it should be noted that the above explanations 

may be responsible for the rejection of these hypotheses.  The development of the type of living-

learning communities outlined in the literature as being very successful is not a process that 

occurs overnight.  In fact, many of the most successful living-learning communities have been 

around for years and were changed over time to meet the needs of the host institution.  The 

development of these communities proves to be a work in progress for most institutions.  

Therefore, while the data indicate that these communities were not statistically significant at 

improving academic achievement or reducing the performance gap, it is possible that with the 

adjustment of the factors above, the living-learning communities at Regional University may 

prove to be much more effective in future years.  The data was significant in indicating that the 

intervention of living-learning communities alone, if they are not planned and operated with all 

of the right components, may not yield the desired results.  Therefore it is critical to ensure that 

these communities are assessed regularly and improved continuously to impact student academic 

success rates in a significant way.  This information provides an opening for more research in 

years to come. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Participant Characteristics 

 This study examined the impact of living-learning communities and their impact overall 

and more specifically at their impact on students of various ethnicities.  The nature of the study 

made it important to have a diverse participant population to conduct the research.  In addition, 

the research also focused heavily on the impact of these communities on Native American 

students because they are an under researched sub population. 

 The institution that was selected proved to be beneficial in providing an adequate number 

of Native American and White participants for both the freshman cohort of 2006 and the 

freshman cohort of 2008.  However, there were a fewer number of African American and 

Hispanic participants in both classes.  In 2006, the White student population was largest with 411 

participants, comprising 63.9% of the overall applicant pool.  This was followed by Native 

Americans participants (150/23.3%), Black participants (34/5.3%) and Hispanic participants 

(26/4.0%), respectively.  In 2008, the White student population was still the largest with 354 

participants, comprising 66% of the overall application pool.  This was followed by Native 

American participants (116/21.6%), Black participants (27/5%) and Hispanic participants 

(16/2.9%) respectively. 

 The participant pool was diverse and well balanced as it related to the male and female 

population and the off-campus and on-campus populations for the freshman class of 2008.  The 

participant pool was diverse and balanced as it relates to the male and female population for the 

freshman class of 2006, but not as it related to the off-campus and on-campus populations.  For 

the freshman class of 2006, the pool was composed of 336 female participants (52.3%) and 307 
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male participants (47.7%).  In addition, 304 of the participants lived off-campus (47.3%), while 

339 lived on campus (52.7%).  For the freshman class of 2008, the pool was comprised of 294 

female participants (54.9%) and 242 male participants (45.1%).  As it related to where the 

students lived, there were only 193 (36%) students who lived off campus, while 343 (63.9%) 

lived on campus. 

 While the participant pool was large enough to conduct the study, the study could have 

been improved by a more diverse student population as it relates to Black and Hispanic 

participants.  An increase in these populations may have affected the outcomes of the results to 

some degree because with such small populations, a small number of students could have a 

rather large impact on the outcomes of the results.  A future study with a much larger sample size 

could prove to be more effective at allowing the results to be generalized.  This could prove to be 

challenging, however because it may be difficult to find institutions that have large populations 

of all of the ethnicities analyzed in this study.   

Findings 

 While all of the hypotheses were rejected, a closer look at the findings does provide some 

interesting results to be considered.  As a result, it is necessary to take a much closer look at each 

of the hypotheses to get a true picture of the living-learning communities and their impact. 

Hypothesis 1: Students of all ethnic groups from the freshman class will benefit from living-
learning communities and as a result will have a higher Grade point average (GPA) and higher 
retention rates as compared with their freshman cohorts not living in these communities, off 
campus. 

 
The data indicate that there was not a statistically significant difference between the 

students in the living-learning communities and their off-campus counterparts.  However, the 

data did indicate that the students in the living-learning communities did exhibit a higher 

cumulative GPA and higher retention rates than their off campus counterparts, although not 
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statistically significant.  Although the literature suggested that students on campus, particularly 

in living-learning communities, tend to perform better than off campus counterparts, there were 

some other factors that may have reduced the significance.   

The requirement that the university instituted mandating that all freshmen live on campus 

gave these students the opportunity to live off campus, if they were living with their parents.  It 

did not give these students the opportunity to live off campus in apartments or rent houses.  This 

is different than in some studies because in many cases the students in the living-learning 

communities are compared against their off campus counterparts, many of which are living off 

campus in apartments.  This is important because most of the literature suggests that students 

living at home tend to perform better than students living off-campus in apartments.  Therefore, 

the fact that the students in the living-learning communities from the fall of 2008 in this study 

were compared against their fall 2008 off campus counterparts, most all of whom lived with their 

parents, may have affected the study by increasing the mean GPA and fall-to-fall retention rates 

of the off-campus comparison group.  An increase in the mean GPA and fall-to-fall retention of 

the off-campus comparison group could have statistically limited the impact of the living-

learning communities by eliminating some of the difference that may have existed, had the off-

campus group included participants who lived off campus in apartments and rent houses. 

In addition, the sample size test for this hypothesis was quite large for a study that looks 

at living-learning communities.  It is rare for a university to require all freshmen who live on 

campus to be in a living-learning community.  The sample size of those in living-learning 

communities was 343, compared with 193 off campus students.  The larger the sample size is, 

the largest the difference in GPA and retention rates would need to be in order to be significant.  

Therefore, this large sample size may have also contributed to a lack in statistical significance.  
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By a simple look at the mean scores alone, the students in the living-learning communities had a 

mean score of 1.91 on the variable cumulative GPA, compared with a mean score of 1.58 for 

students living off campus.  While this is not statistically significant, this is an improvement that 

most universities would be well pleased with and one that would appear to be valued or desired 

by educators even though it is not statistically significant.   

Hypothesis 2: Students of all ethnic groups from the freshman class will benefit from living-
learning communities and as a result will have a higher GPA and higher retention rates as 
compared with the freshman cohort class of 2006 who lived on campus but not in these 
communities, because this was the last year freshman students lived on campus and not in these 
communities. 

 
The data indicate that there was not a statistically significant difference between those 

students in the living-learning communities from the fall 2008 cohort and their on-campus 

counterparts from the fall 2006 cohort.  Not only did the data prove to be not statistically 

significant, there was almost no difference at all between these two cohorts.  On the variable 

RFAFA, which is fall-to-fall retention, those in the living-learning communities had an overall 

mean score of 1.64, compared with an overall mean score of 1.63 for their on campus 

counterparts from the fall of 2006.  On the variable CUMGPA, which is cumulative GPA, those 

in the living-learning communities had an overall mean score of 1.91, compared with an overall 

mean score of 1.94 for their on campus counterparts from the fall of 2006.  The data indicate that 

on cumulative GPA, those in the living-learning communities even performed slightly worse 

than their on-campus counterparts from the fall of 2006, albeit not statistically significant.  These 

results indicated that the living-learning communities had almost no impact at all on improving 

academic performance. 

This would indicate that if a difference exists between on-campus students and off-

campus students, this difference is impacted more by the fact that students live on campus than 
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by the living-learning communities specifically.  It should also be noted that anytime students 

from two different academic years are compared against one another, there could be a number of 

other factors at work besides the intervention, which may affect the results.  While high school 

GPA and ACT scores were used as covariates to eliminate any pre-existing differences that may 

affect the results, there are many other factors that cannot be accounted for.  These factors could 

be as broad as economic difficulties throughout the U.S. that affect students by forcing them to 

take on more outside responsibilities such as work, to major local changes such as the transition 

of key faculty and staff members. 

Hypothesis 3: Students from the Native American freshman class will benefit from living-
learning communities and as a result will have a higher GPA and higher retention rates as 
compared with their Native American counterparts who lived on campus in the fall of 2006, but 
not in these communities. 
 
 The data indicate that the living-learning communities did not have a statistically 

significant difference on cumulative GPA and fall-to-fall retention rates for Native American 

students.  However, the data did show that the Native American students in the living-learning 

communities did outperform their on-campus counterparts from the fall of 2006, although not 

statistically significant.  On the variable RFAFA, which is fall-to-fall retention, the Native 

American students in the living-learning communities had a mean score of 1.66, compared with a 

mean score of 1.58 for their Native American counterparts who lived on campus in the fall of 

2006.  On the variable CUMGPA, which is cumulative GPA, the Native American students in 

the living-learning communities had a mean score of 1.75, compared with a mean score of 1.66 

for their Native American counterparts who lived on campus in the fall of 2006.  Therefore, the 

data did indicate that the living-learning communities may have had some positive impact on 

academic performance for Native American students.  In addition, it should be noted that these 

gains took place even despite the fact that the data indicate that the living-learning communities 
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had virtually no impact on retention and a negative impact on cumulative GPA when students of 

all ethnicities in the living-learning communities were compared against their on-campus 

counterparts from the fall of 2006 cohort.  In addition, the data indicate that the living-learning 

communities may have had a largest impact, although still not statistically significant, on the 

Native American students.  Therefore, this would infer that Native American students may have 

benefited more from the living-learning communities than students from the other ethnic groups. 

 However, the fact that the living-learning communities were not statistically significant in 

reducing the achievement gap for students of any ethnicity could be as a result of the fact that no 

specific interventions were planned within the living-learning communities that were unique to 

the needs of students from any particular ethnicity.  Although the literature did not indicate 

specific measures that should be taken to benefit students from any one particular ethnic group, 

this is something that should be considered.  This leaves an opening for future research. 

Hypothesis 4: Students from the African American freshman class will benefit from living-
learning communities and as a result will have a higher GPA and higher retention rates as 
compared with their African American counterparts who lived on campus in the fall of 2006, but 
not in these communities. 
 
 The data indicate that the living-learning communities were not statistically significant at 

improving academic success rates for African American students.  In fact, the data indicate that 

the living-learning communities may have had a negative impact on academic success rates for 

African American students.  On the variable RFAFA, which is fall-to-fall retention, the African 

American students in the living-learning communities had a mean score of 1.45, compared with a 

mean score of 1.66 for their African American counterparts who lived on campus in the fall of 

2006.  On the variable CUMGPA, which is cumulative GPA, the African American students in 

the living-learning communities had a mean score of .99, compared with a mean score of 1.76 

for their African American counterparts who lived on campus in the fall of 2006.  The data also 
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indicated that the difference between the two cohorts was statistically significant and that the 

living-learning communities may have had a statistically significant negative impact on 

cumulative GPA.   

 The African American population at RU was very small and a large number of the 

African American students were student athletes.  In the fall of 2006, before the induction of the 

living-learning communities, all freshman athletes lived with their upperclassmen teammates.  

After the induction of the living-learning communities, all student athletes were forced to live 

with other freshman, regardless of sport.  The separation from their teammates and the lack of 

upperclassmen mentoring in the residence halls that resulted may have had a negative impact on 

the African American students.  This may be a factor as to why the living-learning communities 

may have had a negative impact on African American students.  This leaves an opening for 

future interventions and research. 

Hypothesis 5: Students from the Hispanic freshman class will benefit from living-learning 
communities and as a result will have a higher GPA and higher retention rates as compared with 
their Hispanic counterparts who lived on campus in the fall of 2006, but not in these 
communities. 
 
 The data indicate that the living-learning communities were not statistically significant at 

improving academic performance rates for Hispanic students.  In fact, similar to the case with 

African American students, the data indicate that the living-learning communities may have had 

a negative impact on Hispanic students.  On the variable RFAFA, which is fall-to-fall retention, 

the Hispanic students in the living-learning communities had a mean score of 1.67, compared 

with a mean score of 1.75 for their Hispanic counterparts who lived on campus in the fall of 

2006.  On the variable CUMGPA, which is cumulative GPA, the Hispanic students in the living-

learning communities had a mean score of 1.71, compared with a mean score of 2.57 for their 

Hispanic counterparts who lived on campus in the fall of 2006.  The data indicate that the living-
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learning communities may have had a negative effect on both variables, although not statistically 

significant. 

 It is important to note that the population size used to test this hypothesis was very small.  

There are a small number of Hispanic students who attend the university.  In fact, the Hispanic 

cohort in the living-learning communities was comprised of only 9 people and their Hispanic 

counterpart who lived on campus in the fall of 2006 was comprised of only 12 people.  This is 

importance because with a number this small, even one student who may have dropped out could 

have a large impact on the results.  The reason this is so important is because one student who 

may have left could have left for a reason that had nothing to do with the living-learning 

communities and yet would have had a major effect on the results.  Therefore, future studies 

should be done with much larger Hispanic populations to really get a clear picture of the effect of 

living-learning communities on improving academic performance for Hispanic students. 

Hypothesis 6: Students from the Native American freshman class will benefit more from living-
learning communities than the students from the White freshman class living in living-learning 
communities, therefore reducing the performance gap for this group. 
 
 The data indicate that the Native American freshman class did not benefit more from 

living-learning communities than their White counterparts in a statistically significant way.  

However, as the data below indicates, the living-learning communities may have had a positive 

effect at reducing the achievement gap to some degree for Native American students, although 

this effect was not statistically significant.  Because the sample size of both the Native American 

students and their White counterparts were both fairly large sample sizes, it would appear that 

the data provided an accurate reflection of the living-learning communities and their ability to 

reduce the achievement gap for Native American students.  
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 The living-learning communities did not contain any specific planning based upon Native 

American culture and therefore that may have impacted the results of this study.  This leaves the 

need for further studies as it relates to specific interventions for Native American students and 

their effectiveness at improving academic success rates.   

Table 8  
 
Native American Performance vs. White Performance Gap – Mean Scores 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
  Fall to Fall Retention     Cumulative GPA  
  
 N.A./White Difference N.A./White Difference   
 
2006 1.58/1.63  - .05  1.66/2.00  -.34 
 
2008 1.66/1.65  + .01  1.75/2.03  -.28 
 

Hypothesis 7: Students from the African American freshman class will benefit more from living-
learning communities than students from the White freshman class living in living-learning 
communities, therefore reducing the performance gap for this group. 
 
 The data indicate that the African American freshman class did not benefit more from the 

learning communities than did their White counterparts, in a way that was statistically 

significant.  In fact, in regards to both variables, the achievement gap widened for African 

American students in the living-learning communities.  The data indicate that the living-learning 

communities may have had a negative impact on African American academic success and 

therefore may have helped to widen the achievement gap.  As stated above, however this may 

have been impacted by the size of the participant pool.  There were such a small number of 

African American students that even just a few students performing poorly would have had a 

major impact on the results, even if the poor performance was totally unrelated to the living-

learning communities.  Because college campuses are becoming more diverse, this is an 
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important area to research further.  Future studies that include much larger sample sizes could 

prove to have different results. 

Table 9  
 
African American Performance vs. White Performance Gap – Mean Scores 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
  Fall to Fall Retention     Cumulative GPA  
  
 A.A./White Difference A.A./White Difference   
 
2006 1.66/1.63  +.03  1.76/2.00  -.24  
 
2008 1.45/1.65  -.20  .99/2.03  -1.04 
 

 

 

Hypothesis 8: Students from the Hispanic freshman class will benefit more from living-learning 
communities than students from the White freshman class living in living-learning communities, 
therefore reducing the performance gap for this group. 
 
 The data indicate that the Hispanic freshman class did not benefit more from living-

learning communities than students from the White freshman in a statistically significant way.  

In fact, the data indicate that the Hispanic students may have been negatively impacted by the 

living-learning communities as they exhibited lower mean scores on fall-to-fall retention and 

cumulative GPA in 2008 while in the living-learning communities than their 2006 Hispanic 

counterparts who lived on campus.  It is also interesting to note that Hispanic students who lived 

on campus in the fall of 2006 were performing better than their White counterparts who lived on 

campus in 2006 on both fall-to-fall retention rates and cumulative GPA.  Therefore any 

performance gaps that existed were positive gaps for Hispanic students, meaning that they were 

outperforming their White counterparts.   
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 It is important to view those results in the proper context, understanding the limitations of 

the sample size.  The sample size was so small that even one student could have had a major 

impact on the results for the Hispanic student population.  This certainly leaves open a door for 

future research with larger sample sizes. 

Table 10  
 
Hispanic Performance vs. White Performance Gap – Mean Scores 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
  Fall to Fall Retention     Cumulative GPA  
  
 HI/White  Difference HI/White  Difference   
 
2006 1.75/1.63  +.12  2.57/2.00  +.57  
 
2008 1.67/1.65  +.02  1.71/2.03  -.32 
 
Concluding Discussion 
 
 The living-learning communities did not exhibited the results that the literature suggested 

they would.  This was evident by the fact that all eight hypotheses were rejected by the results.  

However, these results are not an indication that living-learning communities are ineffective.  

These results only indicate that the living-learning communities, as they were set up, were not 

effective on the campus of Regional University.  There is much evidence in the literature to 

suggest that these types of communities can be very effective at improving academic 

performance across the country. 

 The data in this study provides a valuable lesson that there is more to improving 

academic performance than implementing some ideas that are reflected in the literature as having 

the potential for success.  The data indicate that universities need to be very intentional in 

ensuring that the living-learning communities implemented very closely model the living-

learning communities outlined in the research.  Although that was attempted in this study, the 
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data would indicate that just the few departures in the procedures from the recommendations in 

the literature, although unintentional, may have been enough to reduce the effectiveness of the 

living-learning communities.  In addition, this data also indicates the need for colleges and 

universities to continually assess the effectiveness of their efforts to ensure that the living-

learning community interventions support the goal and are accurately implemented and assessed. 

 In addition, it is important to also note that high school GPA and ACT scores were used 

as covariates to eliminate any pre-existing variation.  Much of the literature reports the 

effectiveness of living-learning communities at improving academic performance and reducing 

achievement gaps, but this research often does not account for high school GPA and ACT 

differences that already exist.  Therefore, some of the results can be misleading as some of the 

reported gains that living-learning communities are attributed with may be the result of other 

factors than just the intervention of the living-learning communities. 

Conclusions 

 The data and analysis, along with the discussion that followed, led to several conclusions 

which have been outlined below: 

1. While living-learning communities can be an effective tool at improving academic 
success rates on some campuses if done correctly, the addition of these communities does 
not guarantee improvement in academic success. 

 
2. While the exact make-up of living-learning communities varies across campuses, the 

inclusion of key components such as faculty and student involvement should be 
consistent in all communities. 
 

3. The addition of living-learning communities has the potential to not only be ineffective, 
but to potentially create a negative impact on student academic success. 
 

4. Students from different ethnicities may be impacted differently by living-learning 
communities. 
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5. The creation of living-learning communities should take cultural considerations into 
account when planning living-learning communities to ensure that specific measures are 
in place to benefit the students who will partake in the communities. 
 

6. There are needs for additional studies on living-learning communities, specifically as 
they relate to their ability to affect positive change on student of various ethnicities. 
 

Limitations 
 

 As is the case with most research studies, there were some limitations that affected the 

results of this study.  This study used convenience sampling due to the nature of the way the 

living-learning communities and assignments were set up by the university.  This may have 

affected the study.  In addition, the size of all populations studied proved to be a limitation.  

While there were adequate numbers of White and Native American students, the number of 

African American and Hispanic students being studied was very small.  These small numbers 

allow for anomalies, such as a student dropping out for reasons outside the control of the 

university, to greatly affect the results when the population sizes are so small.  This can be a 

challenge on most any campus, as many campuses may have large populations of students from 

one ethnicity, but rather small populations of students of various ethnicities.  However, because 

of the sample size overall, this study did accurately reflect the overall demographic make-up of 

the university. 

 In addition, this study compared student groups from two separate academic years and 

that can prove to be a limitation because that increases the risk for outside factors affecting the 

results.  Even when you factor out differences using high school GPA and ACT scores as 

covariates, there are other variations that can exist such as issues with the economy, major policy 

changes at the university, faculty and staff transitions, etc. The university implemented the 

living-learning communities and required all freshmen who lived on campus to be in one of these 

living-learning communities.  As a result, that eliminated the traditional freshman on campus 
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population not living in living-learning communities from which to gather data and make 

assessment, leaving only the residential students from the fall of 2006 from which to gather data.  

And, because all freshmen were required to live on campus, unless they live with their parents or 

meet some other very specific criteria, this almost entirely eliminated off campus freshmen 

students who truly lived off campus in apartments.  This group can be very critical because they 

are often the lowest performers and this may have affected the results in a significant way, as it 

may have created a bigger gap between those living off campus and those in the living-learning 

communities. 

 The lack of faculty involvement also proved to be a limitation because this was a key 

component to most of the living-learning communities in the research.  In addition, much of the 

research indicated this may be one of the most significant factors affecting retention and student 

GPA.  However, regardless of these limitations, the study did prove to be valuable overall in 

many ways and did provide insight about the ability for living-learning communities to be 

effective, ineffective and adversely effective on college campuses.  In addition, it indicates a 

need for additional research to be conducted regarding living-learning communities and their 

effect on students of various ethnicities.  This is particularly true as it relates to research on 

Native American students where the literature is limited. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

 The body of research on Native American students in higher education is very limited.  

This study provides some additional insight about these students and how they may be affected 

by interventions such as living-learning communities.  In addition, this study provides valuable 

lessons to researchers and practitioners about the intentional nature of how these living-learning 

communities must be planned.   
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 One additional need for more research is to examine the effectiveness of living-learning 

communities at affecting outcomes other than just GPA and retention rates.  There is a need for 

future studies to examine learning outcomes and non numerical data to assess the value of living-

learning communities beyond the traditional GPA and retention variables.  

 In addition, additional research should be conducted at larger campuses where there are 

large populations of off-campus freshman students living in apartments, off-campus freshman 

students living at home, on-campus students not in living-learning communities and on campus 

students in the living-learning communities.  Access to these various student groups would allow 

the researcher more information on which to assess the effectiveness of these communities.  In 

addition, larger sample sizes would allow the researcher to examine each type of living-learning 

community individually, instead of looking at all living-learning communities as a whole.  This 

would allow the researcher to individually determine which types of living-learning communities 

may be more or less successful.  This may also allow the researcher to utilize random sampling, 

which would strengthen the results as well.  There is also a need for researchers to implement 

living-learning communities with interventions specifically geared towards students of various 

ethnicities to see if this alters the impact of the living-learning communities in their ability to 

affect change on students of various ethnicities. 

 It would be of value for researchers to study living-learning communities for freshmen 

and to track those freshmen students all the way through to graduation to assess and describe the 

full impact of these communities over time.  In addition, there is a need for additional research to 

be done on living-learning communities for students of various classifications, such as 

sophomore living-learning communities.  The above research projects could prove to be 



 
75 

 

extremely valuable to the field of higher education as it would continue to improve and shape the 

way higher education administrators lead their campuses well into the 21st century. 
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APPENDIX A 

HYPOTHESIS 1 – SPSS DATA OUTPUT 
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Between-Subjects Factors 
  N 

Cohort 1 193 

2 343 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:RFAFA  

Cohort Mean Std. Deviation N 

1 1.54 .499 193

2 1.64 .482 343

Total 1.60 .490 536

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:RFAFA        

Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df

Mean 
Square F Sig.

Partial Eta 
Squared 

Noncent. 
Parameter 

Observed 
Powerb 

Corrected Model 4.944a 3 1.648 7.104 .000 .039 21.311 .981

Intercept 19.300 1 19.300 83.198 .000 .135 83.198 1.000

ACTCompositeScore 3.243 1 3.243 13.981 .000 .026 13.981 .962

HSGPA .304 1 .304 1.309 .253 .002 1.309 .208

Cohort .376 1 .376 1.620 .204 .003 1.620 .246

Error 123.413 532 .232      

Total 1505.000 536       

Corrected Total 128.356 535       

a. R Squared = .039 (Adjusted R Squared = .033)      

b. Computed using alpha = .05        
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Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:CUMGPA  

Cohort Mean Std. Deviation N 

1 1.58 1.466 193

2 1.91 1.522 343

Total 1.79 1.509 536

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:CUMGPA        

Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df

Mean 
Square F Sig.

Partial Eta 
Squared 

Noncent. 
Parameter 

Observed 
Powerb 

Corrected Model 162.769a 3 54.256 27.363 .000 .134 82.089 1.000

Intercept 25.412 1 25.412 12.816 .000 .024 12.816 .947

ACTCompositeScore 116.011 1 116.011 58.508 .000 .099 58.508 1.000

HSGPA 17.575 1 17.575 8.863 .003 .016 8.863 .844

Cohort 1.935 1 1.935 .976 .324 .002 .976 .167

Error 1054.868 532 1.983      

Total 2937.434 536       

Corrected Total 1217.637 535       

a. R Squared = .134 (Adjusted R Squared = .129)      

b. Computed using alpha = .05        
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APPENDIX B 

HYPOTHESIS 2 – SPSS DATA OUTPUT 
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Between-Subjects Factors 
  N 

Cohort 1 339 

2 343 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:RFAFA  

Cohort Mean Std. Deviation N 

1 1.63 .483 339

2 1.64 .482 343

Total 1.63 .482 682

 

 
 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:RFAFA        

Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df

Mean 
Square F Sig.

Partial Eta 
Squared 

Noncent. 
Parameter 

Observed 
Powerb 

Corrected Model 6.313a 3 2.104 9.383 .000 .040 28.149 .997

Intercept 24.998 1 24.998 111.471 .000 .141 111.471 1.000

HS_GPA .165 1 .165 .736 .391 .001 .736 .137

ACTCompositeScore 5.667 1 5.667 25.270 .000 .036 25.270 .999

Cohort .053 1 .053 .238 .625 .000 .238 .078

Error 152.045 678 .224      

Total 1978.000 682       

Corrected Total 158.358 681       

a. R Squared = .040 (Adjusted R Squared = .036)      

b. Computed using alpha = .05        
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Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:CUMGPA  

Cohort Mean Std. Deviation N 

1 1.94 1.473 339

2 1.91 1.522 343

Total 1.92 1.496 682

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable:CUMGPA        

Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df

Mean 
Square F Sig.

Partial Eta 
Squared 

Noncent. 
Parameter 

Observed 
Powerb 

Corrected Model 182.647a 3 60.882 30.753 .000 .120 92.259 1.000

Intercept 20.401 1 20.401 10.305 .001 .015 10.305 .894

HS_GPA 14.367 1 14.367 7.257 .007 .011 7.257 .767

ACTCompositeScore 148.448 1 148.448 74.984 .000 .100 74.984 1.000

Cohort .299 1 .299 .151 .698 .000 .151 .067

Error 1342.252 678 1.980      

Total 4047.594 682       

Corrected Total 1524.899 681       

a. R Squared = .120 (Adjusted R Squared = .116)      

b. Computed using alpha = .05        
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APPENDIX C 

HYPOTHESIS 3 – SPSS DATA OUTPUT 
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Between-Subjects Factors 
  N 

Cohort 1 57 

2 62 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:RFAFA  

Cohort Mean Std. Deviation N 

1 1.58 .498 57

2 1.66 .477 62

Total 1.62 .487 119

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:RFAFA        

Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df

Mean 
Square F Sig.

Partial Eta 
Squared 

Noncent. 
Parameter 

Observed 
Powerb 

Corrected Model 2.626a 3 .875 3.970 .010 .094 11.910 .823

Intercept 2.508 1 2.508 11.373 .001 .090 11.373 .917

HS_GPA 1.627 1 1.627 7.379 .008 .060 7.379 .768

ACTCompositeScore .525 1 .525 2.382 .125 .020 2.382 .334

Cohort .490 1 .490 2.222 .139 .019 2.222 .315

Error 25.357 115 .220      

Total 341.000 119       

Corrected Total 27.983 118       

a. R Squared = .094 (Adjusted R Squared = .070)      

b. Computed using alpha = .05        
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Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:CUMGPA  

Cohort Mean Std. Deviation N 

1 1.66 1.414 57

2 1.75 1.356 62

Total 1.71 1.379 119

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable:CUMGPA        

Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df

Mean 
Square F Sig.

Partial Eta 
Squared 

Noncent. 
Parameter 

Observed 
Powerb 

Corrected Model 22.260a 3 7.420 4.221 .007 .099 12.664 .848

Intercept 2.282 1 2.282 1.298 .257 .011 1.298 .204

HS_GPA 6.638 1 6.638 3.776 .054 .032 3.776 .487

ACTCompositeScore 12.703 1 12.703 7.227 .008 .059 7.227 .760

Cohort 2.103 1 2.103 1.196 .276 .010 1.196 .192

Error 202.141 115 1.758      

Total 572.506 119       

Corrected Total 224.401 118       

a. R Squared = .099 (Adjusted R Squared = .076)      

b. Computed using alpha = .05        
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APPENDIX D 

HYPOTHESIS 4 – SPSS DATA OUTPUT 
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Between-Subjects Factors 
  N 

Cohort 1 29 

2 22 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:RFAFA  

Cohort Mean Std. Deviation N 

1 1.66 .484 29

2 1.45 .510 22

Total 1.57 .500 51

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:RFAFA        

Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df

Mean 
Square F Sig.

Partial Eta 
Squared 

Noncent. 
Parameter 

Observed 
Powerb 

Corrected Model 1.034a 3 .345 1.412 .251 .083 4.236 .350

Intercept 3.073 1 3.073 12.585 .001 .211 12.585 .935

HS_GPA .469 1 .469 1.920 .172 .039 1.920 .274

ACTCompositeScore .184 1 .184 .754 .390 .016 .754 .136

Cohort .592 1 .592 2.423 .126 .049 2.423 .332

Error 11.476 47 .244      

Total 138.000 51       

Corrected Total 12.510 50       

a. R Squared = .083 (Adjusted R Squared = .024)      

b. Computed using alpha = .05        
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Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:CUMGPA  

Cohort Mean Std. Deviation N 

1 1.76 1.261 29

2 .99 1.104 22

Total 1.43 1.244 51

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:CUMGPA        

Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df

Mean 
Square F Sig.

Partial Eta 
Squared 

Noncent. 
Parameter 

Observed 
Powerb 

Corrected Model 7.993a 3 2.664 1.804 .159 .103 5.412 .439

Intercept .881 1 .881 .596 .444 .013 .596 .118

HS_GPA .129 1 .129 .087 .769 .002 .087 .060

ACTCompositeScore .400 1 .400 .271 .605 .006 .271 .080

Cohort 7.413 1 7.413 5.019 .030 .096 5.019 .593

Error 69.415 47 1.477      

Total 181.470 51       

Corrected Total 77.408 50       

a. R Squared = .103 (Adjusted R Squared = .046)      

b. Computed using alpha = .05        
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APPENDIX E 

HYPOTHESIS 5 – SPSS DATA OUTPUT 
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Between-Subjects Factors 

  N 

Cohort 1 12 

2 9 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:RFAFA  

Cohort Mean Std. Deviation N 

1 1.75 .452 12

2 1.67 .500 9

Total 1.71 .463 21

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:RFAFA       

Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Noncent. Parameter Observed Powerb

Corrected Model .482a 3 .161 .719 .555 2.156 .171

Intercept .451 1 .451 2.015 .174 2.015 .268

HS_GPA .100 1 .100 .447 .513 .447 .097

ACTCompositeScore .341 1 .341 1.525 .234 1.525 .214

Cohort .016 1 .016 .073 .790 .073 .058

Error 3.803 17 .224     

Total 66.000 21      

Corrected Total 4.286 20      

a. R Squared = .113 (Adjusted R Squared = -.044)     

b. Computed using alpha = .05       
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Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:CUMGPA  

Cohort Mean Std. Deviation N 

1 2.57 1.261 12

2 1.71 1.640 9

Total 2.20 1.463 21

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:CUMGPA       

Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Noncent. Parameter Observed Powerb

Corrected Model 15.049a 3 5.016 3.074 .056 9.222 .612

Intercept 2.701 1 2.701 1.655 .215 1.655 .229

HS_GPA 1.382 1 1.382 .847 .370 .847 .140

ACTCompositeScore 9.795 1 9.795 6.003 .025 6.003 .637

Cohort 2.882 1 2.882 1.766 .201 1.766 .241

Error 27.742 17 1.632     

Total 144.519 21      

Corrected Total 42.791 20      

a. R Squared = .352 (Adjusted R Squared = .237)     

b. Computed using alpha = .05       
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APPENDIX F 

HYPOTHESES 6-8 WHITE COMPARISON GROUP – SPSS DATA OUTPUT 
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Between-Subjects Factors 

  N 

Cohort 1 228 

2 231 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:RFAFA  

Cohort Mean Std. Deviation N 

1 1.63 .483 228

2 1.65 .478 231

Total 1.64 .480 459

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:RFAFA       

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df

Mean 

Square F Sig.

Noncent. 

Parameter 

Observed 

Powerb 

Corrected Model 5.112a 3 1.704 7.708 .000 23.125 .988

Intercept 14.628 1 14.628 66.177 .000 66.177 1.000

ACTCompositeScore 5.066 1 5.066 22.917 .000 22.917 .998

HSGPA .063 1 .063 .284 .595 .284 .083

Cohort .155 1 .155 .701 .403 .701 .133

Error 100.575 455 .221     

Total 1341.000 459      

Corrected Total 105.686 458      

a. R Squared = .048 (Adjusted R Squared = .042)     

b. Computed using alpha = .05       
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Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:CUMGPA  

Cohort Mean Std. Deviation N 

1 2.00 1.512 228

2 2.03 1.556 231

Total 2.01 1.533 459

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:CUMGPA       

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df

Mean 

Square F Sig.

Noncent. 

Parameter 

Observed 

Powerb 

Corrected Model 126.968a 3 42.323 20.285 .000 60.855 1.000

Intercept 12.082 1 12.082 5.791 .017 5.791 .671

ACTCompositeScore 116.389 1 116.389 55.785 .000 55.785 1.000

HSGPA 2.302 1 2.302 1.103 .294 1.103 .182

Cohort 1.837 1 1.837 .880 .349 .880 .155

Error 949.310 455 2.086     

Total 2939.699 459      

Corrected Total 1076.278 458      

a. R Squared = .118 (Adjusted R Squared = .112)     

b. Computed using alpha = .05       
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APPENDIX G 

HYPOTHESIS 6 – SPSS DATA OUTPUT 
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Between-Subjects Factors 

  N 

Cohort 1 57 

2 62 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:RFAFA  

Cohort Mean Std. Deviation N 

1 1.58 .498 57

2 1.66 .477 62

Total 1.62 .487 119

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:RFAFA       

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df

Mean 

Square F Sig.

Noncent. 

Parameter 

Observed 

Powerb 

Corrected Model 2.626a 3 .875 3.970 .010 11.910 .823

Intercept 2.508 1 2.508 11.373 .001 11.373 .917

HSGPA 1.627 1 1.627 7.379 .008 7.379 .768

ACTCompositeScore .525 1 .525 2.382 .125 2.382 .334

Cohort .490 1 .490 2.222 .139 2.222 .315

Error 25.357 115 .220     

Total 341.000 119      

Corrected Total 27.983 118      

a. R Squared = .094 (Adjusted R Squared = .070)     

b. Computed using alpha = .05       
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Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:CUMGPA  

Cohort Mean Std. Deviation N 

1 1.66 1.414 57

2 1.75 1.356 62

Total 1.71 1.379 119

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:CUMGPA       

Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Noncent. Parameter Observed Powerb

Corrected Model 22.260a 3 7.420 4.221 .007 12.664 .848

Intercept 2.282 1 2.282 1.298 .257 1.298 .204

HSGPA 6.638 1 6.638 3.776 .054 3.776 .487

ACTCompositeScore 12.703 1 12.703 7.227 .008 7.227 .760

Cohort 2.103 1 2.103 1.196 .276 1.196 .192

Error 202.141 115 1.758     

Total 572.506 119      

Corrected Total 224.401 118      

a. R Squared = .099 (Adjusted R Squared = .076)     

b. Computed using alpha = .05       
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APPENDIX G 

HYPOTHESIS 7 – SPSS DATA OUTPUT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
98 

 

Between-Subjects Factors 

  N 

Cohort 1 29 

2 22 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:RFAFA  

Cohort Mean Std. Deviation N 

1 1.66 .484 29

2 1.45 .510 22

Total 1.57 .500 51

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:RFAFA       

Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Noncent. Parameter Observed Powerb

Corrected Model 1.034a 3 .345 1.412 .251 4.236 .350

Intercept 3.073 1 3.073 12.585 .001 12.585 .935

HSGPA .469 1 .469 1.920 .172 1.920 .274

ACTCompositeScore .184 1 .184 .754 .390 .754 .136

Cohort .592 1 .592 2.423 .126 2.423 .332

Error 11.476 47 .244     

Total 138.000 51      

Corrected Total 12.510 50      

a. R Squared = .083 (Adjusted R Squared = .024)     

b. Computed using alpha = .05       
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Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:CUMGPA  

Cohort Mean Std. Deviation N 

1 1.76 1.261 29

2 .99 1.104 22

Total 1.43 1.244 51

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:CUMGPA       

Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Noncent. Parameter Observed Powerb

Corrected Model 7.993a 3 2.664 1.804 .159 5.412 .439

Intercept .881 1 .881 .596 .444 .596 .118

HSGPA .129 1 .129 .087 .769 .087 .060

ACTCompositeScore .400 1 .400 .271 .605 .271 .080

Cohort 7.413 1 7.413 5.019 .030 5.019 .593

Error 69.415 47 1.477     

Total 181.470 51      

Corrected Total 77.408 50      

a. R Squared = .103 (Adjusted R Squared = .046)     

b. Computed using alpha = .05       
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APPENDIX H 

HYPOTHESES 8 – SPSS DATA OUTPUT 
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Between-Subjects Factors 

  N 

Cohort 1 12 

2 9 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:RFAFA  

Cohort Mean Std. Deviation N 

1 1.75 .452 12

2 1.67 .500 9

Total 1.71 .463 21

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:RFAFA       

Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Noncent. Parameter Observed Powerb

Corrected Model .482a 3 .161 .719 .555 2.156 .171

Intercept .451 1 .451 2.015 .174 2.015 .268

HSGPA .100 1 .100 .447 .513 .447 .097

ACTCompositeScore .341 1 .341 1.525 .234 1.525 .214

Cohort .016 1 .016 .073 .790 .073 .058

Error 3.803 17 .224     

Total 66.000 21      

Corrected Total 4.286 20      

a. R Squared = .113 (Adjusted R Squared = -.044)     

b. Computed using alpha = .05       
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Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable:CUMGPA  

Cohort Mean Std. Deviation N 

1 2.57 1.261 12

2 1.71 1.640 9

Total 2.20 1.463 21

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:CUMGPA       

Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Noncent. Parameter Observed Powerb

Corrected Model 15.049a 3 5.016 3.074 .056 9.222 .612

Intercept 2.701 1 2.701 1.655 .215 1.655 .229

HSGPA 1.382 1 1.382 .847 .370 .847 .140

ACTCompositeScore 9.795 1 9.795 6.003 .025 6.003 .637

Cohort 2.882 1 2.882 1.766 .201 1.766 .241

Error 27.742 17 1.632     

Total 144.519 21      

Corrected Total 42.791 20      

a. R Squared = .352 (Adjusted R Squared = .237)     

b. Computed using alpha = .05       
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APPENDIX I 

PRE-REACTION INVENTORY 
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Please complete the following question if you are part of one of RU's Living-learning communities; if you are not part of a 
Living-learning Community, please enter NA. 
I expect that living in a community of persons with similar interests will make the transition to college easier.  
Enter a number between 1 and 100. 
100 = strongest agreement with the statement and 1 = weakest agreement with the statement  
 
Please complete the following question if you are part of one of RU's Living-learning communities; if you are not part of a 
Living-learning Community, please enter NA. 
I have had the Living-learning Community explained to me.  
Enter a number between 1 and 100. 
100 = strongest agreement with the statement and 1 = weakest agreement with the statement  
 
Please complete the following question if you are part of one of RU's Living-learning communities; if you are not part of a 
Living-learning Community, please enter NA. 
I expect that my Living-learning Community will give me an additional support group.  
Enter a number between 1 and 100. 
100 = strongest agreement with the statement and 1 = weakest agreement with the statement  
 
Please complete the following question if you are part of one of RU's Living-learning communities; if you are not part of a 
Living-Learning Community, please enter NA. 
I expect that my Living-learning Community will provide additional activities that will help me in classes.  
Enter a number between 1 and 100. 
100 = strongest agreement with the statement and 1 = weakest agreement with the statement  
 
Please complete the following question if you are part of one of RU's Living-learning communities; if you are not part of a 
Living-learning Community, please enter NA. 
I expect that my Living-learning Community will help me make new friends.  
Enter a number between 1 and 100. 
100 = strongest agreement with the statement and 1 = weakest agreement with the statement  
 
Please complete the following question if you are part of one of RU's Living-learning communities; if you are not part of a 
Living-learning Community, please enter NA. 
I expect the Living-learning Community to be a positive experience for me.  
Enter a number between 1 and 100. 
100 = strongest agreement with the statement and 1 = weakest agreement with the statement  
 
Please complete the following question if you are part of one of RU's Living-learning communities; if you are not part of a 
Living-learning Community, please enter NA. 
I expect the Living-learning Community to help me develop socially.  
Enter a number between 1 and 100. 
100 = strongest agreement with the statement and 1 = weakest agreement with the statement  
 
Please complete the following question if you are part of one of RU's Living-learning communities; if you are not part of a 
Living-learning Community, please enter NA. 
I expect the Living-learning Community to help me with my study skills.  
Enter a number between 1 and 100. 
100 = strongest agreement with the statement and 1 = weakest agreement with the statement  
 
Please complete the following question if you are part of one of RU's Living-learning communities; if you are not part of a 
Living-learning Community, please enter NA. 
I expect the Living-learning Community to help me get to know my instructors. 
Enter a number between 1 and 100. 
100 = strongest agreement with the statement and 1 = weakest agreement with the statement  
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APPENDIX J 

POST-REACTION INVENTORY 
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Please complete the following question if you are part of one of RU's Living-learning communities; if you are not part of a 
Living-learning Community, please enter NA. 
Living in a community of persons with similar interests made the transition to college easier.  
Enter a number between 1 and 100. 
100 = strongest agreement with the statement and 1 = weakest agreement with the statement  
 
Please complete the following question if you are part of one of RU's Living-learning communities; if you are not part of a 
Living-learning Community, please enter NA. 
My Living-learning Community gave me an additional support group.  
Enter a number between 1 and 100. 
100 = strongest agreement with the statement and 1 = weakest agreement with the statement  
 
Please complete the following question if you are part of one of RU's Living-learning communities; if you are not part of a 
Living-learning Community, please enter NA. 
My Living-learning Community provided additional activities that helped me in classes.  
Enter a number between 1 and 100. 
100 = strongest agreement with the statement and 1 = weakest agreement with the statement  
 
Please complete the following question if you are part of one of RU's Living-learning communities; if you are not part of a 
Living-learning Community, please enter NA. 
My Living-learning Community helped me make new friends.  
Enter a number between 1 and 100. 
100 = strongest agreement with the statement and 1 = weakest agreement with the statement  
 
Please complete the following question if you are part of one of RU's Living-learning communities; if you are not part of a 
Living-learning Community, please enter NA. 
My Living-learning Community was a positive experience for me.  
Enter a number between 1 and 100. 
100 = strongest agreement with the statement and 1 = weakest agreement with the statement  
 
Please complete the following question if you are part of one of RU's Living-learning communities; if you are not part of a 
Living-learning Community, please enter NA. 
My Living-learning Community helped me to develop socially.  
Enter a number between 1 and 100. 
100 = strongest agreement with the statement and 1 = weakest agreement with the statement  
 
Please complete the following question if you are part of one of RU's Living-learning communities; if you are not part of a 
Living-learning Community, please enter NA. 
My Living-learning Community helped me with my study skills.  
Enter a number between 1 and 100. 
100 = strongest agreement with the statement and 1 = weakest agreement with the statement  
 
Please complete the following question if you are part of one of RU's Living-learning communities; if you are not part of a 
Living-learning Community, please enter NA. 
My Living-learning Community helped me get to know my instructors. 
Enter a number between 1 and 100. 
100 = strongest agreement with the statement and 1 = weakest agreement with the statement  
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