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1
E L E VAT I N G  E Q U I T Y 

I N  L I V I N G – L E A R N I N G 
C O M M U N I T I E S

Faculty Strategies for Engaging 
“New Majority” Students

Laura S. Dahl, Ethan Youngerman, Christopher J. Stipeck,  
and Matthew J. Mayhew

It was a perfectly conceived program: a chance for students to have a 
 casual conversation about the usefulness of office hours with two faculty 
members who lived in New York University (NYU) residence halls. The 

faculty members (one of whom is a coauthor of this chapter) knew where to 
get the best falafel in town, they created eye-catching posters, and they even 
came up with a funny yet serious title for the program: “Office Hours Are 
Literally for You.” They also had both literature and personal experience that 
told them the need for this event was real: All over campus, students were 
not showing up to faculty office hours much, and first-generation students 
(those whose parents do not hold a 4-year baccalaureate degree) reported that 
they almost never attended—it wasn’t something with which students whose 
families had never been to college were familiar. So, the faculty created this 
program because they knew they needed to decode this hidden part of the 
curriculum that can be valuable to student learning, career outcomes, and so 
much more.

The only problem? Despite being open to thousands of students who 
lived on campus, no one attended the very event meant to combat the prob-
lem of people not showing up to office hours. These faculty, cognizant of 
the insidious ways that institutions can perpetuate systemic inequalities, had 
created an event that would particularly benefit first-generation and other 
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20  CREATING CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESSFUL FACULTY ENGAGEMENT

“new traditional students” (Knox & Henderson, 2010), but unlike Darleny 
Cepin, the author of our chapter’s opening vignette, they hadn’t figured out 
a way to reach these students so that they would actually take advantage of 
that benefit. Faced with piles of flashy handouts, the faculty members ate a 
lot of pita sandwiches and a lot of humble pie.

Interactions with faculty are crucial for several student outcomes, 
 including critical thinking, leadership, personal development, and 
 wellness (Mayhew et al., 2016). However, it is also crucial for faculty to 
understand the significant student demographic shifts of the past couple 
of  decades. Institutions nationwide have made incomplete but genuine 
gains in increasing equitable access to higher education (Mayhew et al., 
2016): White, male, 18- to 22-year-old students are no longer the major-
ity populations on  campuses. New majority and new traditional are both 
terms used to help  convey (and, indeed, normalize) these demographic 
shifts (Eagan et al., 2016). We specifically define new majority as non-
White, first- generation, transfer, veteran, or older than 22. If these popu-
lations are indeed the “new majority,” it is important for faculty and staff 
to understand what works and what does not when engaging them in resi-
dential programs. This knowledge will not only help faculty engage with 
the actual students they encounter but will also help individual faculty 
in living–learning communities (LLCs) contribute to tackling systemic 
inequalities in higher education, a worthy goal that LLCs are particularly 
well-positioned to achieve.

In this chapter, we outline new directions for faculty–student engage-
ment initiatives in LLCs that support non-White, first-generation, transfer, 
veteran, and older-than-22 students. We begin by defining who new  majority 
students are and how demographics have changed. We then discuss how 
faculty are engaging with these students at different institutions and what 
works (and what does not). We use data from the Assessment of Collegiate 
Residential Environments and Outcomes (ACREO), a multi-institutional 
study of residential experiences and programs (Mayhew et al., 2019), to 
illustrate how these efforts have played out practically at three universities. 
We close the chapter with recommendations for faculty and staff.

The Changing Demographics of Higher Education

Higher education in the United States has seen both dramatic growth and 
tremendous demographic shifts since the mid-20th century (Eagan et al., 
2016). Campuses are not as homogeneous as they once were, with fewer 
proportions of students who identify as White, male, Christian, and afflu-
ent; more than 50% of college students are non-White, first generation, 
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transfer, veteran, or are older than 22. These populations constitute the new 
majority. In 1971, 90.1% of first-time, full-time, first-year students iden-
tified as White, a number that by 2015 had decreased to 57.6% (Eagan 
et al., 2016). In that time, the proportion of Asian (0.5%–10.0%), Black 
(7.0%–8.5%), Latino (0.4%–9.7%), and multiracial/ethnic (1.3%–12.9%) 
 students increased, with most of the significant changes occurring since 2005. 
Students are also relying less on their families’ financial resources to support 
their college attendance. The Cooperative Institutional Research Program 
(CIRP) Freshman Survey noted that 81.1% of students in 2015 indicated 
dependence on their families to pay for the first year of college, compared 
with 89.3% in 2001 (Eagan et al., 2016). This drop is even more signifi-
cant for first-generation students (Higher Education Act of 1965 as amended 
through 2016, Pub. L. 111-39); in 2001, 80.3% of first-gen students relied 
on family financial support, compared with 65.5% in 2015.

Additionally, traditional-aged (i.e., age 18 years) first-time, full-time, 
new students are no longer the norm on campuses around the United 
States (MacDonald, 2018). It is increasingly common that students delay 
postsecondary enrollment, are financially independent, attend classes part 
time, work full time, have served in the armed forces, have dependents, have 
earned a nontraditional high school diploma, or have reentered a college pro-
gram (National Center for Education Statistics, 2015, 2016). Finally, 65% of 
Black and 63% of American Indian/Alaska Native collegians are older than 
22, and most older students are women (Cruse et al., 2018). In short, the 
“traditional” student is not the typical one anymore.

These shifting demographics have pushed campus administrators and 
postsecondary scholars to redefine a new majority of college students and 
to reconsider practices to ensure their success (Ross, 2016). Students from 
historically marginalized populations, for instance, continue to face hos-
tile campus climates and microaggressions as they navigate collegiate life 
(Harper & Hurtado, 2007), which can contribute to lower retention and 
persistence rates (Johnson et al., 2014). First-generation students—many of 
whom experience these harsh environments—also tend to lack the cultural 
capital to navigate collegiate environments (Stipeck, 2019) and graduate at 
rates lower than their continuing-generation peers (DeAngelo et al., 2012). 
Financial barriers compound this outcome: Only 11% of low-income first-
generation students earn a bachelor’s degree within 6 years of enrollment 
(Pell Institute, 2011). In addition to these barriers, many new majority 
students must balance jobs, family, and school obligations (MacDonald, 
2018). More than two thirds of new traditional students work in addition 
to attending classes, with 57% working at least 20 hours a week and 31% 
working full time (Institute for Women’s Policy Research [IWPR], 2016). 
These extended hours can increase the time to degree completion, which 
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decreases the probability that these students will graduate at all (Kuh et 
al., 2007). IWPR (2016) also noted that about one third of students with 
dependent children complete their degree program within 6 years of enroll-
ment. All of this considered, traditional faculty and administrator efforts 
to engage students beyond the classroom (e.g., office hours, LLCs, student 
organizations) may not appeal to new majority students who have such lim-
ited time, familial obligations, and experience social barriers.

So, what role can faculty play in supporting the new majority and com-
bating systemic inequities? Relatively little research has focused on the effects 
of student–faculty interactions for new majority students (Mayhew et al., 
2016; Stipeck, 2019). Most of the extant scholarship focuses on classroom 
and instructional practices that assist students’ transition into and through 
postsecondary education. Older students are less likely to live on campus 
compared with their peers (Choy, 2001), and they are more likely to attend 
a 2-year institution, where residential programs with faculty are less preva-
lent (Choy, 2001; Inkelas et al., 2008). However, contact with faculty in a 
residential learning community has shown to have a positive effect on stu-
dent thriving (Eidum et al., 2020). More specifically, faculty interactions 
positively influence academic outcomes and persistence for new majority stu-
dents (Kim & Sax, 2009), as long as the faculty consider the distinctive needs 
and experiences of this group of students. 

Research on faculty engagement with students has examined interactions 
both within and beyond the classroom. Kim and Sax (2009), for example, 
found that course-related interaction with faculty was positively associated 
with cognitive development for Latinx students, Asian Americans, students 
of lower socioeconomic status, and first-generation students, with effect sizes 
around 0.11 SD for each of these groups (Mayhew et al., 2016).1 However, 
engaging in activities outside the classroom has shown mixed effects depend-
ing on the outcome considered. Black students, for instance, experienced the 
most gains in self-development from working on faculty research projects 
compared with students in other racial or ethnic groups, whereas interacting 
with faculty at social events benefited the Latinx students’ self-development 
more than other groups (Einarson & Clarkberg, 2010). Last, working on 
research and discussing career plans with faculty was more beneficial to self-
reported intellectual gains for White and Asian American students compared 
to their Black or Latinx peers (Einarson & Clarkberg, 2010). Although it 
appears that different subgroups of college students benefit differently from 
their instructors, the cohesive theme shows that faculty interactions matter 
to student outcomes.

Turning to first-generation students more specifically, several studies 
(Kim & Sax, 2009; Longwell-Grice & Longwell-Grice, 2008; Padgett et al., 
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2012) have noted that many first-generation students were more intimidated 
and less satisfied with their interactions with faculty than were continuing 
generation students. These feelings can negatively affect outcomes such 
as psychosocial well-being and need for cognition (i.e., “a student’s desire 
to seek and engage in purposeful cognitive activities” as well as retention 
and persistence; Padgett et al., 2012, p. 249). In response to these issues of 
intimidation and challenges around asking for help, MacDonald (2018) out-
lined four strategies faculty should consider when working with new tradi-
tional students: early intervention, flexibility, differentiated instruction, and 
instructor support. 

Flexibility is especially important, as are clear expectations for course-
work, considering that new majority students are more likely to juggle 
personal, professional, and academic lives (Kuh et al., 2008). In addition, 
because older students enter classrooms with more life experiences and inter-
est in the practical applications of academic material compared with younger 
students, faculty are advised to incorporate hands-on learning practices that 
emphasize future use (Vandenberg, 2012). For students who live on campus, 
Eidum et al. (2020) found that residential learning communities fostered 
increased levels of thriving for first-generation students.

Current Data From the Assessment of Collegiate Residential  
Environments and Outcomes

The ACREO project has collected data about students’ experiences in resi-
dential programs every spring semester since 2015.2 In 5 years of data collec-
tion, more than 133,000 students at 19 institutions across the United States 
participated in the survey, which measures campus experiences (including 
faculty interaction and level of support in the residential environment) and 
outcomes (e.g., academic confidence, intent to persist, and sense of belong-
ing; see Mayhew et al., 2019). Results from the combined 2017, 2018, and 
2019 administrations, which included responses from more than 15,500 
students at 11 universities (see Mayhew et al., 2019, for data on respond-
ent demographics), suggest that faculty interaction was beneficial for several 
academic and social outcomes for students, including career outcome expec-
tations, integrative learning, campus engagement, and a sense of belong-
ing. However, students from various racial and ethnic backgrounds were 
not homogenous in their responses to many of these items. White students 
reported higher average scores for academic confidence, academic major per-
sistence intention, career outcome expectations, and integrative learning. In 
comparison, Asian American students reported consistently lower average 
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scores on these outcomes than their peers. Black students, however, indicated 
the highest average scores on their academic confidence. In addition, first-
generation students reported lower academic confidence and a sense of cam-
pus belonging than their continuing-generation peers, and transfer students 
indicated a lower sense of belonging than nontransfer students (Mayhew 
et al., 2019). These findings should not be surprising given the barriers that 
many first-generation and transfer students face as they navigate collegiate 
environments not necessarily designed for them (see Duran et al., 2020).

With this information in mind, we revisited the ACREO data set and 
conducted new analyses to better understand how new majority students 
engaged with faculty-in-residence. When asked if faculty live in their current 
residence hall, 43% of all survey respondents from the past 3 years indicated 
yes, 24% said no, and 33% said they did not know. We then asked  students 
about the types of programs in which faculty affiliated with their residence 
halls planned, whether live-in or not. The results indicated that 41% of 
students with faculty-in-residence said that the faculty planned academic 
programs, 37% said they taught classes, and 67% said they planned social 
events. Of the 57% of students who did not have faculty-in-residence (or 
were not sure), 16% said affiliated faculty planned academic programs, 10% 
said affiliated faculty taught classes, and 25% said affiliated faculty planned 
social events.

The ACREO survey also asked students about the types and frequency 
of their interactions with faculty affiliated with their residence hall. Of all 
students in the sample, 51% said they discussed career plans and ambi-
tions, 42% said they discussed personal problems or concerns, 41% said 
they  visited informally about nonacademic issues, 39% said they discussed 
an assignment or reviewed content from class, and 35% said they either met 
for extra assistance regarding in-class content or attended office hours at 
least once during the academic year. These values, however, shift by demo-
graphic (see Table 1.1). For instance, Black students met more frequently 
with  faculty-in-residence compared with their White peers. First-generation 
students also met with residential faculty more frequently than continuing-
generation students; very similar results were found for Pell-eligible students, 
which is unsurprising given that 66% of the first-generation students in this 
sample also received financial aid in the form of federal grants.

The implications of the ACREO findings are profound for institutions 
that wish to support new majority students. As previous studies have noted 
(Eidum et al., 2020; Inkelas et al., 2018), affiliating faculty with residence 
halls benefits all students, and our data suggest it particularly benefits Black 
students and first-generation students, who met more often with affiliated 
faculty than White students and continuing-generation students. A crucial 
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takeaway from these results is that faculty need not live in the residence 
halls or teach connected courses (Eidum et al., 2020) to make an impact. 
It appears that one way to support new majority students in particular—on 
everything from career planning and classwork to personal issues—is simply 
to have faculty available and engaged with residence hall communities. 

Move to Practice

In this section, we examine models for faculty engagement in residence 
life from three institutions that participated in ACREO: NYU, The Ohio 
State University (OSU), and Clemson University. Some institutions create 

TABLE 1.1 
Percentages of Students Who Interacted With Faculty Affiliated 

With Their Residence Hall on a Weekly or Daily Basis

Reason for visit Black 
students

White 
students

First-
generation 
students

Continuing-
generation 
students

Pell-
eligible 
students

Non-Pell-
eligible 
students

Discussed 
career plans and 
ambitions at least 
once during the 
academic year

22% 11% 15% 11% 14% 11%

Discussed 
personal 
problems 
or concerns

18% 10% 13% 10% 12%  9%

Visited 
informally about 
nonacademic 
issues

16% 10% 12% 10% 11%  9%

Discussed an 
assignment or 
reviewed content 
from class

17% 10% 13%  9% 12% 10%

Met for extra 
assistance 
regarding in-class 
content

14%  7% 11%  8% 10%  8%

Attended office 
hours

12%  6%  9%  7%  9%  7%
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26  CREATING CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESSFUL FACULTY ENGAGEMENT

communities where themes are explicitly tied to salient identities, such as 
race or transfer student status. Other initiatives demonstrate the influence 
on new majority students of LLCs, which, although heavily structured and 
faculty driven, are not designed specifically for any one group of students. 
Finally, several models suggest the role of faculty in creating mission-driven 
learning communities that explicitly connect college to careers for new 
majority students.

Research from the ACREO study has revealed that students in such 
programs had higher levels of non-course–related faculty interactions with 
nonresident faculty (Mayhew et al., 2017, 2019). Similar programs were also 
associated with students reporting more welcoming campus climates for all 
studied minoritized identities (race, worldview, gender, sexuality, and inter-
national students).

NYU has two main avenues for faculty participation in the residential 
environments: faculty affiliates and faculty fellows in residence (FFIRs). 
Faculty affiliates live off campus but are connected to a themed living– 
learning program known as Explorations. These communities’ themes are 
not typically connected to courses but instead run the gamut of student 
interests, from comedy to social justice. Faculty members are either recruited 
on the basis of their area of expertise or university involvement (many of the 
recruits have expressed interest in collaborating with Residential Life and 
Housing Services), or are recommended by a student. Students apply for 
these communities and, if selected, live on the same floor. On the basis of 
the needs and interests of those on the floor, the staff, resident assistants, 
and faculty collaborate to plan monthly educational experiences and social 
outings related to the theme, but they have no other formal academic disci-
plinary relationship. Given the acculturation challenges that first-generation 
students face in transitioning to college, having faculty engagement in the 
residential setting that isn’t predicated on the role as a professor of a particu-
lar class can reduce barriers for students to participate. 

Similarly, at least one FFIR lives in every NYU residence hall on cam-
pus; again, there is no formal relationship between this role and the class-
room. In many ways, FFIRs at NYU are encouraged to perform the role of 
a faculty member in general, as opposed to the discipline-specific role they 
play in their department; FFIRs are encouraged to program events that 
reveal varied interests other than their scholarly expertise. Again, this can 
lower barriers, especially for new majority students, who may find academic 
specialization, or even faculty in general, intimidating (Longwell-Grice & 
Longwell-Grice, 2008). Given the findings from ACREO we have noted, 
these faculty programs would appear to benefit new majority students even 
though they are open and geared to all students.
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That said, there are several practices at NYU that specifically address 
new majority students. NYU has three Explorations floors whose theme is 
first-generation students (two are for first-year students, and the third is for 
upper-class students). Faculty members create programming for these com-
munities meant to decode the academy. Giving first-generation students 
the opportunity to meet other students with similar backgrounds under the 
occasional guidance of a faculty member appears to be a successful practice 
(Whitley et al., 2018). NYU also runs an Explorations community primarily 
for international students; although the programs are slightly different, the 
emphasis on creating connections for new majority students both to peers 
and to support networks across the university is consistent.

NYU’s Residential College is the most faculty-driven residential environ-
ment on NYU’s campus; all students are connected to one of the faculty-led 
themed communities throughout their time in the “res college.” Between 
the many faculty affiliate and FFIR events, students have a wide variety of 
options from community service to theater viewings. It is interesting that, 
in order to pass the no-credit course associated with living in the Residential 
College, students are required to attend a certain number of faculty-led 
programs, fostering extracurricular engagement. Although this strategy of 
required  participation may feel at odds with long-held notions of extracurric-
ular choice, it is a way to ensure that events reach all students, including new 
majority students, equitably. For instance, the “Office Hours Are Literally 
for You” program we described at the outset of this chapter was intended 
to encourage students to engage with other faculty. If that event had been 
required for, say, all first-year students, it might have encouraged new major-
ity students to attend office hours at rates similar to other students.

OSU’s Scholars Program offers different though equally compelling prac-
tices for engaging new majority students. Students in the Scholars Program 
select a residence from themed LLCs, most of which directly tie to OSU 
schools and majors (e.g., business scholars, engineering scholars, biological 
sciences scholars). Students in these LLCs enroll together in scholars semi-
nars (somewhat akin to college 101 courses), and many have linked “clus-
tered courses” (traditional academic classes either exclusively for program 
students or with sections reserved specifically for those students). Each LLC 
also has faculty-involved programming related to the academic theme. In 
short, participation in the OSU Scholars Program is highly structured, bridg-
ing curricular, cocurricular, and extracurricular experiences. The ACREO 
research suggests that students in similar programs have more positive experi-
ences and outcomes, such as cocurricular engagement, academic confidence, 
discussing learning with peers, academic major persistence intention, and 
career attitudes, than nonparticipants (Mayhew et al., 2019). Although the 
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literature shows that college environments are not always created to equita-
bly benefit new majority students (Harper & Quaye, 2014), the ACREO 
research reveals that some programs can successfully influence new majority 
students at rates similar to those of other students even without being explic-
itly directed to new majority groups.

Clemson University runs LLCs specific to new majority student groups, 
including an LLC for first-year students of color, another for transfer students, 
and two for Reserve Officers’ Training Corps (ROTC) students (in the Air 
Force and Army). The ACREO research suggests this emphasis is effective, 
perhaps because of the engagement it fosters. Students in similar programs 
who identified as other than White or other than cisgender men reported 
more inclusive campus climates in terms of race and gender at a statistically 
significant level (Mayhew et al., 2019). Perhaps relatedly, Clemson LLC stu-
dents appear to have many opportunities to engage with faculty, both those 
in residence and otherwise: Although Clemson has eight faculty in residence, 
not all LLCs have a dedicated residential faculty member, but all have at least 
one academic campus partner. 

Perhaps the most striking practice that has emerged from Clemson is 
the Call Me MiSTER program (Jones et al., 2019), which began in 2000 
and has now expanded to more than 30 institutions. “MiSTER” stands for 
“ mentors instructing students toward effective role models.” The program 
recruits and trains Black male students to become teachers through a pro-
gram that includes a living–learning component as a part of the model. As 
such, the program suggests the power of combining academic coursework, 
career training, cohorts for minoritized student groups, and residential 
 education. Alongside the ROTC LLCs, Call Me MiSTER exemplifies the 
role faculty can play in mission-driven community building. Simply put, the 
ways faculty can engage with new majority students can be holistically woven 
into the academic community’s raison d’être.

Implications

New majority students need extra support from colleges because their  status 
as majority is new; historically underrepresented and minoritized student 
populations cannot be expected to thrive in institutions that have, for so 
long, been designed and run without them in mind. That said, faculty have 
many different avenues for creating meaningful, equitable communities and 
outcomes for all students, from designing LLCs for particular populations 
to foregrounding personal, professional, or academic interests. Wielded 
thoughtfully, these avenues can be part of how faculty can work within the 
LLC structure to counter systemic inequalities in higher education.
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Faculty can help design and run LLCs for new majority student popula-
tions. If student outcomes are inequitable, an LLC could be seen as a kind 
of intervention. For example, Clemson’s School of Education had concerns 
about potential barriers to success for their Black male population, so an 
LLC was developed and a program built around empowerment and not defi-
cit. Finally, of course, faculty can take into consideration their own identities 
and interests. Roy Jones, the founder of Call Me MiSTER, is both a Black 
man and an expert in teacher education. We hasten to add that our research 
does not examine faculty identity or characteristics. Although such future 
research would be valuable, we believe that all professors who are invested in 
helping students connect their academic and campus lives are a boon to the 
student experience.

Indeed, the NYU models suggest that faculty engagement with new 
majority students can be centered on student–faculty shared interests as 
much as faculty members’ professional expertise. The FFIR programs that 
target whole buildings suggest that even student interests need not be the 
binding force for a community to benefit from faculty involvement. The 
faculty integration into multiple aspects of the residential experience ulti-
mately amplifies the value behind building student–faculty relationships. 
The increased faculty presence creates a culture that shows faculty are, in 
fact, approachable and invested in the student experience. Perceived barriers 
to and intimidation by faculty could be subsequently dismantled. In addi-
tion, the ACREO results suggest that some of these finer distinctions about 
how faculty-run programs are organized may fade away in the bigger picture: 
Faculty affiliation with a residence hall, in some form or other, will benefit all 
students and new majority students in particular.

That said, faculty engagement fostered by LLCs attached to specific aca-
demic courses and majors does appear to be beneficial. Simply put, faculty 
interactions that are attached to curricular and even career-related programs 
can powerfully address new majority students. An LLC that is designed to 
address a systemic inequity can give a larger, societal purpose to the indi-
vidual, holistic goals of student support.

Next Steps

Faculty and staff who have LLCs on their campuses should investigate how 
they might wield these powerful tools to support new majority students in 
particular. A first step is surely a targeted assessment plan. Although all of the 
present authors are involved with a quantitative project (ACREO), we encour-
age varied assessment methods. Focus groups, in particular those that include 
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students who are not participating in existing LLCs, offer a valuable way to 
learn about student experiences. Similarly, purposeful collaboration with new 
majority-facing campus groups can yield striking insights; for example, the 
Black Student Union at NYU recently articulated a need for themed housing 
for Black students. Faculty and staff may also focus on faculty partner recruit-
ment (see the recommendations in chapter 2, this volume).

Conclusion

The semester after the unsuccessful office hours event, one of the FFIRs 
organized a similar event in their residence hall, open to only their hall’s 
residents (instead of to all on-campus students). It was additionally targeted 
to students who were beginning their first year at college in the spring semes-
ter. In other words, the event was tailored to a particular new majority stu-
dent population, within a particular community, with particular needs. The 
faculty involved were nervous about a repeat (non-) performance; however, 
more than 40 students filled a basement lounge on a winter Sunday, eager to 
talk through how to take advantage of office hours.

The shifts in campus demographics that have resulted in a new majority 
mandate similar shifts in how faculty engage with students outside the class-
room. Research from ACREO suggests that a simple commitment to having 
faculty affiliated with residence halls creates a more supportive environment 
for all students, and for Black and first-generation students in particular. 
However, faculty can commit to even more unique communities that speak 
to even more specific needs. In fact, using Call Me MiSTER as a model, 
faculty may want to look at systemic inequities in their fields of expertise 
and then imagine communities whose mission is to tackle those inequities. 
Institutions currently benefit old majority students more than new majority 
students, but faculty who connect with students outside the classroom pro-
vide a powerful corrective. Equity and inclusion can often sound like abstract 
and daunting goals; the fight for a just higher education landscape can feel 
long. However, achieving these goals for new majority students can start with 
a very concrete, very simple step: engaging faculty in the fight.

Notes

1. Effect sizes measure the practical difference found between two groups by 
attempting to quantify the magnitude of such difference using standard deviation 
(SD) as the unit of measurement. Cohen (1988) suggested that effect size measures 
greater than 0.8 be classified as large, values between 0.5 and 0.8 as medium, values 
between 0.2 and 0.5 as small, and values less than 0.2 as trivial.
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2. From 2015 to 2017, ACREO was administered as the Study of Integrated 
Living Learning Programs. This project is a continuation of the National Study of 
Living Learning Programs, which was administered under the direction of Karen 
Inkelas and Aaron Brower in 2004 and 2007 (see Inkelas et al., 2008). 
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