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Study Background

Has the impact of living on campus changed?

—

Living on-campus was “the single most consistent within-college
determinant of the impact of college.” - pascarella and Terenzini (1991)







Data Sources

Engagement = NSSE

. . & .. national survey of
Residential Conditions ——= student engagement

M I P E DS Institution
Characteristics

Integrated Postsacondary Education Data System

Campus Housing Index acuho-i

Persistence



National Survey of Student Engagement
WHO: First-year and

senior students seeking
bachelor’s degrees

» Higher-Order Learning

» Reflective & Integrative Learning

» Learning Strategies

WHAT: StUC ent d nd » Quantitative Reasoning
institutiona t|me and > Collaborative Learning
effo rt towa rd ed u Catlo na I > Discussions with Diverse Others

» Student-Faculty Interaction

purposeful activities

» Effective Teaching Practices

0 » Quality of Interactions
(A‘ ,
acuho-i NSSE

national survey of 0 .
== student engagement » Supportive Environment
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Supplemental Questions: First-year & Sophomore*

Living situation Perceptions of safety
* On-/off-campus Perceptions of housing impact
* Distance to campus

* Building type Sleeping habits

e Roommates (# and Homesickness
how they met) Financial stress
Programs Satisfaction

* Living-learning community
* Programming in building

*Senior questions similar with logical exceptions, e.qg., homesickness



Housing Study: Four Scales

Residential Learning Activities Perceived Housing Impact
.’/'j HHHE

Belongingness & Safety Financial Stress

o
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/76 Institutions

Carnegie Classification
22 Doctoral
36 Master's
17 Baccalaureate
1 Other




Who is in the Study?
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First-year

Sophomore

Senior

,435
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Total



White
Asian
Black
Latinx
Multiracial
Other

International

—

43,857 60% [Lad

4,193
7,683
7,169
5,267
904
3,498

6% K '

.
11% .H " i l‘ ‘
10% | .
7% i & |
1% .
5%




Who is in the Study?

Sex % Gender
Institutional-reported Student-reported

Male 32% Man 31%
Female 68% Woman 67%
Another gender identity 1%
Prefer not to respond 1%

difference




Who is in the Study?

Sexual Orientation

Straight 48,931 84%
ralg 0 7’177

Bisexual 3,325 6% LGBQ+
Gay 904 y students
Lesbian 647 1%

Queer 674 1%

Questioning or unsure 790 1%

Another sexual orientation,

) 837 1%
please specify

| prefer not to respond 2,278 4%



Who is in the Study?

First-year students Sophomores

19% 21%
" ‘
51%
28%
75%

® On-campus ® Off-campus W/ Parents B On-campus ® Off-campus W/ Parents




Who is in the Study?

Age Range

19 or younger

20-23

24-29 7%
30-39 4%
40-55 3%

Over 55 1%




Who is in the Study?

EErTEEET T

Arts & Humanities 10% Education 7%
Biological Sciences, Agriculture, & 11% Physical Sciences, Mathematics, o
Natural Resources & Computer Science 0
Engineering 7% [ Health Professions 16% ]
Social Sciences 13% Social Service Professions 5%

[ Business 15% ] All Other 5%

L. Medi Publi

Communications, Media, & Public 5o Undeclared 1%

Relations






Persistence Rate (Unadjusted)

70% 75% 80% 85% 90% 95% 100%

We will have a full

92% presentation on this
o -
topic Sunday, 2:35 pm
Room 705

91%

95%
Sophomores

92%

B On-campus M Off-campus W/ Parents



Persistence: Time to Campus

Sophomores

Persistence Rate
70% 75% 80% 85% 90% 95% 100%

On-campus

0-5 mins

6-10 mins

11-20 mins

21-30 mins

31-45 mins

46-60 mins

More than 60 mins



First-year students
70% 75% 80% 85% 90% 95% 100%

O I 9%

1 N, O 2 %

2 I, ©)? %

3 I © 1%

4 |, O 2 %

5ormore I © 1%

Note: On-campus students only




Effect Size

0.00

First-year students

Sophomores

o
N
o

o
w
o

)
(@)

Effect Size

o

Residential Belongingness Perceived Financial Residential Belongingness Perceived

Activities Activities

Note: On-campus students only; Financial Stress is reverse-coded

0.31

Financial
Stress*



500

400

300

200

100

Residents per live-in staff

297 294 289 294

First-year

Sophomore

W Not-persist M Persist

250

200

150

100

50

o

Average bed capacity per residential

building
215
199 209
I I | I
First-year Sophomore

B Not-persist M Persist

Note: On-campus residents only; Housing characteristics from Campus Housing Index



* On-campus students persisted at * Travel-time to campus was
higher rates (~1-3 percentage pts) negatively correlated with
than their off-campus peers persistence, particularly among
_ sophomores
* On-campus students who persisted
reported greater engagement in * Live-in staffing levels were
residential learning activities, uncorrelated with persistence.
feelings of belongingness & safety, Building occupancy was positively
and perceived their living situation related to persistence for
to have a more positive impact on sophomores.

their academic experience




Analysis:

OLS regression

Key variables

¢ How you met your roommate
* Matched by their institution (assigned by housing office, N R
matched through a housing profile) N\

* Not matched by their institution (planned with friends,
found through social media)

e DVs: Discussions with Diverse Others, Quality of
Interactions, and Supportive Environment (z-scored) D

e Race/ethnicity



Quality of Interactions

Supportive Environment

4
4

.2
2

0

0

-2

Supportive Environment (z-scored)
-2

-4

Quality of Interactions (z-scored)

-4

-.6

-6

1 \TW%

0.15

Latinx Multiracial Other Int'l

—m—— Matched by school

—&— Chose roommate

—#— Matched by school ~—@— Chose roommate




Roommate Matching Summary

* Overall, method of roommate selection ¢ Racial and ethnic minority students
was trivially related to diverse were substantially less likely to choose
interactions and perceptions of the their roommates.

campus environment * Fostering pre-college connections

* However, the relationship varied by between students that lead to
race/ethnicity roommate pairings could improve
e Asian, Black, and multiracial college outcomes for racial and ethnic

students perceived greater quality of ~ Minority students
interactions if they chose their
roommate

* Black and multiracial students -3 N
perceived a more supportive ﬁﬁﬁ 5,',
environment if they chose their
roommate




RLC: Participation in Activities in the Students’

Place of Residence

Percentage Who Participated
40 60 80 100

o
N
o

Studied or worked on a project with other students

Attended social or co-curricular activities
H RLC

B non-RLC

Attended a class (not online)

Met with a faculty member

Attended health and wellness activities
Attended diversity-related activities
Used academic support services

@ o
Irq I PIl Met with an academic advisor

None of these

|



Impact of RLC Participation

Regression Coefficient (Effect Size)
0.00 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50

Housing Impact: Academics .25
Student-Faculty Interaction I 03
Gains: Co-curricular GGG 13
Collaborative Learning I 13
Reflective & Integrative Learning I .14
Gains: Academic NN 14
Self-reported Grades I 12
Supportive Environment I .11
Quality of Interactions .09

Discussions w/ Diverse Others .07

Notes: All sig at p <.01; DVs all z-scored; Trivial Sma" Medium

see paper for controls




RLCs & Persistence

Expected Persistence Rate
70% 75% 80% 85% 90% 95% 100%

First-year
93%
94%
Sophomore
94%

B Non-RLC ERLC

Note: All other controls held at their means. Excludes students who lived with their parents.



RLC Summary

* RLC residents participated in * RLC residents viewed their
educationally purposeful environments as more
activities in their place of supportive than their non-
residence at higher levels than RLC peers
their non-RLC peers e First-year RLC residents persisted
* RLC residents were more at higher rates than their non-
engaged in academically RLC peers

beneficial activities than their
non-RLC peers

@ & ¢ =



13,420 Sophomores
* 6,584 (51%) on-campus

e 3,815 (28%) off-campus
(apartment, etc.)
* 2,769 (21%) living w/parents

49% total off-campus

Sophomores by Housing Location

2,769
(21%)

6,836
(51%)

3,815
(28%)

m On m Off Parents



Sophomores

Which of the following have you done in your place of residence?

% On % Off % Parents % On % Off % Parents

Attended a class 10 4 4 Attended social or 35 12 3
Met with a faculty 11 2 1 co—.cu.r'rlcular

activities
member S

Attended diversity- 13 2 1
Met with an 7 1 2 related activities
academic advisor

. Attended health and 16 5 3

Used academic 10 3 3

, wellness activities
support services

Studied or worked 34 20 9 None of these 45 70 85

on a project with

other students
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Sophomore Belongingness & Safety [tems

by Housing Site

Percentage Agree + Strongly Agree

H On

m Off

| feel | feel free | feel
physically from comfortable
safe where | harassment being myself
live. and where | live.

discrimination
where | live.

| feel valued
where | live.

| feel a sense I can resolve

of community conflicts that
where | live. might arise
within my

living arrang



Comparison of On-Campus Sophomores with Off-Campus Peers by Travel Time to Campus

Compared with on-campus:

Engagement Indicators & 10 min. 31 min. or

Perceived Gains or less Ll i reater .
g i.e., on-campus

Student Faculty Interaction - - -——- sophomores interacted
with faculty more often

Quality of Interactions - - than off-campus peers
Discussions w/ Diverse Others ++ (especially those who

lived more than 10
Supportive Environment - - minutes away).
Gains: Co-curricular -

Key: blank = non-sig.; + = sig. & trivial (ES <.10); ++ sig. & small (ES = .10-.29); +++ sig. & medium to large (ES > .30)

Notes: Excludes students living with their parent(s); Results control for student characteristics and institution-specific effects



Comparison of On-Campus Sophomores with Off-Campus Peers by Travel Time to Campus

Compared with on-campus:

Housing Scales 10min.

g or less 11-30 min.
Residential Learning Activities -—— e
Belongingness & Safety

Perceived Housing Impact ++

Financial Stress (reversed-coded) -

31 min. or

greater
l.e., on-Campus

sophomores participate
in more learning
activities in their place of
residence than their off-
campus peers.

Key: blank = non-sig.; + = sig. & trivial (ES <.10); ++ sig. & small (ES = .10-.29); +++ sig. & medium to large (ES > .30)

Notes: Excludes students living with their parent(s); Results control for student characteristics and institution-specific effects



Discussion & Implications
* How can we best translate our ..

research findings into helpful .
L. '
knowledge for practitioners?

 How would you like us to further
explore these data? o ,

* What among these findings
surprised you?




THANK YOU!

Find our slides and other information about NSSE
nsse.indiana.edu

Email: rgonyea@indiana.edu
Blog: NSSEsightings.indiana.edu

v @NSSEsurvey
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