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Abstract
The following research study assessed the behavioral and emotional effects of post
baccalaureate students, specifically graduates, relationship with on-campus residence halls at one
suburban Southern California Hispanic-Serving Institution (HSI). The cross-sectional study
employed the theoretical framework known as Campus Ecology, designed by C. Carney Strange
and James H. Banning (2001; 2015), for a convergent parallel mixed-methodology comprising
both quantitative and qualitative data analysis. The study employed a modified version of
Campus Ecology’s Campus Design Matrix for environmental and behavioral survey assessment.
Additionally, to add descriptive testimony a modified version of Kurt Lewin’s (1936) Field
Theory equation B = f (P, E) such that behavior (B), is a function f), of the person/organism (P),
in their environment (E) for the one-on-one interview. Ultimately, the study sought to provide
credible information and psychological insight into graduate students, specifically within six
post-baccalaureate programs, the perceived need for current/future on-campus housing options,
at said institution, by identifying any environmental design features in need of purpose redesign
and institutional action.
Keywords: post-baccalaureate, graduate student(s), residence hall(s), Campus Ecology,
Lewin’s Field Theory, Campus Design Matrix, behavior(s), perception(s), need(s), programmatic
success.
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Chapter One
Introduction
1. Statement of the Problem
As of Fall 2016, some 3.0 million students have enrolled in a post-baccalaureate degree
program in the United States (National Center for Education Statistics, 2018). It represents a
37.0% increase from the Department of Education’s previously reported numbers in 2000 (of 2.2
million to 3.0 million). Further, the projected growth is an additional 3.0% by 2027 (from 3.0
million to 3.1 million). Consequently, as enrollment continues to grow, colleges and universities
have an academic mandate to understand their post-baccalaureate population better.
Students in post-baccalaureate/postgraduate degree programs encompass masters and
doctorates such as law, medicine, and dentistry (National Center for Education Statistics, 2018).
On average, the demographics of these students have comprised, non-traditional, working adults,
22 years, and older (Frazier, 2009). Frequently, the self-reported purpose for attending a post
baccalaureate program ranged in motivation from social mobility, to a requirement for workplace
advancement, to honing one's personal/professional skill sets or achieving a lifelong goal
(Frazier, 2009; Banning, 1978; Banning & Strange, 2001; 2015; Cross, 1981). As such,
researchers frequently seek to find the core impetuous, which sways prospective students into
choosing a program and schools of higher learning (Astin, 1977; 1993; Shillingford & Karlin,
2013).
1.1.1. Limitations within the literature. As a result, a vast proportion of the existing
literature on post-baccalaureates/graduates’ centers mainly on their demographics, self
motivations, or program/institution of choice (Evans, Froney, & Guido-DiBrito, 1998; Strange
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1991; 1993; 1994). Little research addresses just how campus environments (ex. student unions,
resource centers, libraries, classrooms, residence halls) influence post-baccalaureate student’s
choice in program/institution (Banning & Hughes, 1986; Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015; Moos,
1979). Moreover, in comparison to their undergraduate counterparts, scant amounts of existing
literature directly address just how campus residence halls, as environments, help or hinder these
students' academic success. In “Graduates Students: Are They Our Forgotten Residents?,”
author Jeffes Mills (2006) expounds upon how undergraduate and graduate students differ as
residents by using campus residence halls’ living-learning communities as a lens to relate such
differences. According to Jeffes Mills (2006), "While research, in general, guide us as to what
needs and issues the traditional [undergraduate] college students face, this is not true [for the
non-traditional] graduate students,” (p. 11; Banning, 1978; Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015).
Consequently, often programmatic and policy deficiencies when attempting to correlate the two
populations as having equivalent housing needs.
1.1.2. Professional Context. For these reasons, it behooves institutions and their student
affairs professionals to consider just how to provide postgraduates with sustainable and enriching
on-campus living accommodations, housing accommodations that are suitable to the unique
needs of this and essential student population (Graham, Hurtado, & Gonyea, 2016).
Unfortunately, there have been examples of institutions and student affairs professionals ignoring
postgraduates’ access to said on-campus, living-learning environments. For example, the
University of Chicago, for the first time in its history, afforded no graduate student housing
options in the 2016-2017 academic year (Alie, 2016). The consequences of such programmatic
and policy deficiencies are not yet fully understood given the time passed and the limited amount
of existing literature on graduate students’ on-campus housing options. Therefore, the higher
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education community must deeply consider the behavioral implications that consequently arise
when such a vital housing option is ill afforded. Rates of enrollment, classroom participation,
retention, perceived programmatic success and ultimately, even a postgraduates’ ability to
graduate can be affected by a lack of suitable, sustainable housing (Astin, 1961;1977; 1993;
Banning & Hughes, 1986; Frazier, 2009; Jeffes Mills, 2006; Schudde, 2011; Shillingford &
Karlin, 2013; Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015). Consequently, research must be undertaken to
detail just how on-campus living accommodations, specifically residence halls, as environments,
affect graduate student’s behaviors, like decision-making and perceived programmatic success,
using the theoretical framework known as Campus Ecology (Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015).
1.2. Theoretical Framework
The following cross-sectional study employs a modified form of C. Carney Strange and
James H. Banning’s (2001; 2015) Campus Ecology (Banning, 1978; Banning & Hughes, 1986;
Lewin, 1936). Traditionally, Campus Ecology is the study of the transactional relationship that
exists between students and campus environments. Through observation and descriptive analysis,
the theory seeks to report on the mutually influential interconnections, be they positive or
negative, which form between an institution's environmental design features and a student, by
taking note of the effects upon one another, behaviorally and emotionally (Banning, 1978;
Banning & Hughes, 1986; Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015). As a theoretical framework,
Campus Ecology affords researchers with a variety of tools that help in eliciting such valuable
and viable data. One mechanism of importance to this study is the Campus Design Matrix. The
Matrix aids researchers and campus administrators in identifying environmental components or
features of concern by cross-examining four critical elements of interest to four physiological
necessities all students need for academic success. The assessed impact, be it positive or
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negative, is then used for instructional action or redesign. Additionally, another of Campus
Ecology’s tools for behavioral assessment is a version of Lewin’s (1936), Field Theory equation
B=f (P, E), such that behavior (B), is a function f), of the person/organism (P), in their
environment (E). The formula helps researchers to identify key terms or themes that directly
express the mutually influential relationship of the student and the location they inhabit.
The researcher edited each tool for use within the following cross-section study and its
convergent parallel mixed-methodology. The researcher modified the traditional format of
Strange and Banning’s (2001; 2015) Campus Design Matrix and its design elements, the four
essential components (Physical, Aggregate, Organizational, and Social Constructs) and four
psychological necessities (Community, Engagement, Safety, and Inclusion) for the quantitative
investigation. The researcher took these critical parts and reformatted them to align
environmental and programmatic questionnaires to design a survey that spoke to graduate
students’ perceived need for campus residence halls. Whereas, for the qualitative one-on-one
interview, the researcher used Lewin’s (1936) Field Theory equation B = f (P, E) for a thematic
environmental ecology assessment. In its adapted form B = f (P, E), behavior (B) is a student’s
perceived programmatic success at the institution within one or more of the seven graduate
programs. Further, f ) is the function of graduate student self-reported perspectives (P) and their
transaction with (E) the institution and its graduate student housing or residence halls. The
theoretical framework is explored further in Chapter 2: Literature Review, Chapter 3:
Methodology, Chapter 4: Findings, and affords conceptual strategies to advance a
comprehensive synthesis of the data for use in Chapter 5: Conclusions, Limitations, and
Recommendations.
1.3. Importance of the Study
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The significance of this study is to investigate the on-campus living accommodations
available to post-baccalaureate students at one suburban Hispanic-Serving Institution (HSI) in
Southern California. Moreover, the research concerns itself with how such environments might
influence behavior, and students perceive programmatic success across six professional degree
granting programs. Therefore, the investigation strove to answer how affording graduate student
residence halls, designed programmatically, sustainably, and aesthetically suitable, might address
student’s personal and programmatic needs. As such, the findings of this study sought to inform
and support any need for the development of graduate student on-campus housing options at a
suburban Hispanic-Serving Institution (HSI) in Southern California.
Additionally, the study sought to examine and fill the gap presented when researchers
omit graduate residence halls, as environments, possible influence on post-baccalaureates’
perceived programmatic success. Currently, it is not fully understood, if the Housing and
Residential Education program at the examined suburban Southern California Hispanic-Serving
Institution (HSI) evaluates or addresses the possible impact of the afforded housing options
concerning graduate student populations, and how said choices might affect rates of enrollment
(Frazier, 2009; Shillingford & Karlin, 2013), retention (Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015) and,
ultimately, academic success (Jeffes Mills, 2006). As such, research must examine the needs and
interests of graduate students in a mixed population (i.e., graduate, undergraduate, and
international students) living-learning environment and post-baccalaureate student’s ability to
navigate their academic programs. Though the objectives of retention and graduation are often
personally meaningful for individual students, institutions also lay claim to such goals effectively
using them as concrete measures of institutional effectiveness. In other words, since enrollment,
retention, and graduation also serve as examples of institutional success, institutions
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understandably have an immediate interest in meeting the housing needs of graduate students,
among others.
The results of this investigation may also inform institutional policies and programs in
the provision of on-campus, traditional or non-traditional, graduate student living-learning
environments. Additionally, this study seeks to understand how postgraduate students living
both on-and-off campus make use of campus resources. Ultimately, this inquiry attempts to
narrow the research gap regarding the availability of campus housing accommodation, living on
and off-campus, and how these affect the lived realities of graduate students.
1.4. Research Questions
To further narrow the field of inquiry, this study will seek to formulate answers to the
following questions using a mixed methodology of quantitative and qualitative data recovery:

1.

Does living in a mixed-population of undergraduates and post-baccalaureates help

or hinder graduate students' ability to navigate their respective programs?
2.

Do graduate students make use of campus resources (ex. campus events, clubs,

tutoring centers, sporting events) more frequently when they live on-campus within
residence halls or off-campus?
3.

Would post-baccalaureate students make use of residence halls if afforded

accommodating living environments?

Additionally, to determine the feasibility of the existing on-campus housing options at the
institution in question and the possible ways by which such an environment and its features, may
or may not, influence an individual's programmatic success, the researchers conducted a
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qualitative interview with one graduate student, who at the time of the study resided within the
afforded on-campus housing options, according to the following prompts:

1.

Please describe your current living situation and environment.

2.

Do you live in non-traditional graduate housing? If so, yes. How do you feel

this affects your daily activity in terms of education and work?
3.

Do you feel there is a need for traditional graduate residence halls?

4.

How is your academic standing?

5.

Do you feel you are doing think your current living situation affects your

academic success?

1.5. Definition of Terms
Descriptive demographics include gender, age, income, employment status, race,
ethnicity, housing status, enrollment status, marital status, and the number of children in the
household (Creswell, 2005). Graduate students will be defined as adult students, commonly non
traditional, age 22 years, and older, enrolled full-time in a professional degree-granting program
(U.S. Department of Education, 2014).
Professional degree program of study will comprise Masters of Arts in Education:
Curriculum and Instruction, Masters of Arts in Education: Disability Studies, Masters of Arts in
Educational Leadership K-12, Masters of Arts in Educational Leadership Higher Education
(M.Ed.), Masters of Science Biotechnology & Bioinformatics (MSBB), Masters of Science
Biotechnology & Masters of Business Administration (MSB/MBA), Masters of Computer
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Science (MCS), Masters of Mathematics (MM), Masters of Business Administration (MBA)
(CSUCI IRPE OFFICE, 2016).
Ecology is the study of the relationship between an organism and its environment.
Lewin’s (1936) ecological examination is encapsulated within his Field Theory formula B = f (P,
E); whereas (B) represents the behavior/s which are present as a function (f) of the (P) person,
and it is a mutual influence with (E) environment.
Behavior setting (Baker, 1968) is the social and physical situations in which human
behavior occurs and its transactional relationship between the human and nonhuman elements.
As such, it shapes (mutually influential) actions (Wicker, 1984; Strange & Banning, 2001).
Campus Ecology (Banning, 1978; Banning & Hughes, 1986; Strange & Banning, 2001;
2015) is a unique adaptation of Ecology and Ecological Psychology developed over four
decades. It denotes the mutually influential relationships of an organism of interest, being a
student, and the environment, campus, or university connection. As a theoretical framework, it
utilizes instruments like the Campus Design Matrix and Lewin’s (1936) Field Theory to assess
qualitatively how such links may or may not affect the environment/the student (Banning &
Hughes, 1986; Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015).
A Campus Design Matrix is a tool that measures an institution's environmental capacity
to encourage and sustain learning while providing the needed conditions for students' inclusion,
safety, and engagement (Strange & Banning, 2015). The matrix measures the environmental
conditions of a college or university according to four components (Physical, Aggregate,
Organizational, and Social Constructs). Traditionally, the assessment is conducted through
longitudinal observation and documentation by the researcher as a means of recording the
students' synergy with the institutional features in support of desired learning outcomes. It then
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compares any findings to four physiological necessities (Community, Engagement, Safety, and
Inclusion), which students need to grow and develop (Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015). Strange
and Banning (2015) represent the matrix in a three-dimensional model with the environments
Impact (positive or negative) at the top of the model, and cross-axis are environmental
components or features (Physical, Aggregate, Organizational, Constructed) vs. purposes
(Community, Engagement, Safety, Inclusion).
Mixed-methodology refers to the method by which this study will collect, analyze,
assess, and synthesize information gathered for both the quantitative and the qualitative portion
of the study. Additionally, it encompasses the convergent parallel design for Chapters 3:
Methodology, Chapter 4: Findings, Chapter 5: Conclusions, Limitations, and Recommendations,
Chapter 6: Summary (Creswell, 2012).
Residence halls are the on-campus living accommodations or housing provided through
an institution’ or colleges’ Student Affairs program (Jeffes Mills, 2006). These livingenvironments accommodate a mixed population (i.e., graduate, undergraduate, and international)
of students (Sullivan et al.,1987). Most colleges and universities are hodgepodges of differing
styles and architectural designs, but commonly residence halls follow two plans: double-loaded
corridor or entryway/staircase (Yanni, 2019). In the double-loaded configuration, student rooms,
lounges, and groups of bathrooms commonly will be situated on both sides of a long hall.
Conversely, the entryway/staircase consists of four student rooms and small bathrooms that are
accessible from the landing on each floor (Yanni, 2019).
1.6. Outline of the Thesis.
The succeeding chapters of this thesis sought to determine and assess the need and effects
of graduate residence at one suburban Southern California Hispanic-Serving Institution (HSI).
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Chapter 2: Literary Review, thematically reviewed existing literature relating to Ecological
Psychology (Lewin, 1936; Creswell, 2018; Evans et al., 1998), Campus Ecology (Banning, 1978;
Banning & Hughes, 1986; Banning & Kaiser, 1974; Strange & Banning, 2001, 2015) and the
influence of environmental design upon student behavior patterns (Burns, Warmbold-Brann, &
Zaslofsky, 2015; Lewin, 1936; Strange & Banning, 2001, 2015), while directing the field of
inquiry specifically to graduate students. The chapter is divided into two main sections to bisect
the two main themes. The first section examines existing literature dealing with the ecological
and physiological of Campus Ecology while incorporating emergent themes or topics about the
line of inquiry. The second section synthesizes research relating to on-campus, traditional,
mixed-population residence halls (Evans et al.,1998; Moos, 1975; 1986; Mielke and Schuh,1995;
Schuh, 1979; Yanni, 2019). In combination, the sourced information builds a clear road-map for
mixed-methodology and convergent parallel design for data collection and analysis within the
succeeding chapters.
Chapter 3: Methodology, sets out a mixed-methodological framework for the study and
describes the inquires’ convergent parallel design structure. Additionally, it details the methods
utilized to gather and analyze the collected data. As mentioned previously, the study happened
in two parts. In part one, the quantitative section, a Qualtrics survey was used to investigate
graduate students enrolled between 2016-2017, perceived need, and value of on-campus housing
accommodations, specifically residence halls at a suburban Southern California HSI. Part one
concludes with afforded adaptations and use o f a Campus Design Matrix for Charter 4: Findings
(Strange & Banning 2001; 2015). In part two, the qualitative portion, the researcher details the
one-on-one interview and layout means o f exploring emergent themes by combining a modified
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version of Campus Ecology developed by Strange and Banning (2001; 2015) utilizing Lewin’s
(1936) equation, B = f (P, E).
Chapter 4: Findings report the results from both the quantitative survey and qualitative
one-on-one interviews. Due to the length of survey findings are afforded in three parts to
address graduate student demographics, perceived need and value of graduate student residence
halls, and the use of campus resources. These findings were synthesized and connected using a
Campus Design Matrix in Chapter 5: Conclusions, Limitations, and Recommendations.
Additionally, any results are presented with quotes to support or disprove emergent themes from
the survey portion by use of the one-on-one interview. Chapter 5: Conclusions, Limitations, and
Recommendations address the current postgraduate housing options while proposing possible
programs and policy recommendations related to possible future graduate housing options
relating to a Southern California suburban HSI. Lastly, Chapter 5 also addresses the limitations
of the study and the potential implications for future research. Chapter 6: Refection offers a
personal account of the study's purpose and its use for the future.
Chapter Two
Literature Review
2. Introduction
As of fall 2016, some 3.0 million students have enrolled in post-baccalaureate degree
programs in the United States (National Center for Education Statistics, 2018). However,
notwithstanding that these figures will increase, often, this population is underrepresented or
entirely overshadowed, especially in comparison to their undergraduate counterparts, at most
colleges and universities (Astin, 1977, 1993; Frazier, 2009; Shillingford & Karlin, 2013).
Likewise, it is the case when assessing graduate students' utilization of campus resources centers,
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attendance at events, usage of campus student unions, and representation within on-campus
residence halls (Banning, 1986; Jeffes Mills, 2006; Strange & Banning, 2001, 2015).
Nevertheless, despite administrators and most on-campus housing programs not affording
graduate students’ suitable residence halls options, a significant portion of these students will
still need housing accommodations to be they conducive or not (Astin, 1977, 1993; Graham et
al., 2016; Jeffes Mills, 2006; Schudde, 2011). As such, institutions and student affairs
professionals must consider the implications of not providing graduate students with sustainable
and enriching on-campus housing options suitable to their needs. Even more so, if the housing
as mentioned above options are primarily oriented programmatically towards undergraduates.
Therefore, institutions must assess how environments, like residence halls, and other facilities,
such as campuses resources and student unions, proximity to each other, may influence graduate
student motivation in a choice of degree-granting program and institution (Cross, 1981; Evans et
al., 2010; Shillingford & Karlin, 2013).
2.1. The Context for Literature Review. The following literature review draws from
themes addressed within Chapter 1: Statement of the Problem, and the subsequent study
concerning: academic, behavioral response relative to living-environments (Cross, 1981; Evans
et al., 2010; Frazier, 2009; Hinchey & Kimmel, 2000), Campus Ecology (Banning, 1978; Lewin,
1936; Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015), graduate students demographics (U.S. Department of
Education, 2014; National Center for Education Statistics, 2018), campus residence halls (Alie,
2016; Jeffes Mills, 2006; Sullivan, Shipton, & Schuh, 1987; Mielke & Schuh, 1995; Schuh,
1979, Yanni, 2019), behavior setting (Brier, Hirschy, & Braxton, 2008; Schudde, 2011) and
campus environmental design (Banning, 1986; Banning & Kaiser, 1974; Huebner, Schuh,
Treadway, Paul, & Morrill, 1979). Therefore, the sourced research in Campus Ecology and
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Residence Halls and Graduate Student Housing sections drew upon issues such as behavioral
observation, psychology, interaction/transaction, environmental planning, student needs, and
campus climates. In doing so, the following will thematically explore concepts for later use
within the adapted form of the theoretical framework known as Campus Ecology and its
blueprint for the study's full inquiry. These themes will be used as lenses to inform Chapter 3:
Methodology, Chapter 4: Results, Chapter 5: Conclusions, Limitations, and Recommendations,
and Chapter 6: Reflection.
2.2. Campus Ecology
Traditionally, the theoretical framework known as Campus Ecology (Aulepp &
Delworth, 1976; Banning, 1978; Banning & Hughes, 1986; Banning & Kaiser, 1974; Strange &
Banning, 2001, 2015) stemmed from Ecological Psychology (Lewin, 1936). Ecological
Psychology takes its roots from Ecology, the study of the relationship between an organism and
its environment, and Psychology, the study of the mind and behaviors (Creswell, 2018; Evans et
al., 1998). Whereas, most student development theories are principally based solely in the field
of psychology, emphasizing the framework of behavioral science, Ecological Psychology
examines how environmental forces transactionally (if not mutually) influence student behavior
and development, through the observation and documentation of emergent behavior patterns
(Lewin, 1936; Burns et al., 2015).
Lewin (1936) utilized two similar forms of Ecological Psychology called Topological
and Vector psychology to examine individuals' behaviors and emergent patterns concerning an
environmental setting. As behavior patterns presented, Lewin was able to formulate unique
characteristic profiles of the individual and their shared relationship with the distinctive profiles
of the environment (Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015). Such research led Lewin (1936) to
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formulate Field Theory, also represented as the equation B = f (P, E); whereas (B) represents the
behavior/s which present as a function (f of the (P) person, and it is a mutual influence with (E)
environment. In employing the theory qualitatively, Lewin and sequential researchers were able
to observe and evaluate the degree to which an environment might set behaviors (Baker, 1968);
the social and physical situations in which human actions occur and the transactional relationship
between the human and nonhuman elements, in that they shape (mutually influential) behaviors
(Wicker, 1984; Strange & Banning, 2001).
Building upon Lewin (1936), Ecological Psychology and prior publications, Campus
Ecology (Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015) focuses on the transactional relationship between
students and environmental features at colleges and universities (Aulepp & Delworth, 1976;
Banning, 1978; Banning & Kaiser, 1974). In 1978, James H. Banning, presented a monograph at
a National Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA) conference detailing the
critical elements of Campus Ecology and its proposed use in designing college learning
environments (Banning, 1978; Evans et al., 2010). Within the presentation, Banning introduced
the notion that institutional settings shape student behaviors transactionally (through mutual
influence) and that students seek environments that are conducive and synergize to their learning
experience. Moreover, Banning (1978) suggested that students will actively rebuff situations that
are not favorable to their learning experience. In concluding his monograph, Banning stressed
the importance of acknowledging campuses as behavior setting, and in doing so, researchers and
administrators can evaluate an individual’s predictable behavioral response when immersed
within the context (Banning, 1978; Evans et al., 2010).
As the theory of Campus Ecology evolved, Banning along with many collaborative
researchers (Banning & Hughes, 1986; Banning & Kaiser, 1974; Banning & Leland, 1974;
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Strange & Banning, 2001, 2015), worked to refine and further develop Campus Ecology into a
theoretical framework able to fit an ever-expansive higher education system, changing social
norms/expectations, and the rise of social media/adaptive technologies. The most recent
reiteration of Campus Ecology is the study of how students have a relationship with campus
environments and how those environments influence behavior with core elements being
adaptations of anthropology, psychology, geography, and sociology.
Evans et al., (2010) speaks to the merits of employing an Ecology model, like Campus
Ecology, when assessing the environmental needs of students by detailing its flexible theoretical
framework and varying instruments allow for both qualitative or quantitative data recovery of the
human aggregate, directly and indirectly (Evans et al., 2010). Ecology is equitable
developmentally and contextually applicable to residential students, commuter students, long
distance or online learners, students of different ages, backgrounds, and lifestyles (Evans et al.,
2010). As a result, the ecology model does not presume that engagement within the campus
setting is the top priority of college students. Instead, this model provides lenses/themes by
which researchers can understand the forces and resources supplied by the interacting micro-,
meso-, exo-, and macro systems of students’ personal and shared ecologies”, according to Evans
et al., (2010).
In 2001, James H. Banning co-authored, Campus by Design: Creating Campus
Environments That Work, with C. Carney Strange, and in 2015, the revised and expanded
revision, Designing fo r Learning: Creating Campus Environments fo r Student Success. In both
works, Strange and Banning layout the epistemology of Campus Ecology, while integrating a
theoretical framework for assessing and understanding academic environments. In both books,
the researcher's narrow critical components of the human environment to their essential
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elements, simultaneously integrating the concept of the importance of a setting in influencing
and predicting a student's behavior. Strange and Banning employed a behavior setting model
known as a Campus Design Matrix (Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015). Further, the matrix
measures an institution's environmental capacity to encourage and sustain learning while
providing the needed conditions for students’ inclusion, safety, and engagement (Strange &
Banning, 2015). It does so by looking at the environment according to four critical components
(Physical, Aggregate, Organizational, and Social Constructs) of a campus or its facility by
observing and recording the student's synergy with the institutional features which serve to
support desired learning outcomes. It then compares any findings to four physiological
necessities (Community, Engagement, Safety, and Inclusion), which students need to grow and
develop (Strange & Banning, 2015).
The researchers propose that optimal campus settings have positive behavioral responses
directly correlating to an environment, its features, and its four components. While conversely,
noting that environments which significantly lack one or more elements, possibly cause a
negative behavioral response or student active refusal of the setting. As a result, the physical
condition, design, and layout of an environment and its characteristics directly or indirectly
affect/effects the students who inhabit the space, in turn, causing the students to exert their
influence and directly or indirectly shaping the broader institutional environments (Strange &
Banning, 2015).
Banning and Strange (2001) note, “The same applies, if not significantly magnified when
assessing large organizational structures related to their purpose and goals, and inhabitants’
collective perceptions or constructions of the culture of the setting” (p. 5). Typically, on college
campuses, most faculty, staff, and students spend a good deal of time every day in positive
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environments such as residence halls, classrooms, departmental offices, recreation and program
centers (Strange & Banning, 2001). While areas deemed detrimental, like unkempt campus
quads, dilapidated classes, old gymnasiums are avoided or played little attention; even worse,
these locations help to shape the collective consciousness of the group and their persecution of
the campus as an organization. Strange and Banning (2001) stress the need to measure and assess
groups, as well as individuals, to gain insight into the long-term development of campus
environments and university structures.
Moos (1975; 1986) detailed what positive and negative environmental feedback
constitutes and how such feedback acts as determinants of behavior for most who inhabit them
(Strange & Banning, 2015). Strange and Banning (2001; 2015) note that according to Moos
(1975; 1986), “[T]here are no clearly defined criteria which make for a perfect environment, one
which meets everyone’s needs; no matter, an environment and its characteristics implicitly
influence the degree to which people are attracted to, satisfied with, and reside within it, be it
positively or negatively” (p. 52). However, depending on the nature of a group and their activity,
the collective characteristics of present members will directly, if not indirectly, shape the
environments they characterize. If a campus or its environments comes to be dominated by one
culture, demographics, or age-based group it will be inherently challenging to individuals who
do not share similar traits with the dominant group, in turn, it will be less likely to attract, satisfy,
or retain said students (Strange & Banning, 2015). Inversely, those who seek a sense of cohesion
or homogeneity might feel an enhanced satisfaction in having environments that speak to their
cohesiveness niche by acculturating the notion of community. Still, Strange and Banning (2001;
2015) cite Moos (1986) pronouncement that, “As group size increase[s], morals and attitudes
become less positive, and absenteeism is more [likely and hegemony is a risk]” (p. 40).
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Therefore, a campus is far more likely to achieve the optimal environment when critical
decisions about the construction or change to the environment are in the hands of the people who
live and function in it (Moos, 1986). Thus, Moos’s conclusion to maintain a positive
environmental feedback response is to involve students in planning and constructing facilities
and their features. Administrators need to stress the importance of the human aggregate when
assessing an environment and its characteristics that actively attract, satisfy, and retain students.
When institutions build environments that foster a sense of belonging, while affording areas or
features for individual adaptation, they limit the negative characteristics of any one group, be
they dominant or not.
Burns, Warmbold-Brann, and Zaslofsky (2015), unlike Strange and Banning (2001;
2015), and differing from Moos (1986), use an Ecological framework known as Ecological
Systems Theory (EST). The goal of the theory is to align students with effective physiological
services while they attend an institution of higher learning. Although connecting students to
psychological service are essential, what makes Burns, Warmbold-Brann, and Zaslofsky's (2015)
study pertinent to this study, is how EST theory applies an Ecological lens. Burns, WarmboldBrann, and Zaslofsky (2015) contend that schools provide appropriate and targeted emotional
and psychological services, ones that incorporate the notion of the setting's influence as a
variable to achieve said desired goals. The authors stress that student services, like physiological
services, need to determine why particular behavior occurs and what environmental stimulus
influenced, if not directly, attributed to a resulting action. By identifying the act and its
ecological influences, thorough assessment means like EST or Campus Ecology; administrators
can help to craft, shape, and perpetuate conducive behaviors that align with long-term learning
outcomes. Burns, Warmbold-Brann and Zaslofsky (2015) conclusion note that, “If institutions
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desire to treat students more effectively, they must recognize and interpret students’ emotional
and behavioral responses, while incorporating the context and setting as factors which influenced
such outcome” (p. 250).
Studies like Burns, Warmbold-Brann, and Zaslofsky (2015), Evans et al., (2010), Moos
(1986), and Strange and Banning (2001; 2015) provide clear examples of the flexibility of an
Ecological model, like Campus Ecology, when evaluating the human aggregates mutual
influence on an environmental setting. Whether natural or synthetic, the physical aspects of any
environment offer a multitude of possibilities for social responses, rendered behaviors, with
some being more predictable than others (Evans et al., 2010; Strange & Banning 2001).
Therefore, by working from an Ecological perspective, like Campus Ecology, student service
professionals can come to recognize students’ authentic process of interaction, development,
cohesion within a multi-tiered environment, while simultaneously considering how it
functionally shapes students’ perceptions and activities daily, within multiple contexts, and times
(Burns et al., 2015; Moos, 1986).
2.3. Residence Halls & Graduate Student Housing
Having discussed Campus Ecology from a collection of authors, and its ability to
measure, assess and better understand the experiences of students interactions with campuses
environments; (Aulepp & Delworth, 1976; Banning & Hughes, 1986; Banning & Kaiser, 1974;
Banning & Leland, 1974; Burns et al., 2015; Evans et al., 2010; Lewin, 1936; Moos, 1986;
Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015; Wicker, 1984) the following detail literature on-campus
residence halls (Schuh, 1979; Yanni, 2019). It will also elaborate on the use of a Campus Design
Matrix in assessing residence halls practicality for post-baccalaureate students (Strange &
Banning, 2001; 2015).
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In Living on Campus: An Architectural History o f American Dormitory, Carla Yanni
(2019) details the history, reasoning, and evolution behind the American college systems' use of
purpose-built, on-campus, living structures: dormitories/residence halls. Yanni (2019) makes
note that over the last three hundred years, the American system of higher education has adhered
to a dominant ideology that espouses the merits behind living on-campus and the positive social
interactions it affords. According to Yanni (2019), by examining the history, reasoning, and
multiple-evolution states of residence halls, one can put a lens to the socially constructed nature
of the students that reside within them. Further, Yanni (2019) asserts that “[A]t every step, the
architecture of residence halls has directly or indirectly aided in the establishment of the norms
of American life on college campuses” (p. 2). From the history of the building type to the
purposeful architectural designs ability to foster inclusion or exclusion of certain genders, races,
creeds, and socio-economic status’, to the educational ideals of the people that built them,
residence halls capture the essence of an institution, while expressing the experiences of its
students, it showcases society within that point-in-time (Yanni, 2019).
Each year, hundreds of thousands of students interact with residence halls. The impact of
these buildings is due to the social interactions that occur within them; therefore, these buildings
come to change the lives of their residents forever. Yet, despite the significance and varying
types of building designs, their nature and purpose are not well understood (Yanni, 2019). So,
why have college educators and administrators instilled the essentialness of on-campus student
housing? Also, how has the architecture of campus residence halls played a part in legitimizing
such an ideal? Yanni (2019) notes, “The varied designs of residence halls reflect changes in
student life, as well as college officials’ evolving aspirations for their institutions, the students
themselves, and society at large” (p. 2). Despite most colleges and universities being a
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hodgepodge of historical styles and design aesthetics, the actual architecture plans for the layout
and footprint of a residence hall is more purpose-built.
Predominantly, within the physical design, two plans are commonly utilized within the
construction of most on-campus residence halls: the staircase or entryway plan and the double
loaded corridor plan (Yanni, 2019). It is worth noting that Yanni (2019) took special attention to
clarify that these terms are standardized basic layouts and are referred to frequently by architects
and others and that the author did not invent these terms. In a staircase or entryway plan, several
or more doors open directly to the outdoors, granting students the freedom to move in and out of
the building at all hours. The permeable entryway or staircase plan (see Figure 1) was used for
most traditional colleges, and had no central desk or observation point, allowing for less scrutiny
by authority figures, but simultaneously affords limited personal security. Upon a student
entering the facilities, the stairs align with the entryway on the ground floor, located off to the
sides of the building, and as such, allows students to circulate up and down the staircase, acting
as a de facto center for social interactions. The bedrooms would be centrally located, with one to
two student occupants, on parallel sides of the hallway; common areas would be located directly
across from stairwells (Yanni, 2019).
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Figure 1
The Entrywav or Staircase Residence Hall

Note. Entrances and exits are located on opposing sides o f the floorplan, adjacent are common
area; rooms are single to double occupancy. In a staircase or entrvway plan, several or more
doors open directly to the outdoors, granting students the freedom to move in and out o f the
building at all hours; bathrooms and observation desk are centrally located. Adapted from
Living on Campus: An Architectural History o f the American Dormitory. (Yanni, 2019)

In contrast to the entryway or staircase design, there is the double-loaded corridor
residence hall. The double-corridor or clusters-style arrangement design has been preferred by
many institutions over that of the staircase plan, due to its ability to take multiple design forms
and footprints (see Figure 2). The double-loaded corridor or cluster-style can be arranged (ex.,
bloc, patio “O,” angle “L,” double angel “C,” open courtyard “E,” open courtyard “O,” closed
courtyard “O,” Courtyard “G,” tower, etc.) as seen in Figure 2. The ability to be modified and
purposely-designed is why it frequently used at more modem or non-traditional
colleges/universities (Yamii, 2019). However, Yamii (2019) makes note that, “Historically
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colleges with higher female populations preferred the double-loaded corridor model over the
entryway plan, in part because of the extra-security it provided, while also simultaneously
allowing for supervision, in comparison to campuses with a higher male population” (p. 4). For
such a reason, the hall(s) contains information desks for administrators or staff to record use by
students and visitors. Bedrooms commonly are located on parallel sides of the building (s), with
common areas, restrooms, and amenities dispersed intermittently throughout the design foot
print.
Figure 2
The Double-Loaded Corridor or Cluster-Style Arrangement

Note. Entrances and exits are commonly centrally located and lead to corridors with living
accommodations on either side; occupancy and size o f living-environment is dependent
upon architectural footprint. Common areas, bathrooms and observation areas are
dispersed interdentally. Adapted from Living on Campus: An Architectural History o f the
American Dormitory. (Yanni, 2019)
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Why live in a residence hall? Yanni (2019) notes during Colonial- and Federal-era or the
period of large land-grant universities, the purpose of living in a residence hall was due to the
extreme distance between the students and the colleges at the time. As such, many students came
to need affordable lodgings closer in proximity to the campus. However, in more modern times,
typically, students choose to live in on-campus residence halls to gain independence, experience
opportunities for growth. Whereas, student affairs professionals, especially Housing and
Residential Education authorities, cite studies reinforcing increased rates of student enrollment,
enculturation into the campus community, and access to resources when students choose to live
on-campus. Still, living within a university or college residence hall is costly, and a significant
number of students will be unable to afford the cost, even with student loans, scholarships, or
grants. Additionally, most residence life programming, traditionally, has been directed toward
younger, single, 4-year undergraduates, limiting options for post-baccalaureate,
engaged/married, older, students, with children.
Yanni (2019) refers to Graham, Hurtado, and Gonyea (2016), in which the researchers
pose a simple question for the National Survey of Student Engagement, “Does living on campus
still make a difference?” Graham, Hurtado, and Gonyea (2016) note that in the first half of the
twentieth century, student affairs professionals operated under the jurisdiction of in loco
parentis, filling parental, managerial, and administrative roles rather than strictly an educational
function (Graham et al., 2016). However, as administrators became co-educators, and in loco
parentis fell out of favor, student affairs organizations are part of the educational mission and
directly part of the out-of-classroom collegiate learning experience. Housing and Residential
Education, with its social-psychological environments, soon became one of the single most
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consistent qualitative determinants between a student navigating college successfully, in
comparison to those students living off-campus (Graham et al., 2016). Graham, Hurtado, and
Gonyea (2016) cite Astin (1985) in speaking to the importance of proximity. It’s accompanying
benefits, “simply by eating, sleeping, and spending their waking hours in the college campus,” a
student is more likely to connect to the campus life and its educational environment (p. 145).
However, the authors note that commonly, the research relating to the benefits of living oncampus are biased toward White, full-time, traditional-aged undergraduates attending four-year
institutions. They note the ethical issues and research gaps that arise from such a line of inquiry,
especially as institutions have growing demographics of non-White, commuter, part-time, non
traditional, aged, post-baccalaureate students.
Graham, Hurtado, and Gonyea (2016) cite Strayhorn and Mullins (2012) and Harwood,
Hunt, Mendenhall, and Lewis (2012) examinations of non-white, non-cisgender, male
undergraduates’ experiences of living in campus residence halls. In Strayhorn and Mullin (2012)
study, the researchers noted that many housing and residential education policies and programs
perpetuated heterosexism, homophobia, and isolation; whereas in Harwood, Hunt, Mendenhall,
and Lewis (2012) research on students identifying as having an ethnic identity experienced
distinct, if not overt racial microaggressions. Studies such as these come to counter the
traditional narrative of the benefits of living in on-campus residence halls, in part due to the
varying circumstances and interests a student might receive from residential education programs
because of race, gender, age, and sexuality. Still, according to Graham, Hurtado, and Gonyea
(2016), these are not the only challenges facing residence halls, but student life professionals.
As society and students desire changes in the styles of living spaces, amenities, and other
additional features, residence halls need to adapt. What was once considered to be luxuries and
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have ample amenities (kitchen, private bathrooms, private bedrooms, cable television, lounges,
and common area social spaces) are commonly now expected within a standard living area
(Graham et al., 2016; Yanni, 2016). The influence of these environments on student psychosocial
development can also be directly related to the frequency of peer interactions, retention, and,
ultimately, graduation. Therefore, Graham, Hurtado, and Gonye (2016) emphasize that campus
administrators provide increased opportunities for diverse solutions to arise from non-traditional
means, such as students engaging in long-term construction planning, short-term advisory
committees, or operational board positions. Additionally, residential life programming can help
cultivate positive attributes and curtail negative micro-aggressions by addressing how the human
aggregate must also be represented in the physical construction of a building while offering
programs that invite students to engage in open, non-conforming and not physically limiting
spaces will open a spectrum of possible students.
In Schuh (1979), the researcher sought to assess and redesign two universities, Arizona
State University and Indiana University, residence halls, according to an ecological model.
Schuh aimed to better align the living conditions, at the time, to fit the students’resident needs
better, while attempting to improve the universities' desired student learning outcomes through a
purposeful redesign. Schuh’s (1979) justification for using an ecological model was its excellent
utility as a theoretical model and its mechanisms for evaluating students' opinions or behavior
concerning features of a student’s environment. Schuh (1979) further noted that “[S]uch a model
provides researchers with a sound theoretical framework and the appropriate tools needed to
afford students with the capacity to participate in redesigning their surroundings by making
direct recommendations and references for future change” (p. 23).
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Schuh (1979) longitudinal study was the first conducted in the Arizona State University
fall of 1976, and then replicated in fall 1977 at the same university and Indiana University. The
study measured students’ opinions of their on-campus living conditions by assessing how
students felt about their living accommodations. It employed a mixed-methodology that would
analytically investigate the living conditions while identifying environmental features and
attempting to record the student’s behavioral and emotional responses to the residence halls. The
study used a standardized forced-choice questionnaire for the quantitative portion and relied on
prior input documented from planning teams for the qualitative piece.
The forced-choice questionnaire was a cross-sectional design, like standardize the
environmental assessment questionnaire; however, it began with a goal statement to allow for
principal utility in its format (Schuh, 1979). The instrument sought to gather two types of
information. The first type was how students perceive certain situations (what the case is or
seems to be like), and second, how the students think those situations ought to be (what the
situation should be) (Schuh, 1979). According to Schuh (1979), “[T]he instruments were
designed to yield what is called an environmental referent, within the gathered information” (p.
30). Environmental referents are the ecological features that work as a symbol or modifier to the
student, be it behavioral or emotional.
Schuh’s (1979) use of environmental referents is similar, if not complementary, in its
intended application to that of Strange and Banning’s (2001; 2015) method of the Campus
Ecology. Both use an adaptation of an Ecology model in their studies to observe, assess, and
inform on the mutual importance of the relationship that exists between a student and the school
environment, whereas both influence each other (Banning, 1978; Banning & Hughes, 1986;
Lewin, 1936; Schuh, 1979; Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015). The main difference is Schuh's
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(1979) use of a quantitative forced-choice questionnaire and Strange and Banning’s (2001; 2015)
qualitative application of a Campus Design Matrix and Lewin’s (1936) equation B = f (P, E); such
that behavior (B), is a function f), of the person/organism (P), in their environment (E).
Once all data was collected and coded for analysis, Schuh (1979) presented the results
and designated areas for redesign to the planning teams. The planning teams were independent
university bodies that consisted of campus housing authorities, students, and other stakeholders;
its duty was to offer the university with detailed recommendations for remodeling of living
facilities by the campus housing authorities (Schuh, 1979). Since the study conducted in twoparts and Schuh makes note that (1979), “[T]he design, assessment and analysis parts of the
model took a relatively short time to implement,” the results “were that redesign of the campus
environment occurred within a timeframe in which students could see the changes made in their
environment” (p. 34). Especially any design features and amenities that the planning team
identified to inform the redesign. According to Schuh (1979), the universities made several
modifications to the residence hall environments, thanks to student feedback. Due to the success
of the first study, the researcher felt it necessary to replicate the investigation since a reasonable
amount of allotted time had passed to determine if the student had noticed how changes made in
the environment, positively or negatively, in comparison to the first assessments (Schuh, 1979).
Schuh also believed it was worth observing if the results were replicable at other institutions.
Schuh’s (1979) study is worth noting for two primary reasons. First, it demonstrated how
a campus-based ecological research model is a relatively expedient and efficient way of
assessing an environment and its ability to affect a student emotionally and behaviorally. Further,
Schuh’s study allowed students to probe their relationship and sphere of influence with a livingenvironment, such as design features and amenities. Second, the research allowed university
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administrators within two Housing and Residential Education programs to receive pointed
information on students' specific needs, while being guided through a redesign process by factbased directly-sourced information. It helped the administrator know what was on the minds of
their students concerning the physical and emotional needs as well. In sum, Schuh's (1979)
research and efforts is valid because both the students and the universities were able to change
and reform the residence halls in a timely and thoughtful manner, with the full support of all
stakeholders.
Strange and Banning (2001; 2015) note that, “Residence halls are a significant social
space with potential for enhanced learning and continued redesign” (p. 31). Strange and Banning
(2001; 2015) cited Lawless (2012), “[That the] rudimentary design ideas for creating academic,
residential spaces that benefit both the physical and social well-being of the student” (p. 31). As
such, Strange and Banning (2001; 2015) address six purposeful design aspects of a residence hall
that optimize student learning:

1. Small individual living spaces to foster involvement and interaction.
2. Overall, low-to mid-rise buildings (five or fewer floors, with no more than 500
residents total, to foster community-oriented traffic and interaction patterns).
3. Multiple, small social opportunities and an increased sense of secondary,
neighborhood-like personal space.
4. Use of hybrid style spaces, for example, a suite design with ten to twelve rooms
opening onto the common living, dining, and kitchen facilities.
5. Space to complement academic programming, for example, flexible rooms for
formal study space, social activity, or informal learning.

GRADUATE RESIDENTIAL ECOLOGY

38

6. Flexible opportunities for customization by the residents, for example, adapting
furnishings, paintable surfaces, bulletin or whiteboard walls, and doors.
(p. 32)

Such a thoughtful environmental design creates a sense of inclusion and welcomes
students to the campus living options and the institution. Conversely, students who reject an
environment and its features will be absent from the social-sense of community and lack a sense
of belonging, and in turn, affect the prospects of individual success. Strange and Banning (2015)
reiterate this idea by stating, “Students who do not feel included and who encounter inordinate
levels of risk tend to check out first psychologically and then physically; in short, they are much
more likely to leave an institution where, for a variety of reasons, success seems beyond their
reach” (p. 146). Therefore, Strange and Banning sought to define what criteria exactly influence
such feelings and decision making. The authors related such emotions to the physical design of
campuses, the characteristics of the individuals who inhabit them, aspects of how they are
organized, and artifacts of campus culture (Strange & Banning, 2015, p. 146).
To define what exactly is the physical designs of an institution, the researchers reference
campus features that directly relate to students fostering a feeling of inclusion. For many students
moving into a residence hall signifies a shift into adulthood and their entry into their college or
university experience, a moment which they will remember for the rest of their life. Therefore,
the type of facility they move into, the location on campus, and the community they cohabitate
with will play a direct influence on their behavior and emotions. Further, the various designs of
residence halls (e.g., suites, single rooms, apartments, traditional double-loaded corridors) have
differing effects on students and their formation of social bonds, thus affecting their opportunity
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to learn, grow, and develop. Banning and Strange (2001; 2015) further elaborate by citing
Giffords (2007) and the researcher's review of thirty years of high-rise living accommodation
and its effect on students. To the extent that the height of a building is concerned, Giffords’
(2007) conclusion that high-rise residence halls fostered impersonal social relationships between
students and community support was significantly lower than standard or low-rise housing
options. Further, Giffords (2007) recorded that students also reported high levels of crime and
feeling of fear at higher levels than that of alternative options. Alternative designs like a suite or
cluster arrangement are generally preferred more than that of a high-rise or double-loaded
corridor residence hall.
Strange and Banning (2001; 2015) also described the two criteria or factors of importance
to students when addressing physical factors: personal space and requisite amenities. Since many
students have never lived alone and college or university living is their first foray into an adult
style living arrangement, most students seek privacy, comfort, and safety. However, as residence
hall administrators attempt to design buildings to accommodate such requests, such changes can
often have unintended consequences. Although designs like a double-loaded corridor or clusterstyle housing afford higher rates of comfort, quiet, and storage options, it can cause decreased
feelings of community and allow for fewer interpersonal interactions. Whereas more traditional
halls like that of the staircase or more traditional corridor-style increases students' interactions
than that of their suite-style counterparts. Still, it is essential to note that each design allows for
both positive and negative interactions; they can both help or hinder a sense of community.
In speaking directly to the student and their interactions with an environment, Strange
and Banning (2001; 2015) also examined how the human aggregate factors-in when applying
Campus Ecology and its’ design matrix to institutions' residence halls. Aggregate factors are the
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collective characteristics of inhabitants of an environment, and their unique effect on such
settings (Strange & Banning 2001; 2015). Therefore, as noted by Strange and Banning (2001;
2015) and Yanni (2019), if a dominant group influences or affects a situation, often the features
of said environment will come to reflect as dominant features of that campus, hence why the
human aggregate is one of the most challenging factors to assess and incorporate when trying to
achieve a university that fosters inclusion. Even when students who align with the dominant
characteristics more often report feeling included, those who either do not meet some or all the
predominant characteristic traits will report the difference. These students or groups are more
likely to feel in the minority in terms of membership within the campus community, as well.
Therefore, the struggle is one of the majority versus the minority.
Minoritized groups like women, ethnic minorities, the disabled, gay, lesbian, bisexual,
and transgender students can face less than welcoming campus environments due to the
conditions, a variety of behaviors, the lack of recognition, and the devaluation of their identity.
The minority statutes automatically place some students at risk of exclusion from the dominant
campus characteristic. Still, it also eventually limits their access to campus programming and
resources, in turn leading to deficiencies in programmatic success. According to Strange and
Banning (2001), “The majority versus minority distinction, while illuminating the non-inclusive
nature of the environment, often brings with its significant problems that may hinder rather than
enhance necessary environmental changes'” (p. 147). Strange and Banning (2015) also note that
“[S]tudents identifying as having one or more minority status often identify issues relating to an
unjust distribution of power, status, and privilege [with] campus environments" (p. 150). When
members of a sub-sect group, like minorities, are lumped together, often their individuality is
forfeited, further building on deficiency models already existing in society.
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Consequently, such practices are used far too frequently and ultimately jeopardizing the
objective of promoting inclusion. However, some will argue that such exercises reinforce
marginalized population cultural and social identity, ultimately aiding the student, and
integrating the campus. Rather than denouncing such practices outright, Strange and Banning
(2001; 2015) assert that strategic initiatives, like the assignment of different-sex, race, or handicapable housing, could result in improved feelings of inclusion, thus encouraging further social
integration, especially of dominant group members. Thus, in assessing the aggregate in
conjunction with the physical factors of an environment, organizational student life
administrators can create an action plan to implement such strategic initiatives.
Organizational factors, like an institution's mission, vision, and values, directly and
indirectly, affect the behaviors, emotions, and attitudes of the individuals who inhabit an
environment (Strange and Banning, 2001; 2015). As each college or university varies in its
mission, vision, and values across a multitude of dimensions, it is vital that organizational
concepts, like inclusions, and their structures, like campus resources, incorporate the interface
between people and campus environments, and their environmental factors. Strange and Banning
(2001; 2015) assert, “[S]since the 1970s, most campuses have embedded within their mission
statements an institutional commitment to increase enrollment of diverse students in response to
a changing multicultural society and to improve the quality of the educational experience for all
students” (p. 152). Residence halls encourage interaction among members of different
subcommunities (e.g., women, ethnic minorities, the disabled, gay, lesbian, bisexual, and
transgender students); they embody the vision and values towards creating diversity across the
larger student populace (Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015). They are inclusive learning
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environments out of the classroom built to recognize the critical need for diversity and inclusion
within its academic community.
Other organizational factors like the size of the campus and its distribution of resources
will also play a significant part in promoting the goal of diversity and inclusivity. Although large
institutions might seemingly attract more variety, their distribution or campus resources might
not necessarily help its mission of inclusion (Strange and Banning (2001; 2015). Conversely,
small institutions might seem less diverse, but their allocation of resources might aid students
commonly marginalized at a larger institution. Such factors can, directly and indirectly, influence
the overall campus environment. According to Strange and Banning (2015), “Current emphasis
on creating multiple organizational subunits, such as freshman interest groups, academic learning
communities, and various theme houses on many campuses, suggests that higher education
administrators are becoming more aware of and responding appropriately to the challenges of
oversizing by creating more human-scale opportunities for students” (p. 153). Ultimately, in
placing importance on program and services designed to welcome students of all backgrounds,
the overall sense of inclusion, as a behavioral response, is either strengthened or not by the
institution's mission, vision and values, and organizations capacity to offer personalized
approaches, like freshman interest groups, academic learning communities, and various theme
houses on many campuses, are social constructs (Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015).
Socially constructed factors are the combination of the physical, aggregate, and
organizational conditions of a campus. Each dimension gives meaning developed by the
participants and is also a potential predictor of subsequent consequences. Feelings of
physiological inclusion, campus culture, and effects of social exclusion are all a result of the
social constructions, and its ability to be shaped by the other lens (Strange & Banning, 2001;
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2015). It is here that lies the dilemma, inclusion, and its behavior responses often rest on the
intentional or unintentional inclusion or exclusion of groups, be they dominant or minority
populations. Ultimately, the challenge is for administrators (Organizational) to design
environments (Physical) that can include, not exclude, the student (Aggregate), in turn providing
psychological inclusion. In using intentional design, feelings of subjective inclusion not only
limit hostility or harassment but fosters a definite sense of mattering and validation, especially to
those not in the dominant campus culture (Strange & Banning 2001; 2015). Mattering is of
critical importance because such feelings are precursors to increased participation in campus
activities and academic programs that aid in the student’s development and learning. While
validation, especially in the early stages of a student's experience, can confirm, enable, and
support any personal narrative as relating to individual perceptions of success.
Mielke and Schuh (1995) address the issues relating to graduate student housing at most
colleges or institutions. Demographically most post-graduate students are older, non-traditional
students that attend a post-baccalaureate program on a part-time basis and frequently commute to
campus (Mielke & Schuh, 1995). However, Mielke and Schuh (1995) point out that since
graduate student programs are highly concentrated, their studying demands are often more
rigorous, and the fact that they regularly attend summer classes, unlike undergraduates,
postgraduate students may require year-round on-campus housing options. Further, the authors
state that graduate student housing must be reasonably priced, convenient to campus facilities,
comfortable, and reasonably quiet. No matter if the student attends the institutions with a family
or alone, their housing must aid in their educational goal without unnecessary difficulty and
insecurity. As such, Mielke and Schuh (1995) attempted to identify and address six factors that
affect this student population's housing needs and options (i.e., mission and philosophy,
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organizational issues, facilities, operational issues, programming). The authors, similarly to
Strange and Banning’s' Campus Design Matrix, use each of these six factors to thematically
address the overarching concern relating to not providing adequate housing options (i.e.,
behavioral responses, emotions, programmatic, success, etc.) while affording possible
recommendations for change or realignment. “Depending on the nature of the institution, its
location, and the breadth of its graduate programs, the quality of housing can be a significant
element in fostering the success of graduate students,” notes Mielke and Schuh (1995, p. 59)
In speaking to the nature of an institution, the authors began by addressing the mission
and philosophy guiding many colleges and universities to afford on-campus housing. When
institutions commit themselves to their institutional mission, be it to aim for high enrollment
rates in a wide range of graduate programs or more selective enrollment in a limited offering of
select programs of study, there must be a variety of viable housing options (Mielke & Schuh,
1995).
Additionally, Mielke and Schuh (1995) explain that the mission of the Division of
Student Life, Housing, and Residential Education ought to be considered and evaluated as well.
If a housing department is part of an auxiliary service organization commonly operated under the
senior business officer to whom strong fiscal management is of high priority (Mielke & Schuh,
1995). When aligning fiscal conservancy with high enrollment rates over a wide range of
programs, housing options might be more limited and restrained and, in turn, build a counter
narrative to the institution's overall mission. Conversely, if the organization
is directed under the auspices of the Vice President for Student Affairs, and fiscal management is
likely to be of less priority than developing programming. Additional learning opportunities
outside of the classroom because of the aligning institution’s and division’s missions of the
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afforded, on-campus graduate student housing options relate directly to the housing department
(Mielke & Schuh, 1995).
Therefore, Mielke and Schuh (1995) make it known that both the institution and the
division for Housing and Residential Education should focus on providing services, programs,
facilities, and staff that are more attuned to the variant and unique needs of graduate students.
Housing and the official in charge must ensure a livable space that accommodates the different
developmental needs, activities, and programs of adult-learners. As such, it should begin with a
reassessment of the mission of the institution and the division of housing. Are they each meeting
their educational and developmental goals for graduate students? Are the housing options
afforded suitable to this population? By addressing probing questions like these, institutions’
missions can incorporate and educate all students, while simultaneously addressing any
organizational issues that might be hindering the growth and development of suitable graduate
on-campus housing.
Meikle and Schuh (1995) note that “Although organizational issues related to graduate
housing are notably absent from the student housing literature, observation suggests several
factors that influence how graduate students are organized” (p. 60). First is the physical structure
of graduate housing. Where is the institution located? Is it isolated or in a metropolitan area? Can
it provide substantial amounts of graduate housing for full-time students? The location will play
a significant factor in the number of post-baccalaureate students who choose to seek out campus
residence halls. Second is the physical design of the housing unit. Is it a traditional double
loaded corridor with double occupancy privileges or apartment-style? The physical design can
set the tone of acceptance and value within the broader campus community or rebuff it. The third
organizational issue which influences graduate student housing is whether family housing is
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provided. Traditionally, residence halls are reserved for single or double occupancy by solely
full-time, currently enrolled, or recently admitted students. However, as stated earlier,
demographically, most graduate students are older, non-traditional students that attend a post
baccalaureate program on a part-time basis and frequently commute to campus (Mielke & Schuh,
1995). As such, administrators or central housing authorities might consider alternatives to the
traditional residence hall model and opt for an apartment complex. These issues and others like
providing adequately trained staffing, emphasize programming and leadership development,
ensuring proper safety, and affordable child care are all intertwined within a campus
organizational capacity to provide sufficient facilities (Mielke & Schuh, 1995).
As stated in Yanni (2019), and Mielke and Schuh (1995), there are two traditional types
of student housing, the entryway (or staircase) plan, and the double-loaded corridor design. The
logic in building these styles of housing design for students is to generate revenue efficiently
while keeping operational costs low. However, this model does not lend itself well to graduate
students and their needs. Therefore, the other type of housing is more of an apartment-style
living model, whether students have families. Mielke and Schuh (1995) state, “Because graduate
students have commonly lived in apartments (or houses) before returning to campus, apartment
housing is preferable to [the entryway (or staircase) plan or] the double-loaded corridor design”
(p. 61). Still, the least desirable option associated with campus graduate programs and the limited
amount of student housing is mixed-population, undergraduate and graduate, assigned housing
(Mielek & Schuh, 1995). Such an arrangement invites all kinds of problems and might isolate
part-time graduates from interacting with undergraduate students in a collegial fashion,
according to the authors.

GRADUATE RESIDENTIAL ECOLOGY

47

In speaking to housing supply, Mielke and Schuh (1995) note coordinating information to
prospective and newly admitted students plays a significant role in influencing students to pursue
or refrain from accessing on-campus housing. Often students are not fully guided through
housing selection and how to pick the right and most affordable living accommodation, and that
most, if not all, the cost is separate from tuition. For graduate students coming for international
study, many must make these critical decisions without having seen the original campus and its
facilities. If on-campus housing is at a premium, housing authorities will provide off-campus
housing options. However, off-campus housing options isolate and might even hinder students'
ability to acculturate into the campus community and access necessary resources.
Meikle and Schuh (1995) address the notion that programming is central to the success of
housing efforts directed towards meeting the needs and community of graduate students. By
providing housing programs that facilitate child-care, health outreach/urgent care, social
services, and food programs that create a one-stop shopping resource, post-baccalaureate
students are integrated into the overall residence hall environment, while still being able to meet
their age and social needs. Also, some of these students will have a lack of family housing,
allowing for personal development, family development, and community development because
such programs focus less on the traditional-aged college student and more the non-traditional
students' needs. As such, housing administrators must develop a close understanding of the
diverse needs of post-baccalaureate students while attempting to be sensitive, cooperative, and
flexible in the ways they approach thoughtful and deliberative programming, which deals with
issues related to domestic partners, health care, spouses, and children. According to Mielke and
Schuh (1995), “With these recommendations in place, excellent environments can be developed
for students as they pursue their graduate education” (p. 64).
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2.3.1. Connecting Literature. The chapter has outlined several theories that provide the
foundation for this study, built upon prior research relating to the fields of Psychological,
Ecology, and the theoretical framework known as Campus Ecology. The chapter also addressed
themes such as post-baccalaureates, specifically graduate students, and campus residence halls.
Due to the limited research that directly bridges these areas of investigation, this literature review
has been an attempt to fill the said gap. Starting with Lewin’s (1936) Psychological Ecology as
the bedrock, then advancing to Banning, (1986); Banning & Hughes, (1986); Strange and
Banning (2001; 2015) theory of Campus Ecology as the primary foundation, and then relating it
to other Ecological models, like Burns, Warmbold-Brann, and Zaslofsky (2015); Evans, Froney,
and Guido-DiBrito, (2010), Shillingford and Karlin (2013); Jeffes Mills (2006); Moos (1975;
1986), the researcher has attempted to build a clear and concise composite of the background of
the theoretical framework, and its variant uses within the following study and its convergent
parallel mixed-methodology design. Further, by connecting the conceptual framework to issues
like on-campus housing, specifically residence halls (Yanni, 2019; Graham et al., 2016; Schuh,
1979; Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015), and then narrowing the inquiry strictly to graduate
students, (Mielke and Schuh, 1995), the researcher was able to focus the investigation’s lens on
the unique features like physical constructs, human aggregates factors, organizational factors,
and social constructs to understand their behavioral and emotional responses better. In sum, by
relaying the literature thematically, in combination with each source theories, lenses, models, and
other tools, the subsequent research will aid in navigating the ways by which campus
environments, specifically campus residence halls, may shape perceptions and influence graduate
students’ behaviors and emotions while attempting to assure quality, trustworthiness, credibility,
dependability, and transferability.
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2.4. Summary
As post-baccalaureate enrollment rates increase (National Center for Education Statistics,
2018) and institutions continue to expand their enrollment efforts (Mielke & Schuh, 1998), they
must recognize the importance of how an environment will directly or indirectly affect a
student’s growth, development, and overall programmatic success (Banning, 1986; Banning &
Hughes,1986; Jeffes Mills, 2006; Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015; Lewin, 1936). Therefore, as
institutions design or redesign existing programs and facilities, like Housing and Residential
Education and on-campus residence halls (Cross, 1981; Evans et al., 2010; Graham et al., 2016;
Shillingford & Karlin, 2013; Schuh, 1979; Yanni; 2019), they must make sure to not only adhere
to their mission (Mielke & Schuh, 1995) but understand the difference between undergraduates
and post-baccalaureates (Jeffes Mills, 2006). They must adequately meet the needs of non
traditional, working adults, 22 years and older, (Frazier, 2009) while facilitating community
resources like child-care, health outreach and urgent care, social services, and food programs
(Mielke & Schuh, 1995). Further, when dealing with intentional design, some post-baccalaureate
students will need family housing that allows for family or non-traditional cohabitation and
community development (Mielke & Schuh, 1995; Graham et al., 2016).
It is for these reasons that the researcher has built upon the theoretical framework and
assessment tools of Strange and Banning (2001; 2015) in developing this inquiry. It should be
known that Campus Ecology and its Campus Design Matrix set out to measure the
environmental conditions that mutually influence students according to four components
(physical, aggregate, organizational and social constructs) of a campus or its facility by
observing and recording the students' synergy with the institutional features in support of desired
learning outcomes. It then compares the findings to four physiological necessities (community,
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engagement, safety, and inclusion) which students need to grow and develop (Strange &
Banning, 2001; 2015). Although the theory and its instrument are traditionally qualitative, in
Chapter 3: Methodology, the researcher details the researchers adapted the format to a qualitative
and quantitative mixed-methodology in greater detail. Therefore, as a means of addressing the
issue at hand, gaps within the research, and ways to address such a void, the researcher has
thematically sourced prior information in combination with the primary research framework to
build a review of the literature; one which sets out to address the research’s inquiry, participants,
design, and tools.
Chapter Three
Methodology
3.1. Introduction
As of fall 2016, some 3.0 million students have enrolled in post-baccalaureate degree
programs in the United States (National Center for Education Statistics, 2018). However,
notwithstanding that these figures will increase, often, this population is underrepresented or
entirely overshadowed, especially in comparison to their undergraduate counterparts, at most
colleges and universities (Astin, 1977; 1993; Frazier, 2009; Shillingford & Karlin, 2013).
Likewise, it is the case when assessing graduate students' utilization of campus resources centers,
attendance at events, usage of campus student unions, and representation within on-campus
residence halls (Banning, 1986; Jeffes Mills, 2006; Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015).
Nevertheless, despite administrators and most on-campus housing programs not affording
graduate students’ suitable residence halls options, a significant portion of these students will
still require housing accommodations be they conducive or not (Astin, 1977, 1993; Graham et
al., 2016; Jeffes Mills, 2006; Schudde, 2011). As such, institutions and student affairs
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professionals must consider the implications of not providing graduate students with adequate
and enriching on-campus housing options, ones suitable to their needs. Primarily if the only
options are solely oriented programmatically towards undergraduates, therefore, institutions must
assess how environments, like residence halls, and other facilities, such as campuses resources
and student unions, proximity to each other, may influence graduate student motivation in a
choice of degree-granting program and institution (Cross, 1981; Evans et al., 2010; Shillingford
& Karlin, 2013).
3.1.1. Design. As such, data must be collected to expound on what graduates’ exact
housing needs are, and how much needs shape their behavior and perceived programmatic
success. One path to collecting such data is to utilize a mixed-methods approach using both
qualitative and quantitative tools to conduct a cross-sectional study within a convergent parallel
design. Therefore, as previously stated, the research design was broken into two sections, with
both employing an environmental, ecological model adapted from Campus Ecology’s theoretical
framework. For the quantitative portion, the researchers used a web-based Qualtrics survey
distributed solely to graduate students enrolled during the 2016-2017 academic year, within six
post-baccalaureate programs of study: Masters of Arts in Education: Curriculum, Masters of Arts
in Education: Disability Studies, Masters of Arts in Educational Leadership K-12, Masters of
Arts in Educational Leadership Higher Education (M.Ed.), Masters of Science Biotechnology &
Bioinformatics (MSBB), Masters of Science Biotechnology & Masters of Business
Administration (MSB/MBA), Masters of Computer Science (MCS), Masters of Mathematics
(MM), Masters of Business Administration (MBA) (CSUCIIRPE OFFICE, 2016).
The survey used forms of Strange and Banning’s (2001; 2015) Campus Ecology and
Schuh’s (1979) line of questioning to assess students' perception of the situation. The researcher
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believed it critical to embed the four environmental components and physiological needs within
the range of questions to allow participants the ability to note their perception of the institution's
conditions. In doing so, everyone would be able to choose from a variety of options that would
elaborate on their perceived synergy with campus features and their mutually influential
relationship. The researcher then would collect all data an aggregate it to discern populations'
demographics, the current type of housing, campus usage, perceived programmatic success and,
lastly, their perception of the afforded on-campus housing options, specifically residence halls,
upon one suburban Hispanic-Serving Institution (HSI) in Southern California, at the time of the
study.
For the qualitative portion of the assessment, the researchers conducted a one-on-one
interview with one graduate student, whom at the time of the examination resided within the
institutions mentioned above’ on-campus, non-traditional, residence hall housing
accommodations. The interview evaluated the students’ perception of their living
accommodations and the environmental features which may or may not influence or manifest
behavioral responses, like self-reported perceptions of academic success.
In addressing these preliminary inquiries, the importance of this research, and possible
limitations, I will attempt to answer the following questions:
1.

Does living in a mixed population of undergraduates and post-baccalaureates help

or hinder graduate students' ability to navigate their respective programs?
2.

Do graduate students make use of campus resources more frequently when they

live on-campus within residence halls?
3.

Would post-baccalaureate students make use of residence halls if afforded

accommodating living environments?
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The successive chapter will further detail the mixed-methodologies Epistemology,
Participants Profiles, Method, Data Collection, Research Site, Quality Criteria Strategies (i.e.,
Trustworthiness & Credibility, and Dependability & Transferability) and Summary. The
researcher's use of a mixed-methodology student’s responses would afford both emotional,
physical, behavioral, and cognitive data to discern the onus probandi of how environmental
elements directly or indirectly influences students' perceptions and behaviors concerning post
baccalaureates living on-campus, within a non-traditional residency hall. This systematic
assessment will correspond to literary references from the previous chapter to thematically
address the questions at hand. Lastly, the methodology will provide a lens to focus on possible
research gaps for additional areas of study.
3.2. Epistemology
In line with the inquiry of what were the afforded housing options during the 2016-2017
academic year, and how did such choices influence postgraduates' perceptions and behaviors
programmatically. The studies focused on two variables (i.e., graduate students and on-campus
residence halls) with both representing independent and dependent variables due to their
mutually influential relationship. The following will elaborate upon the nature of the study’s
methodology and the theoretical framework, which serves to guide the research and its analysis.
The researcher preferred a mixed-methodology due to its ability to paint a multi-layered picture
of just how graduate housing options impact a student’s perception and behavioral responses.
According to Creswell (2012), “The core argument for a mixed-methods design is that the
combination of both forms of data provides a better understanding of a research problem than
either quantitative or qualitative data by itself" (p. 22). Thus, by collecting both quantitative and
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qualitative data, the study allowed for a two-pronged approach of data recovery to be combined
later in a convergent parallel design structure within Chapter 4: Findings.
Each instrument harnessed data collection tools developed using environmental ecology
theories (Evans et al., 2010; Lewin, 1936; Moos, 1986; Schuh, 1979), and Campus Ecology
(Aulepp & Delworth, 1976; Banning & Hughes, 1986; Banning & Kaiser, 1974; Burns et al.,
2015; Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015; Wicker, 1984). Upon collecting the data and assessment
and adapted Campus Ecology and Field theory, were employed to aid in determining the ways by
which environments, like residence halls, influence students (Banning, 2001; 2015). The
researcher used the theoretical framework known as Campus Ecology and its’ Campus Design
Matrix tool for assessing quantitative data and employing B=f(P, E) to correlate to the one-onone qualitative responses, the mixed-methodology would allow for optimal insight into the ethos
of personal-environmental fit by establishing direct personal, participatory elements (Banning
1978; Banning & Hughes, 1986; Banning & Kaiser, 1974; Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015 ).
3.3. Participant Selection
Post-baccalaureate degree programs encompass both masters and doctorates such as law,
medicine, and dentistry (National Center for Education Statistics, 2018); however, the following
study exclusively measures only the graduate students attending a post-baccalaureate degree
program at one suburban Hispanic-Serving Institution (HSI) in Southern California.
Furthermore, all participants sampled were limited to graduate students, demographically, non
traditional, working adults, 22 years, and older. Per Creswell (2012), the study used purposive
sampling, a strategy in which individuals from a population are representative of the population
of inquiry. However, due to the limited post-baccalaureate programs offered at the institution in
question, the time of the study, sampling was limited to six post-baccalaureate programs of
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study. Consequently, any statements made, in Chapter 5: Conclusions, Limitations, and
Recommendations, will be strictly limited to this population, and any generalizations or
recommendations afforded are solely for the institution in question.
3.3.1. Sample Size. All sampling procedures occurred in two parts. The first being the
quantitative survey, and the second being the qualitative interview. To reach the widest target
audience for the Qualtrics questionnaire, emails were sent to all part-time, full-time,
telecommuting/online course postgraduates actively enrolled in any of one or more of the
institution’s six-degree programs, during the 2016-17 academic year. The contents invite them to
participate in by explaining the purpose of the study and the ability to opt-in to the sample. No
undergraduates were sent email invitations or could participate in the example.
At the time of the study, the graduate population at the institution was roughly between
200-250, of which 23 participants opted-in, nearly 8.0% catch and return rate. To increase the
sample size, the researcher and the department chairs sent the email invitation twice during the
academic year. Unfortunately, one major issue for the survey portion was its low response rate;
however, despite the small sample size, the primary investigator was able to draw upon a diverse
population of students (ex. full-time status, part-time status, commuter status, first-generation
status, etc.).
For the qualitative interview portion of the study, the researcher sought to draw upon any
participants from the quantitative part of the study that actively lived within the campus
residence halls during the 2016-2017 academic year. However, out of the 250 postgraduates and
the 23 who actively participated in the survey, only two students meet the criteria. To limit
inherent bias, one of the graduates was the researcher and thus was eliminated. Therefore, the
sample size for the interview was limited to one student. Despite limitations in both the
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quantitative and qualitative sample size, all results relating to the broader inquiry helped to
discern any possible need for housing options by examining multiple lenses, and behavioral
responses, like perceived programmatic success and participation in campus events/resources,
and matriculation.
3.4. Instruments
As previously stated, the tools utilized a mix-methodology of both quantitative and
qualitative data collection, rooted in Campus Ecology for a convergent parallel design structure.
Additionally, the instruments adapted and expanded on previously sourced materials directly
relating to environmental ecology, residence halls, and post-baccalaureate students, explicitly
pertaining to graduate students. The researcher felt it essential to build upon instruments, tools,
and models utilized by prior quantitative and qualitative researchers to ensure trustworthiness
and credibility. By juxtaposing the survey with the one-on-one interview, according to the
Campus Design Matrix key elements in conjunction with B = f (P, E ) s analysis of behavior
patterns, the investigator was able to gather, code and aggregate valuable data-based information
in Chapter 4: Findings.
3.5 Data Collection
Again, the researcher adopted the Campus Design Matrix’s format for the quantitative
survey and Lewin’s Field theory for the qualitative one-on-one interview; it addresses just how
the researcher incorporated the key elements of both instruments for the future behavioral
analysis in Chapter 4: Findings. The following will explain the ways by which the Campus
Design Matrix’s key features were revised and for use in the examination. After this, the
researcher details B = f (P, E) use for the interview responses. The researcher desired that the
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following address the research questions in Chapter 1: Introduction, within Chapter 5:
Conclusions, Limitations, but also speak to the two subjects in question, allow future researchers
to be able to build a roadmap for study replication.
The Campus Design Matrix is traditionally a three-dimensional model used to study the
impact of current or future design and its environmental component, while helpfully considering
their possible effects (see Figure 3) (Strange & Banning 2015, p. 2). The Campus Design Matrix
assesses the environmental conditions according to four components (Physical, Aggregate,
Organizational and Social Constructs), the matrix then cross-examines the four conditions
against four physiological necessities (Community, Engagement, Safety, and Inclusion) which
students will need to graduate. Responses are then coded according to either a negative or
positive impact of the self-reported answers and then input into the three-dimensional model (see
Figure 3).
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Figure 3
Campus Design Matrix

Note. The Left column denotes the four Environmental Components o f a campus
environment and its design features, while the Right column is the abjectfour
phycological purposes or necessities individual will and existfunction within an
environment. The impact o f the components ability to meet the purpose is measured
positively or negatively. Adapted from Educating by design: Creating campus learning
environments that work. C. Strange & J. Banning, 2001, p.; 2015, p. Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass

Instead of observing and recording the student's synergy with the institutional features
using the traditional model, the researcher sought to find similar emergent behavioral patterns
while incorporating a more holistic picture to students' responses by eliminating inherent
observational biases. By taking the key elements of the three-dimensional model and
reformatting the environmental components (Physical, Aggregate, Organizational and Social
Constructs) into four sections of the survey, the researcher was able to reassign each a new name
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and expand on just how each aligned with the four physiological necessities (Community,
Engagement, Safety, and Inclusion). Since the line of questions in each section corresponds to
one of the re-named environmental components, the new format seeks to elicit a variant of
responses that denote one, if not all, four of the physiological necessities (Community,
Engagement, Safety, and Inclusion). Additionally, by allowing the response variables to range
from highly likely to not at all or strongly agree to disagree strongly, any interpretation of the
positive or negative impact is mitigated, thus allowing the presented response to be the students'
direct interpretation of the question and variable. By adapting the model format, qualitative to
qualitative, a detailed answer can be afforded by the participants with limited inherent biases by
the researcher.
For the qualitative one-on-one interview, the researcher chose to conduct an interview
that would be audio recorded for later transcription and analysis. The analysis of the transcribed
answers would make use of an adapted form of Lewin’s Field Theory B = f (P, E) within the from
the following line of questions:
1.

Please describe your current living situation and environment.

2.

Do you live in non-traditional graduate housing? If so, How do you feel this affects
your daily activity in terms of education and work?

3.

Do you think there is a need for traditional graduate residence halls?

4.

How is your academic standing?

5.

Do you feel you are doing think your current living situation affects your academic
success?

It is worth noting that the research adapted the traditional use of theories application. In
combining Field Theory to crucial aspects of Campus Design Matrix, researchers can discern
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how environments shape behaviors by observing and recording how it affects the student, be it
mutually influential or not. The student’s experiences and perceptions;®! are then related to one
or more of the four physiological necessities (P) or the campus’s four environmental components
(E). Such emergent themes can then be coded and assessed for analysis in Chapter: 4 Findings.
Instead, the researcher chose to use the theory's application of allowing emergent behavioral
themes to be self-reported but then aligned such items to code within one or more of the four
environmental conditions and psychological necessities of the Campus Design Matrix. In
formatting the emergent themes to one, if not all, of the four, such topics would enhance, limit,
or mitigate and inferred behavioral responses correlated from the quantitative sections. In doing
so, the researcher was able to build a convergent parallel methodology that allows for a fuller
picture of what the real needs of graduate students are concerning on-campus housing conditions
and their use of campus resources, events, and activities according to Student Affairs and campus
programming.
3.5.1. Research Site. All data collection was conducted either at the Suburban Southern
California Hispanic Serving Institution in question or on-line through a disseminated Qualtrics
survey. To ensure the safety and anonymity of all participants, the researcher laid out strict
guidelines for where, when, and how to conduct the inquiry and employ its instruments. For the
quantitative portion of the study, the researcher utilized the campus in question’s Qualtrics
license to build and later designate the survey within a Local Area Computer network (LAN).
Since all students had the option to opt into or out of the poll using their campus email addresses,
all students were able to access the survey through either the campus’s LAN or their Personal
Area Networks (PAN) off-campus. One concern of the researcher in terms of safety for all
participants was the protection of personal email addresses or additional information being
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accessed by anyone beyond the researcher and advisor. To assure that any data collected was at
best secure, the researcher and the thesis advisor were the only two individuals allowed access to
both the Qualtrics survey and all data collected via a google mail account. Once received within
the email account, the researcher uploaded all information into a single flash drive, placed within
a lock-box.
Whereas the quantitative portion was conducted using on-line and campus network
resources, the qualitative part was done within a physical environment. The one-on-one
interview consisted of only the interviewer and the lone participant. The discussion followed the
pre-approved prompt submitted to the Institutional Review Board (IRB), consisting of disclosure
of purpose, the possible risk associated with the study, the line of questioning, and two boxes for
participants to opt-in or out of the study before being given the actual interview. The interview
was then conducted within one of the campus's community residence halls’ quiet study rooms.
3.7 Quality Criteria Strategies
3.7.1. Trustworthiness & Credibility. To address the potential ethical issues which
might arise predominantly in the collection of data, analyzing the results, and in reporting results,
the researcher sought to limit any potential harm or to divulge any participant's personal
information to the utmost ability. To ensure the quality of the research and limit and ethical
dilemma, the researcher implemented a series of quality control criteria and strategies. The first
step was to provide submitted such plans, all lines of questioning, disclosure of studies purpose,
safety protocol, and sample population to IRB. The next set was to send approved materials to a
research advisor to examine for inherent biases within the line of questioning. After editing any
problematic questions that might raise ethical issues, the researcher disseminated copies of the
survey and one-on-one interviews for review by department chairs. Once the department chairs
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approved, they as gate-keepers of each department's list of students sent out the survey directly
to each student individually to ensure no chain email would disclose participant's identification
or program of study. Additionally, the researcher had the gate-keepers or department chairs send
out the email to potential participants to limit the researcher's knowledge of who they might be,
what department they were in, and any additional demographic material not necessary for the
study.
Whereas the survey had set protocol to help mitigate potential harm and risk, the one-onone interview needed extra assurances. Due to the limited time of the study, the researcher chose
to interview only one student. A significant risk factor associated with choosing only one student
to question, at the time of the inquiry, came with the possibility of placing the inherent researcher
bias within the researcher's choice of students. Since the researcher sought to interview a
graduate student who, at the time of the study, resided within one of the university's residence
halls, the sample size was severely limited. In part, this was due to the limited amount of post
baccalaureate programs at the time of the study and the limited housing option afforded to
graduate students. Additionally, there were only two students at the time of the study that met
such criteria, one being the researcher.
Therefore, the protocol for the one-on-one interview was stringent to ensure participant
safety and anonymity. Before conducting the meeting, the researcher found a secure, quiet, welllit room for both the discussion and established a time to meet with the participant. Upon the
arrival of the participant, the researcher locked the door and provided a formal copy of the
interview protocol. The researcher then explained the study's intent, possible risks associated
with the research, and the questions to be asked the individual afforded ample time to read the
document and given a choice to opt-in by signing and returning to the interviewer. Upon opting-
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in, the researcher explained that the session was recorded using a personal audio recorder and
that at any point, the individual expressed the desire to stop, the meeting would, and if they
desired any/all information to be disposed of the research would do so with no additional
questions. Once verbal permission to proceed was granted to the researcher, the interview began.
From there, the interviewer asked the interviewee each item twice to assure understanding of the
subject, limit framing or biases in tone or pitch of interviews voice, and to allow the interviewee
time to process their response. Next, the interviewer listened and recorded the interviewee's
response for as long as needed to enable the participant reassurance that their answer could be
recorded without bias or interruption. Upon completion of all questions, the researcher checkedin with the participant to make sure that their emotional, psychological, and physical well-being
was assured and that at any point in the future, they still had the ability to opt-out of the study.
Additionally, the researcher reassured the interviewee that at no point in the study findings
would the researcher use the individual's name or age or ethnographic background.
3.7.2. Dependability & Transferability. The reliability and transferability of the study
might be limited in its scope ability to be replicated. Although it ideally would be reproduced at
the institution in question in the future, it has the possibility of replication at like suburban
Southern California HSI(s), it would merely require additional time and further adoption.
Conversely, the adapted Campus Ecological design may be easier to replicate by future
researchers. However, it will be the future researchers' choice to apply the modified forms of the
Campus Design Matrix and Lewin’s (1936) Field Theory or to adhere to the traditional
application. As such, the dependability of replicating like findings may vary wildly. Still, the
researcher hopes that future researchers will be able to find a use in the study’s findings and will
choose to replicate the studies intended purpose of providing credible insight into what housing
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options afforded to these students and how such choices to shape behavior like perceived
programmatic success and campus involvement. To aid future researchers in such endeavors, the
Tables 1-5 in Chapter 4: Findings can help to provide insight into the questions for the survey
portion of the study, and the one-on-one interview template provided in the studies Appendix.
3.8. Summary
Chapter 3: Methodology sought to inform further and detail how the researcher
developed and implemented the quantitative and qualitative mixed-methodology study addressed
in the previous chapters. The section spoke to the epistemology of the study’s methodology and
its guiding theoretical framework, which served to guide the study's analysis in Chapter 4:
Findings. Additionally, it details how the research selected participants for the study and the
sample size. Further, the chapter addresses the instruments, research site, and the process used
for data recovery. Lastly, the researcher addressed quality control strategies by speaking to the
trustworthiness and credibility of the study and its protocol, the convergent parallel design, while
offering insight into the dependability and transferability of the research and methodology for
future researchers. As such, Chapter 4: Findings will elaborate upon the data that was collected
to aid in painting a complete picture of how residence halls and housing options impact students'
perception and behavioral responses.
Chapter 4:
Findings
4.1. Introduction
As of fall 2016, some 3.0 million students enrolled in post-baccalaureate degree programs
in the United States (National Center for Education Statistics, 2018). However, notwithstanding
that these figures will increase, often, this population is underrepresented or entirely
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overshadowed, especially in comparison to their undergraduate counterparts, at most colleges
and universities (Astin, 1977, 1993; Frazier, 2009; Shillingford & Karlin, 2013). Likewise, it is
the case when assessing graduate students' utilization of campus resources centers, attendance at
events, usage of campus student unions, and representation within on-campus residence halls
(Banning, 1986; Jeffes Mills, 2006; Strange & Banning, 2001, 2015). Nevertheless, despite
administrators and most on-campus housing programs not affording graduate students residence
hall options, a significant portion of these students will still require housing accommodations
(Astin, 1977, 1993; Graham et al., 2016; Jeffes Mills, 2006; Schudde, 2011). As such,
institutions and student affairs professionals must consider the implications of not providing
graduate students with a sustainable and enriching on-campus housing option. Even more so, if
the current housing options afforded are strictly oriented towards undergraduates. Institutions
need to assess how the proximity environments, like residence halls, and facilities, such as
campuses resources and student unions, to each other, may influence graduate student motivation
in a choice of degree-granting program and institution (Cross, 1981; Evans et al., 2010;
Shillingford & Karlin, 2013). In the following section, the researcher will describe the findings
from the data collected from both the quantitative and qualitative instruments.
As previously stated, the following analysis details the collected data from the
quantitative survey portion using an adapted form of Strange and Banning’s Campus Design
Matrix. As indicated in Chapter 3: Methodology, the researcher used vital elements of the three
dimensional model to reformat the environmental components (Physical, Aggregate,
Organizational, and Social Constructs) into four sections of the survey with reassigned names to
limit participants possible inherent-bias. Likewise, the researcher aligned the four physiological
necessities (Community, Engagement, Safety, and Inclusion) to the questions with each section
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using a Likert-type scale. By formatting each question section to address one or more
environmental components or features that students might or might not require, the option of
variant responses could help denote one, if not all, four of the physiological necessities
(Community, Engagement, Safety, and Inclusion). Additionally, by allowing the afforded
response to range from highly likely to not at all or strongly agree to disagree strongly, the
models need for interpretation by the researcher to determine the negative or positive impact
embedded within the response aided quantifying the rate of response. Thus, by adapting the
model from its qualitative format to a more concise quantitative format allows for a more
descriptive with limited inherent biases by the researcher.
4.2. Participant Profiles.

The following details all respondents sampled for both the qualitative and quantitative
instruments; additionally, it provides a descriptive summary of the participant's demographic
profiles. At the time of the study was conducted, 2016-2017 academic year, 279 students were
actively enrolled in one or more of the six post-baccalaureate programs at the university.
Twenty-three graduate students opt-ed to participate in the survey portion and one self-selected
to participate in the one-on-one interview. It is worth noting that all but one of the 23 surveys
returned were complete and viable for analysis. Therefore, the researcher eliminates one
incomplete survey due to the incomplete questioner. As such, the following findings utilized the
22 completed and usable studies, yielding a repose or capture rate (7.8%) of the 279 post
baccalaureates. As stated, due to the limited number of graduate students that resided within the
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on-campus residence halls at the time of the study, the participation rate of one student out of
279 represents (.04%).

4.2.1. Demographic Profiles. Mirroring prior research on post-baccalaureates students,
all participants self-identified as graduate students who were non-traditional, adults, 22 years and
older, pursuing one or more degrees within the following fields: Masters of Arts in Education:
Curriculum, Masters of Arts in Education: Disability Studies, Masters of Arts in Educational
Leadership K-12, Masters of Arts in Educational Leadership Higher Education (M.Ed.), Masters
of Science Biotechnology & Bioinformatics (MSBB), Masters of Science Biotechnology &
Masters of Business Administration (MSB/MBA), Masters of Computer Science (MCS), Masters
of Mathematics (MM), Masters of Business Administration (MBA). Any student not actively
enrolled within one or more of six afforded graduate programs resulted in omission from
participation.

The frequency of student demographics, gender identity, and race reported on the survey
are observable in see Table 1 (see Appendix). It does not, in any way, represent or reflect the
gender, ethnicity, and age demographics of the undergraduate population at the institution at the
time of the study. However, it does allow for the representation of options of a small suburban
postgraduate sample at a Southern California HSI, and their perceptions of the afforded housing
options. So, out of the roughly 200-250 post-baccalaureate students during the 2016-17 academic
year, 22 students opt-ed to participate in the study.
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The student's self-identified gender breakdown was 12 males (54.5%) and ten females
(45.4%); these figures were an inverse of the larger campus breakdown for both undergraduate
and post-baccalaureate, of 2,229 males’ students (35.2%), and 4,086 females (64.7%). Non
binary gender options were not present at the time of the study. The median age of the
respondents was roughly 32 years old, though outliers ranged from 22-to-53 years old. The
variable relating to individual’s marital status revealed that out of the 22 students, 13 (59.0%)
individuals were single, two (9.0%) had been or were engaged, and seven (31.8%) are or were
married, such numbers are significant when considering residence design footprints. The racial
or ethnic identity makeup of the sample consisted of 10 (45.4%) White students, Non-Hispanic
or Latino, two (9.0%) Hispanic or Latino, one (4.5%) Black or African American, one (4.5%)
Native American, six (27.2%) Asian/Pacific Islander, two (9.0%) Other. It is important to take
such numbers into account due to the university's status as a Hispanic Serving Institution (HSI),
with Title V allowing for such distinction when the full-time student population identifies at 25%
or more as being Hispanic or Latino. As such, the findings note that the majority of sample 16
(72.7%) reported being of Non-Hispanic or Latino descent, despite the institution having an
(HSI) designation. The percentage of self-reported, first-generation college attendees was 10
(45.4%) and 12 (54.5%) as being non-first generational or unsure. The three largest percentages
of income reported ranged between $0-to-15,000 with four (18.1%), $ 36,000-to-45,000 with six
(27.2%), and $ 46,000-to-56,000 with six (27.2%). Most of the graduate students reported as
being employed at the time of the study with 18 (81.8%) and four (18.1%) as being part-time or
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unemployed. Interestingly, out of the employment statistic, 14 (63.6%) identified as having both
full-time employment status and being a full-time student or fully-enrolled.

4.2.2. Profile of Participants Living Accommodations. The next section strictly sought
to address the living accommodations of all 22 participants at the time of the study was
conducted in the 2016-2017 academic year (see Table 1). When asked what type of living
accommodation do, they reside within, 12 (54.5%) reported living in a home, eight (36.3%)
within an apartment, and two (9.0%) lived in a condo. Furthermore, the majority of 15 (68.1%)
reported renting, whereas the minority reported owning six (27.2%). Only two (9.0%)
respondents reported living on-campus grounds, while the majority of 20 (90.9%) lived offcampus. No respondent identified as living alone. Shared accommodations showed five (22.7%)
students lived with their parents, two (9.0%) resided with children, six (27.2%) shared their
household with roommates, one (4.5%) lived alone, two (9.0%) with a husband or wife, and six
(27.2%) with a husband or wife and children.

4.3. Themes, Tables, and Analysis
The next section is quantitatively broken into four parts to address all survey results. It
employs a modified Campus Design Matrix to afford each Table the use of one environmental
component (Physical, Aggregate, Organizational, and Social Constructs). Each Table then
thematically aligns the successive series of questions to the said component, therefore allowing
participants to precisely report their feedback to the question, perception of the environment, and
its possible impact, be it positive or negative. All afforded responses will provide valuable
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information relating to postgraduates at one Southern California suburban HSI, and how they
view the on-campus housing options at the time of the study. As a result of Force-Logics built
within the survey, any student who omitted option or response to a question was then
subsequently placed within the Missing value. Upon collection of participant's responses, all
totals thus were ascribed a percentile. By providing both total values and percentage values, one
can numerically decern the group's perceived value of the environment and its ability to foster
any of the four physiological necessities (Community, Inclusion, Safety, and Involvement).
Table 2: Summary o f Perception o f Current Residence Halls (Physical) shows student's
perception of residence halls during the 2016-2017 academic year (see Appendix). When asked if
respondents would live within a campus residence hall, 10 (45.4%) reported that they would Not,
seven (31.8%) responded Tes, and five (22.7%) reported they Maybe would. Only one student or
(4.5%) reported needing unique accommodation for ADA accessibility, with 21 (95.4%) saying
they did not. Next, the survey questions asked if campus residence halls helped retention efforts
like grade point average (GPA), academic advancement, and graduation. Out of the 22 students,
four (18.1%) said Definitely yes, and eight (36.3%) acknowledged Probably yes, campus
residence helps with GPA. Whereas four (18.1%) noted that it Might or Might not help, two
(9.0%) affirmed that it would Probably not, and one (4.5%) it would Definitely not. Due to the
Force-Logic, three (13.6%) were Missing. When asked if residence halls help retention like
academic advancement, six (27.3%) reported Definitely yes, nine (41.9%) noted Probably yes. In
comparison, only one (4.5%) said it Might or Might not, two (9.0%) acknowledged it would
Probably not, and one (4.5%) marked Definitely not. Again, 3 (14.3%) were Missing or
eliminated. Lastly, the sample was provided with the variable inquiring if residence halls aided
graduation. Only four (18.1%) stated Definitely yes, while seven (31.8%) acknowledged
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Probably yes, five (22.7%) noting it Might or Might not, only one (4.5%) said Probably not, and
two (9.0%) stating Definitely not. As before, 3 (14.3%) were missing.
Table 3: Summary o f Self-Perceived Programmatic Success (Aggregate) shows the
postgraduates’ self-reported perceived programmatic success (see Appendix) while attending one
or more post-baccalaureate programs at a suburban Southern California HSI. When presented
with the prompt, I consider myselfsuccessful within my personal profession, eight (36.3%)
selected Definitely yes, 10 (45.4%) stated Probably yes, three (14.3%) Might or Might not
consider themselves successful, and one (4.5%) noted Definitely not. No students checked the
Probably not respond. Next, if they consider themselves successful academically, 13 (59.0%)
reported Definitely yes, seven (31.8%) Probably yes, while Might or Might not, and Probably
not, both had one (4.5%). No student reported Definitely not. Lastly, if they regularly engage in
student activities, many students 10 (45.4%) picked No, whereas seven (31.8%) Might or Might
not, and only five (22.7%) reported Yes, they do participate.
Table 4: Summary o f Self-Reported Resources and Campus Life Usage (Social
Constructs) entails resources such as (graduate writing center, faculty office hours, Broome
library, resource centers, VISTA bus line, campus recreation), and campus life usage (campus
life events, campus intramural sports, events by outside presenters, and special events by outside
presenters). All questions in Table 3 had two generalized prompts for participants to choose
from; I feel living in a campus residence hall would provide you greater opportunities to engage
in campus activities; I feel living in a campus residence hall would provide me a greater
opportunity to utilize campus resources. Under the prompt, the students could choose from
provided variables related to either location or activity.
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So, starting with the prompt, I feel living in a campus residence hall would provide
greater opportunity to utilize campus resources. For Campus Life Events, 11 (50.0%) checked
Definitely yes, six (27.2%) noted Probably yes, one (4.5%) Might or Might not, one (4.5%)
stated Definitely not. It is worth noting that like Table 1, Table 3 also had Force-Logic questions
which eliminated students or selected to drop-out of the sample; therefore, three (13.6%) were
Missing. No students marked Probably not. Campus Intramural Sports had six (27.2%) stating
both Definitely yes, and Probably yes, while five (22.7%) noted it Might or Might not. Both
Probably not, Definitely not had one (4.5%) students affirm the option. Again, three (13.6%)
were Missing. The variable Special Events by Outside Presenters, eight (36.3%) marked
Definitely yes, and seven (31.78%) picking Probably yes. Next, three (13.6%) marked Might or
Might not and Missing, while one (4.5%) chose Definitely not, with no student deciding on
Probably not.
Next, the students presented the prompt; Ifeel living in a campus residence hall would
provide me a greater opportunity to utilize campus resources. The graduate writing center had
10 (45.4%) deciding on Definitely yes, and five (22.7%) checking Probably yes. Whereas, one
(4.5%) marked Might or Might not, Probably not, and Definitely not. The Missing rate of return
reported at four (18.1%). Faculty Office Hours garnered, nine (41%) affirming Definitely yes,
five (23%) choosing Probably yes, and four (18%) selecting Might or Might not. Whereas no
student picked Probably not, and only one (4.5%) chose Definitely not. Still, three (13.6%) were
Missing. Next, Broome Library, had 12 (54.5%) picking Definitely yes, further three (13.6%)
chose Probably yes or were Missing. Still, Might or Might not, had two (9.0%) response rates,
and Probably not and Definitely not both had one (4.5%). Concerning Resource Centers, nine
(40.9%) of respondents selected Definitely yes, five (22.7%) noted Probably yes. Whereas, one
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(4.5%) choose either Might or Might not, Probably not or Definitely not. It is worth drawing
attention to the Resource Center as a variable having the highest Missing response rate at five
(22.7%) for Table 3.
VISTA Bus line had seven (31.8%) noted Definitely yes, two (9.0%) marked Probably
yes; however, six (27.2%) picked Might or Might not. Further, two (9.0%) affirmed that it would
Probably not or Definitely not offer such opportunities. The Missing rate was three (13.6%).
Finally, Campus Recreations responses were eight (36.3%) ascribing Definitely yes, and seven
(31.8%) picking Probably yes; whereas, Missing three (13.6%), was higher than both Probably
not or Definitely not with their one (4.5%) response rate. The option of Might or Might not
comprise only two (9.0%) respondents.
Finally, Table 5: Summary o f the Students' Perceived Need fo r Current andfuture Post
Baccalaureate Housing Development (Organizational). The first set of questions sought to
address the current housing options afforded during the 2016-2017 academic year by asking
post-baccalaureate students how they felt campus residence halls should be assigned. When
presented with the possibility of picking traditional graduate residences, five (22.7%) choose
Definitely yes. While six (27.2%) marked down Probably yes, but six (27.2%) were Missing
from the pool of respondents due to Force-Logic elimination or self-selected recusal. Whereas,
Maybe or Maybe not garnered three (13.6%) respondents Definitely not, and Probably not only
each had one (4.5%). The next option was graduate students and international student residence
halls (Jeffes Mills, 2006; Yanni, 2019), which had similar response rates as that of the traditional
graduate student halls: five (22.7%) Definitely yes, six (27.2%) Probably yes, one (4.5%)
Probably not, one (4.5%) Definitely not. Still, the question had two response rates that differed,
Missing had seven (31.8%) and Maybe or Maybe not had three (13.6%). The next variable
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relating to housing assignment was that of a mixed-population residence hall consisting of
undergraduates and graduates. Missing had the highest rate, with nine (41%). Whereas Maybe or
Maybe not had the second-highest percentile with five (22.7%). While Definitely not, and
Probably yes, both tied for third with three (13.6%). In the last place with only one (4.5%) was
both Definitely yes, and Probably not. The final option was that of mixed-population residence
halls composed of undergraduates, graduates, and international students. To start, five (22.7%)
and answered Definitely yes, while three (13.6%) picked Probably yes, four (18.1%) checked
Maybe or maybe not. These three response prompts represented 13 (59.0%) out of the 22
students. Conversely, only marked one (4.5%) Definitely not, and two (9.0%) scored Probably
not. Whereas, seven (31.8%) were Missing, again due to being eliminated because of ForceLogic or self-recusal.
When asked about the perceived need for future post-baccalaureate housing development
at said institution, the first prompt asked if institutions should provide traditional graduate
residence halls with the variable being just a residence floor. The response rate breaks down,
Definitely yes five (22.7%), Probably yes four (18.1%), Maybe or Maybe notfive (22.7%), one
(4.5%) for both Probably not and Definitely not, while Missing had six (27.2%). The next
variable proposed was one whole building solely for graduate students four (18.1%) Definitely
yes, for Probably yes five (22.7%) responded, Maybe or maybe not with two (9.0%), while
Probably not four (18%), and last was one (4.5%) with Definitely not. Missing consisted of six
(27.2%) students. Next, the questionnaire prompt asked if institutions should provide traditional
residence halls through off-campus apartments. The highest response was Probably yes, with
seven (31.8%), whereas three (13.6%) picked Definitely yes, and four (18.1%) checked Maybe or
Maybe not, only one (4.5%) decided on Definitely not, and no one chose Probably not, seven
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(31.8%) were Missing. Finally, when asked if an institution should not at all provide graduate
residence halls. None of the participants picked Definitely yes, and Probably not had the same
response rate as Maybe or Maybe not with two (9.0%). Conversely, Probably not had three
(13.6%) and Definitely not was five (22.7%). 10 (45.4%) participants either opt-ed out or deemed
not applicable.
4.4. Analysis of one-on-one interview questions. The following details qualitative
analysis of the one-on-one interview, it was conducted with one post-baccalaureate student, who
at the time of the study residing within the institution in question’s campus residence hall during
the 2016-2017 academic year. The coding of the interview will employ Lewin's Field Theory
B = f (P, E) to critical elements of the Campus Design Matrix (Strange & Banning, 2001; 2015),
as a means of assessing the afforded responses. In the adapted formula, behavior (B) is the
perceived programmatic success in one or more of the institution's seven graduate programs. It is
the function f ) related to the positive, negative, or neutral self-reported perceptions o f
participants (P) relative to the on-campus housing features or residence halls (E). Therefore,
when extricating which functions f) refer to behavior (B), the following will employ the Campus
Design Matrix four physiological needs (Community, Engagement, Safety, and Inclusion) as a
lens for such functions.
In starting the interview, the student described their current living situation and
environment:
"I live in a pretty spacious studio, looking at the end o f campus. I would say i t ’s a
comfortable space. I t ’s like air conditioning, convenient washer and dryer are
located inside the room, which is differentfrom the other villages on campus.
Originally, the room was meantfo r two students, a two-person studio, but they
removed one o f the beds fo r me, and that was really nice. So, I actually really
enjoy my living space, my living environment, and I like that it’s at the end o f
campus and not to include in the rest o f the student housing population. Still, if I
wanted to immerse myself in that, I could"
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In response to the prompt, when the student (P) spoke of their room/Hving-environment
(E) as being meant for two students originally, and the notion that the Housing & Residential
Education Department (Organizational Structure) adapted j) it to better fit the student’s needs.
Thus, demonstrating administrators use a purposeful redesign to increase the likelihood of the
student feeling a sense of community and inclusion, two of the physiological needs. By updating
the environment, it quite possibly inadvertently or directly programmatically aided the student.
Next, the students points-out how it is a “comfortable space,” with “convenient’ features
(washer/dry, air conditioning, single bed), again the feature server as a function j) of the
environment's (E) ability to shape the student’s (P) interactions or behaviors (B) within itj. [Hence,
when the student notes, " I actually really enjoy my living space, niv living environment" speaks
not only to their emotional response but also the function of the environment, its ability to meet
the academic/personal needs of a graduate student. According to the student, their four
psychological needs (Community, Engagement, Safety, and Inclusion) were being met by them
noting, “/ like that it's at the end o f campus and not to include in the rest o f the student housing
population, but i f I wanted to immerse myself in that, I could.”
Next, if living in non-traditional graduate housing affects their daily activity in terms of
education and work.
"Yes, I live in a non-traditional graduate housing. Well, my neighbors are all
undergraduate students. So, I don't really have a connection with them because
regarding education or work, because I am not in classes with any o f them and they are
all studying something different than me, and they are all at a different level in life than
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me. So, I don’t really have neighbors, whereas, at another institution, I would imagine
you could really get to know people on your floor who are at the same spot as you. "
"And yea, in terms o f work right now. Um, I am working fo r housing right now as
a graduate assistant, which is cool, but I am the only one fo r housing. So, I don’t really
have a partner in that aspect either, so that it would be nice, but it's ok, it is what it is."

In response to the question, the student states that they reside on-campus, in a non
traditional style residence hall were the majority of the occupants were undergraduates. So, when
the student relates the lack of connection with other occupants (undergraduates), then the
physical environment (E) and its human aggregate (P) do not assist (f) the need for a sense of
community and inclusion (B). Further, in regards to education and work, the student mentions
“[B]ecause I am not in classes with any o f them [undergraduates] and they are all studying
something different than me [post-baccalaureate], and they are all at a different level in life than
me; [I] don’t really have neighbors, whereas at another institution I would imagine you could
get to know people on your floor who are at the same spot as you." It is important to note that in
the response, the student spoke of the living-environments human aggregate and social
constructs' environmental personality Strange & Banning, (2001; 2015). The student recognizes
such dimensions and even affords an alternative or possible solution to organizational deficiency.
Following the prior line of question, students asked if they felt there was or is a need for
traditional graduate residence halls.
"Yes, um, I know that our graduate programs here are growing, and they are
pretty small at the moment. I think it should be an option, maybe just starting o ff with
making a floor designatedfo r that, and then just putting them all together, at least, like if
it’s only three rooms, the three rooms can be neighbors at least. Like start it somewhere,
and eventually, it will grow, but I do think it’s important. And, um, knowing the fact that
students at other institutions are allowed to have their partners, they are allowed to have
their kids, more family serving housing fo r them, which is definitely important."
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“Currently, I am talking to my partner about the next step, and I just learned I am
not allowed to have someone live with me. So, that’s kind o f conflicting with what I want
to do. So, do I just wait till I graduate, it ’s like I should have the option to have him come.
Because everyone in my cohort, currently, there are many, a majority o f them are
engaged, married, or going to be engaged or already have kids or their parents. So, in
the event they wanted to live here, they can't live without their family, and that doesn’t
really even work. So, it should be at least an option, even i f the population is still tiny."

In response to the question, the student highlighted the organizational structure of the
institution and its post-baccalaureate programs. Although the reaction puts a lens to the
institutions standing at the time of the interview, it is worth noting that they spot-light
deficiencies (f) that may arise as the institution grows (E). The interviewee points out this
conflict; however, they also point-out how their needs (f), might or might not be met (P).
Additionally, they state that as the aggregate and the construct grow (f), the requirements of this
population must be considered by administrators. The student also highlights the policy
deficiencies f) of the said institution (E), in comparison to other institutions.
To further quantify how current living-environments might or might not help or hinder
the graduate, the individual was asked how they felt about their academic standing.
“Um, yes. I feel like it impacts it positively because it’s convenient. The location I
live, work, and go to school are all in the same place. I have a few off-campus jobs, um,
but I need time because time is really, really tightfo r me. So, the fact I can wake up 40
minutes before class, get ready fo r 30 minutes and walk down fo r the last 10 minutes.
While, i f I lived off-campus, we have a few commuters who come from the L.A. area,
which is 30 minutes on a good day, 40 minutes. Um, if I had to factor in the commute and
the driving, that would have been terrible. Um, I am able to work my off-campus job, get
o ff and park in 15 minutes, because I have a special parking pass that allows me to park
in more lots, too. All that combined affects its passivity."
“Um, I would just say the negative aspect is that I don’t have other people around
me doing the same thing, and the whole point o f residency halls is fo r that so that the
only thing I am not gaining from that."
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"It’s good. Um, yeah, it’s good. I have done one semester thus far, and I got an A
and B+. So, I am happy with that. Um, and it’s not challenging, the program is definitely
manageable. Um, it’s a lot o f work, but i t ’s manageable, and that’s more than I can ask
for. ”

In response to the question, the student speaks to the adjustment to both programmatic
and institutional challenges. First, the student states that their standing is “good” and reports their
grades from two courses. Second, the student spot-lights that they meet the physiological need of
engagement within the program and that it is not challenging but requires a lot of work. Still,
they make note that the program is “manageable” (f) and that they are meeting the academic
requirements for advancement within the program and institution.
Finally, the last prompt asked if the student thought the current living situation affects
their academic success.
“Um, yes. I feel like it impacts it positively because it’s convenient. The location I
live, work, and go to school are all in the same place. I have a few off-campus jobs, um,
but I need time because time is really, really tightfo r me. So, the fact I can wake up 40
minutes before class, get ready fo r 30 minutes and walk down fo r the last 10 minutes.
While, i f I lived off-campus, we have a few commuters who come from the L.A. area,
which is 30 minutes on a good day, 40 minutes. Um, if I had to factor in the commute and
the driving, that would have been terrible. Um, I am able to work my off-campus job, get
o ff and park in 15 minutes, because I have a special parking pass that allows me to park
in more lots, too. All that combined affects its passivity.”
"Um, I would just say the negative aspect is that I don’t have other people around
me doing the same thing, and the whole point o f residency halls is fo r that so that the
only thing I am not gaining from that.”
"Um, I feel like. Um, it makes it easier to use campus resources, because people
who don’t live here, come to class and then they leave. Um, they have work obviously,
and families like grad students usually have more on their plate than just being a student.
So, living here after dinner when I am in the middle o f running errands, I could probably
hit up a campus resource if I need to because I am already here. So, in that sense, it is
convenient. But, sometimes, the hours o f that resource are not even open, even fo r me,
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with me living here. For example, I need to utilize the library because; they have the APA
manual on reserve because I didn’t buy the book. Um, and I just needed to check a few
pages, and I was heading out o f town. So, I went at 11 a.m. yesterday, but the library
didn't open till 1 p.m. So, I "didn't get a chance to use it cause I wasn't going to get
home late that night, and then they closed. So, but, you can’t accommodate everyone, but
that’s the only time the resources wouldn’t be accessible, because o f their hours not
working with my schedule."
"But, in terms o f living here, it makes it even more convenient. I f I didn’t live
here, I probably wouldn’t use anything because I ’m not going to drive all the way here to
hit-up the writing center, just to leave."

First off, the graduate (P) acknowledges with the affirmative “yes” that they
believe the current living situation (E) affects (f) their academic success (B). The student notes
that the location where life, work, and go to school are all the same, despite having additional
off-campus commitments, like one or more jobs. The interviewee (P) then notes how the
environment (E) can affect and influence (f) behaviors (B) like time-management, attending
class, commuting, and use of campus resources—further detailing a personal account of how
their living-environment aids in the usage of campus constructs like the library, writing center,
and other resources by making a note of just how it is conducive to accommodating access,
safety, and engagement. The student makes note that not living on-campus (E) hinders
postgraduates’ acquisition (B) resources by relating how scheduling (f) limits the use of the
library (E) to off-campus residents. Such organizational and social constructs are imperfect and
unsuited to the programmatic needs of the commuting graduate population due to ease and
access.
4.5. Summary
Chapter 4: Findings has presented all gathered data from both the quantitative Qualtrics
survey instrument and the qualitative one-on-one interview of a graduate student residing within
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the afforded on-campus graduate residence hall options at the time of the study, 2016-2017
academic year. The first section of the chapter sought to relate to the participant profiles of the
22 survey respondents by examining their demographics and living accommodations at the time
of the study. The section afforded the number of respondents within a statistical percentage in
comparison to either the total survey respondents, the total number of graduate students actively
enrolled within one or more of the six-programs at the institution in question during the 2016-17
academic year, or the entire undergraduate and post-baccalaureate students during the same
period.
The next section afforded the findings, emergent themes, and analysis of Tables 2-5 (see
Appendix). Each Table utilized one environmental component of the Campus Design Matrix
used as a lens for the subsequent line of questioning. The researcher sought to examine the
ecological components (Physical, Aggregate, Organizational and Social Constructs) affect
(positively or negatively) on a student's relationship with on-campus residence halls. By
inquiring into how said environments met students’ four physiological necessities (Inclusion,
Safety, Involvement, and Community), one can record how such synergy might influence a
student’s programmatic success and matriculation.
Following the quantitative analysis, the subsequent section addressed the findings from
the one-on-one qualitative interview. It primarily applied Lewin’s Field Theory (1936) to seek
out just what behavior (B) was a function (f) of the student (P) and their mutually influential
relationship with the environment (E). It also helped to clarify just how these relationships
affected each other by relating any afforded response to elements of the Campus Design Matrix.
The researcher hoped that by intertwining the two instruments to the stated response of the
interviewee, emergent themes would naturally correlate to the qualitative survey responses, and
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the broader inquiries three questions of interest to be addressed in Chapter 5: Conclusions,
Limitations, and Recommendation.
Chapter 5:
Conclusions, Limitations, and Recommendations
Chapter 5.1: Introduction
As of fall 2016, some 3.0 million students enrolled in post-baccalaureate degree programs
in the United States (National Center for Education Statistics, 2018). However, notwithstanding
that these figures will increase, often, this population is underrepresented or entirely
overshadowed, especially in comparison to their undergraduate counterparts, at most colleges
and universities (Astin, 1977, 1993; Frazier, 2009; Shillingford & Karlin, 2013). Likewise, it is
the case when assessing graduate students' utilization of campus resources centers, attendance at
events, usage of campus student unions, and representation within on-campus residence halls
(Banning, 1986; Jeffes Mills, 2006; Strange & Banning, 2001, 2015). Nevertheless, despite
administrators and most on-campus housing programs not affording graduate students’ residence
hall options, a significant portion of these students will still require housing accommodations
(Astin, 1977, 1993; Graham et al., 2016; Jeffes Mills, 2006; Schudde, 2011). As such,
institutions and student affairs professionals must consider the implications of not providing
graduate students with a sustainable and enriching on-campus housing option. Even more so, if
the current housing options afforded are strictly oriented towards undergraduates. Institutions
need to assess how the proximity environments, like residence halls, and facilities, such as
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campuses resources and student unions, to each other, may influence graduate student motivation
in a choice of degree-granting program and institution (Cross, 1981; Evans et al., 2010;
Shillingford & Karlin, 2013). Therefore, the following are afforded responses to inquiries
through three primary questions by providing findings, possible solutions, areas of particular
interest for redesign employing the data, and analysis from both the quantitative and qualitative
results.

5.1.1. Conclusion. The following answers the broader inquiry’s three primary questions
while affording a series of possible solutions by making use of the scoured survey data (see
Tables 1-5). Additionally, each offering will integrate quotes pulled from the one-on-one
interview by gleaning direct insight into the exact housing needs of one postgraduate living
within the afforded on-campus residence halls during the 2016-2017 academic year. In doing so,
the researcher details just how postgraduates’ perception of residence halls comes to affect
behaviors like perceived programmatic success, choice in program, institution, and ultimately,
one’s ability to graduate. All afforded conclusions, solutions, or any opinions will rightfully be
open to interpretation; however, the researcher has attempted to build upon prior research to
fortify and address programmatic or institutional housing deficiencies needing purposeful
redesign. As such, one need only begin with addressing the first question.
Does living in a mixed-population o f undergraduates and post-baccalaureates help or
hinder graduate students' ability to navigate their respective programs? Table 2: Summary o f
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Graduates’Perception o f Residence Halls (Physical), and Table 5: Summary o f self-reported
perception o f current housing options andfuture development (Organizational), will serve as
first-hand insight and direct evidence as to participants' perception of each question. So, referring
to Table 2 (see Appendix), all 22 participants were asked if they would consider living in a
campus residence hall. Surprisingly, the majority, 45.4%, chose No, they would not. Yet, a
significant portion, 31.8% noted Yes, they would, and 22.7%Maybe would consider it. One
might infer from the question that the majority of these students view such living facilities as not
being suited to their particular needs or possibly that the afforded housing options offered during
2016-2017 were not a viable alternative to traditional off-campus living-environments. So, one
must remember that Jeffes Mills (2006) noted, "While research, in general, guides us as to what
needs [housing] and issues [accessibility access, options, and affordability] the traditional
[undergraduate] college students face, this is not true [for the non-traditional] graduate students”
(p. 11). With the relatively close response rate between the No and Yes frequencies, the following
will attempt to incorporate the Maybe responses rates to assist in discerning if living in a mixedpopulation residence hall is worth its merits and feasible.
According to Graham et al. (2016), despite the college administrators’ jurisdiction of in
loco parentis influencing their rationale for perpetuating the virtues of living on-campus, socialpsychological environments (i.e., residence halls) are one of the most consistent determinants of
a student successfully navigating higher education or not. Therefore, living situations, like a
residence hall, might directly or indirectly affect Strange and Banning’s (2001; 2015) assertion
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that “Anywhere from 30 to 60 percent of the students who enter college, depending on the type
of institution, decide to leave before completing a degree or program certificate” (p. xi). Maybe
considering living within a campus residence hall, be it mixed-population or not, could
ultimately play a truly significant factor in determining if a postgraduate successfully meets the
four psychological needs in achieving their educational goal of degree attainment.
For these reasons, the researcher asked respondents more profound questions about how
residence halls influence postgraduates’ ability to navigate a higher educational institution and
master’s program. Next, if they felt living within an on-campus residence hall would aid in
retention efforts like grade point average (GPA), academic advancement, and graduation. In
using these three lenses, the researcher sought to discern just how postgraduates perceived,
positively or negatively, the narrative of such environments' academic attributes. Regarding
grade point average (GPA), 18.1% of respondents affirmed that Definitely yes, they felt living in
a residence hall would aid in such a retention effort, and 36% agreed by marking Probably yes.
Whereas, conversely Probably not had 9.0% and Definitely not only getting 4.5%. Thus, one can
infer that post-baccalaureate students see the value of such living environments and their ability
to influence a student’s GPA.
When one weaves together this idea with the direct personal account of a postgraduate
who resided within the institution in questions afforded housing options, one can paint a
complete picture of how such an environment shapes perception and such behavioral responses.
The student states, “[ // have done one semester thus far, and I got an A and B + ,” and "[I]feel
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like it impacts [GPA] positively because it’s convenient." Therefore, one can postulate that if
more graduates utilized their opportunity to live within such environments, the frequency of Tes,
might begin to match the response rates of Definitely yes or Probably yes.
The next lens to be applied was that of academic advancement (see Table 2). With
40.9% ascribed that Definitely yes living in a campus residence hall would aid in academic
advancement and 27.2% marked Probably yes, the response rates were much higher than the
previous variable. Furthermore, Probably not received 9.0% and Definitely not only had 4.5%
but also held to the same response rate as GPA. Again, reinforcing the conclusions that campus
residence halls help to shape positive behaviors connected to academic advancement. Would
graduate students feel the same when the lens of matriculation or graduation was applied? Next,
they were asked if living in a residence hall helps with graduation. Much like the prior variable,
18.1% of participants marked Definitely yes, and 31.8% affirmed Probably yes. Thus, one can
assume that postgraduates do genuinely see how a campus residence hall provides significant
academic or programmatic benefits. However, it is worth noting a significant portion of students
checked Might or Might not within the three afforded lenses. Despite the majority of students
associating a positive perception of residence halls' academic attributes, a significant minority
were not only reluctant to live within one but also were unwilling to see the environments as
being personally beneficial, despite what prior researchers have deduced. A Maybe response
might be a significant indicator of how these students also see the population make-up of a
residence hall, rather than solely the physical environment. Therefore, the researcher formulated
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four variables relating directly to the human aggregate and its ability to shape/influence students'
perception of the physical construct. In doing so, one can discern which environments might help
or hinder postgraduates programmatically strictly by their population make-up. Table 5 (see
Appendix) elicits such data by presenting participants with a variety of options relating to
housing assignment and its subsequent population composition.
The first prompt asked participants if on-campus residence halls assigned as traditional
graduate students housing, where the population is solely post-baccalaureate students, were
perceived as a better fit. Interestingly, the response rate for this option came to closely mirror the
percentages of the one given to how such housing influences institutional retention efforts, with
the majority of the students ascribed to Definitely yes, with 22.7%, and Probably yes, having
27.2%. Consequently, one might assume that if provided such living accommodations, post
baccalaureate could align their programmatic goals to their on-campus housing; thus, directly
correlate perceived success to their environmental conditions. Still, as mentioned earlier, a
significant portion of these students would Maybe consider living-in such accommodation.
Therefore, when students mark Maybe or Maybe not at a frequency of 13.6%, one cannot
definitively say that the initial assertion is resoundingly true. Furthermore, due to the ForceLogics built within the survey portion, a significant amount of the participants was Missing,
27.2%.
As a means of providing further clarity, students the residence halls should be assigned as
postgraduates and international students. Again, the response rate came to similar levels as the
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prior option, with Definitely yes and Probably yes having the same rate as traditional graduate
housing. However, Maybe or Maybe not rate declined by one to a rate of 9.0%, and the Missing
increased by one to 31.8%. When given the option of a mixed population of undergraduates and
graduates, the similarities to prior frequencies stopped. For the first time, Definitely yes and
Probably yes had their lowest levels, with 4.5% and 13.6% suggesting that postgraduates
perceive the possibility or likelihood of living with or near their undergraduate colleagues as
being less than favorable or quite possibly detrimental.
Furthermore, Maybe and Maybe not came to have the second-highest rate, 22.7%, only
succeeded by the Missing rate of 40.9%. Whereas, Probably not and Definitely not had 4.5% and
13.6%, a stronger rate of return than that of any prior options. As such, one might be able to infer
that as an option, a mixed population housing composed of solely undergraduates and
postgraduates are perceived as the least desirable housing assignment. An assertion made more
apparent when compared to the mixed-housing consisting of undergraduates, graduates, and
international students. Definitely yes, Probably yes, and Maybe or Maybe not all returned to rates
similar to those associated with all other afforded options, all but that of a mixed housing
population of undergraduate and graduate students. The same could be said for Definitely not,
Probably not, and Missing.
One can interfere with the use of Table 2 and Table 5 that some post-baccalaureate
students see the educational benefits associated with living within an on-campus residence hall,
and they Might or Might not consider living-in one depending upon the population make-up of
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the living area. Therefore, as a means of validating such assertions, one should compare the prior
data against the transcript from the one-on-one interview. Lewin's Field Theory; helps to provide
additional clarity on what behaviors (B) are a function (f) of the student (P) and their mutually
influential relationship with the environment (E), through positive or negative verbiage. In doing
so, key terms, indicators, or phrases attributed to one’s behavioral responses come to coincide
with the broader data alignment to the Campus Design Matrix/survey findings. Thus, such verbal
cues serve as first-hand insight into what postgraduates’ percepts are relating to the need and
desire of such housing options.
By identifying as having lived in non-traditional graduate housing, comprising
undergraduates and post-baccalaureates, where the student lived, worked, and went to school, it
is consequently significant to document their adjustment and lack of fit with the social aspects of
the environment. Even more so, when the student directly addresses just how the environment
and the populace affect their perception of the afforded housing and its ability to shape behavior,
like social interactions, studying, and work-life. For example, the student notes, "I don’t really
have a connection with [undergraduates ’] because regarding education or work, I am not in
classes with any o f them and they are all studying something different than me, and they are all
at a different level in life than m e.” Through the analysis of key terms like not really having a
connection, different levels in life, and different than, one can surmise that the student’s
perception expresses a lack of three of psychological necessities (Community, Engagement and
Inclusion), due to the influence of the human aggregate upon the physical environment. The

student echoes such an assertion by stating, “[ T]he negative aspect [o f the environment] is that I
don’t have other people [post-baccalaureates] around me doing the same thing, and the whole
point o f residence halls is fo r that; [W]hereas, at another institution, I would imagine you could
really get to know people [students] on your floor who are at the same spot as you.” These
statements note that behaviors (B) like isolation, lack of engagement, and exclusions serve as a
negative function f) of the perceived environment. One might assume that such feelings are the
root of why a majority of survey participants said they would not consider living in a residence
hall. The environments do not meet their social and personal needs.
When asked if living in a residence hall helps or hinders graduate students' ability to
navigate, the student’s response aligned similarly to the 22 participants’ responses in Table 2.
The student notes the positive impact of such living environments by saying, “Ifeel like it
impacts it positively because it ’s convenient.” The student even provided detailed examples of
the time and comfort they feel when navigating campus resources, work, and personal activities
associated with their program of choice. Terms like more natural to use campus resources,
convenience, combined positive effects speak to survey participants’ assertions that residence
halls as Organizational and Social Constructs help in accessing campus resources.
To answer the question at hand, one needs only align the responses from Tables 2 and 5
to address if population make-up and design of a campus residence hall help or hinders
graduates' perceived ability to navigate social interactions, educational programs, and personal
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post-baccalaureates is viewed as potentially hinders postgraduate students' ability to navigate
their respective programs due to exclusion, isolation, engagement, and lack of suitable Student
Life programming. Still, according to Table 5, if administrators adapt the habitat to being one of
the solely post-baccalaureate students or an amalgamation of international and postgraduates, the
majority of respondents might perceive the environment as being suitable to their particular
needs. Further, if the on-campus housing accommodation was afforded as a single-floor, living
learning community, or as a whole building, the majority of participants could see the options
personally viable.
5.2 Limitations

The study had three main limitations. The first and most significant is the number of
postgraduates who participated in the study. At the time of the research project, roughly 279
post-baccalaureate students attended the institution in question during the 2016-2017 academic
year. However, out of all postgraduates’ students and the university's six graduate degree
programs, only 22 students actively participated in the study. Despite the limited sample size, 22
postgraduates actively engaged in the quantitative portion of the study; however, out of this pool,
only one student participated in the qualitative interview due to the criteria for participation,
hence the minimal sample. It was for this reason that the researcher selected a cross-sectional
study as an attempt to represent the more substantial subset at this point. Strictly speaking, due to
the limited number of active participants, we can only infer from the afforded result and
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conclusions that more data should be collected and over a full academic year. To not do so is
problematic primarily for post-baccalaureate students attending the said institution and the future
of the afforded housing options by Housing and Residential Education.

The second limitation to be addressed within the study is the amount of duration of time
provided to the students to participate within both the quantitative and qualitative data recovery
tools. Unfortunately, the study was limited to one semester, Fall, within the 2016-2017 academic
year. Thus, time plays an important factor in restricting participation in the study. Additionally, if
the review were able to be conducted within a longitudinal format, the researcher would have
been able to increase participation and recording both Spring and Fall possibly.

The third limitation relates to the adapted form of both the quantitative and qualitative
data recovery tools. Both instruments are traditionally implemented quantitatively and use
observation and behavioral response documentation to record all emergent themes relating to
actions, emotions, attitudes, and conduct. Generally, the Campus Design Matrix measures four
environmental components (Physical, Aggregate, Organizational and Social Constructs) ability
to align to four physiological necessities (Community, Engagement, Safety, and Inclusion),
which students will require while in college. Responses are then coded according to either a
negative or positive impact of the self-reported answers and then input into the three-dimensional
model (see Figure 3). Since the researcher reformatted it to have its critical elements used in a
quantitative format, one can argue that it limits, if not, changes the nature of the instrument's
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validity. Traditionally, Lewin’s (1936) Field Theory equation B = f (P, E) is implemented in a
longitudinal format to assure that any behavioral observed and recorded over a prolonged set
time. However, due to the limited amount of time to conduct the study, participants' behavioral
responses had been the compressed and limited amount of time. Thus, a longitudinal application
of Lewin’s theory might elicit a complete picture of students’ perceptions of their environments
and the interactions which occur within them.

Fourth, the amount or types of afforded housing options at the university in question
played a significant factor in limiting participation by postgraduates. As noted by Alie (2016)
and Yanni (2019), while research leads to college and university administrators to what type of
housing is conducive to undergraduate growth and development, the same does not relate to
post-baccalaureates. Since most graduates are non-traditional, working adults, between the ages
of 22 years and older, many institutions are not offering on-campus housing options suited to
their particular needs. Further, as of residence halls, floor-plans, and design foot-prints differ
across institutional landscapes, their proximity to campus resources and events influence ease
and access by such students (Yanni, 2019). Therefore, studies by future researchers might seek to
address such a lens and compare apartment-style suites to more traditional on-campus living
accommodations, staircase, or double-loaded corridor layouts. Further, the study was limited in
the design features, and amenities of a living environment might compensate for the mixing of
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student populations within a more traditional residence hall environment or living-learning
community.

Finally, it is worth noting that at the time of the study, only two graduates lived oncampus within a residence hall; however, one of these students was the researcher, and due to
inherit-bias, they recused themselves from both portions of the study. Although their experience
would have been valuable information at the time of the study, the researcher attempted to limit
any personal beliefs, assertions, or pre-drawn conclusions that would affect the validity of the
results.

5.3 Recommendations
Traditionally, ideal living environments offer psychological engagement, common
location, purpose, security, and social interdependence (Schuh, 1976; Strange & Banning, 2015).
While successful communities help residents recognize their identity, balance their roles and
relationship, establish norms and procedures for functioning, their linkage to the larger society
will be bolstered (Jeffes Mills, 2016; Strange & Banning 2015). However, for many
postgraduates, on-campus living options, like residence halls, are often not suited for their unique
needs. Many of the campus living accommodations and communities are less than conducive or
homogeneous to post-baccalaureate students. It is for these reasons this study's primary focus
was to assess any possible need for graduate housing at one suburban Southern California HSI
and to record the effects such options could have programmatically. Therefore, the following
policy and practice recommendations aim to aid in creating, implementing and sustaining viable
on-campus communities, specifically post-baccalaureate residence halls, that meet an ideal living
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condition. All recommendations made drew upon Strange and Banning’s (2001; 2015) Campus
Design Matrix, Lewin’s Field (1936) Theory, and the gathered data to layout meaningful claims,
conditions and redesign efforts that promote living accommodation for postgraduate’s growth,
learning, development, belonging, and safety.
Using the Campus Design Matrix’s four environmental components (Physical,
Aggregate, Organizational and Social Constructs) as a starting point, the following
recommendations began by concentrating on the physical designing of any possible residence
halls; specifically, design features that nurture postgraduates educational, personal, and
professional needs. One distinct area of necessitating change is the physical location of the
residence halls. In Table 2, the majority of participants, 45.4%, noted that they would not live in
campus residence halls; however, a significant amount would consider the idea depending on a
few key factors. The locality is one important factor in how these students perceives such living
environments. A residence halls' proximity to campus features like student unions, libraries,
instructor offices, and campus resources is essential to shaping a student’s perception of ease and
access. An ideal living environment is one with a territory or space in which individuals can
carry out daily activities, educational pursuits, and simply exist (Graham et al., 2016; Jeffes Mills
2016; Lewin 1936; Strange & Banning 2001; 2015). So, as noted in the results of Tables 2 and 4,
a graduate residence hall centrally located on the campus, near resources and activities, will be
identified as an optimal environment to the academic and personal pursuits. A notion that aligns
with the testimony of a graduate who occupied such an environment.
Architects and campus leadership can also draw from a hodgepodge of possible designs,
staircase (entryway plan) or double-loaded corridor, to facilitate such housing (Yanni, 2019);
however, an idyllic living-accommodation for non-traditional students would be an apartment-
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style floorplan. One with flexible technical spaces draws upon a mixture of low and bright light
(e.g., lounges, meeting rooms, common rooms), action areas that allow for movement and
recreation activities (ex. parks, gyms, student unions, pools), and most of all a well-developed
mixture of transparency and inviting interior spaces that help to create inviting entrances (i.e.,
large glass windows, open atria, large stairways, balconies) (Banning & Strange, 2015). By
incorporating such features into the physical design of the building and combining it with
proximity to campus, it would allow for successful community interactions and true
interpersonal connection with one another; while, simultaneously allowing students the ability to
come and go from the building at all hours. Tables 1, 2, and 4, concur with the assertion that ease
of use was a distinguishing factor in students’ perception of a residence halls suitability. Further,
as noted in Table 1, most postgraduates noted the need for housing that is accessible, quick to
access, and easy to traverse concerning other campus facilities. By incorporating such design
features, a campus can create a sense of home, feelings of belonging, and, most of all, the idea of
mattering.
The next area to be addressed is the human aggregate when attempting to build successful
postgraduate communities within a residence hall. Although the physical design is extremely
important, especially before residents occupy any territorial design, depending on how natural
and synthetic interactions take place within any habitat, the human factor can greatly affect how
one perceives the living conditions (Hardwood, Huntt, Mendenhall, & Lewis, 2012; Strayhorn &
Mullins, 2012). A member's synergy with their fellow residents is directly and indirectly shaped
by their ability to foster interactions, form purpose, and create a collective identity of success.
Strange and Banning (2015) note that to build a strong community, students require interaction
and collaboration with their fellow community members; these enrich their pursuit of common
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purpose, and over time help to shape shared characteristics and unique collective qualities. So,
what’s the best way to make a successful postgraduate community? Referencing Table 5 and the
one-on-one interview, many participants noted that an environment comprised solely of post
baccalaureate students would be idyllic. Still, the participants did make note that a possible
mixture of international and postgraduates would suffice.
The human aggregate and it's the mutual effect upon the physical space directly are the
second most influential factor lends to the success of the living environments. Simply being in a
space, the human aggerate can shape an environment's collective characteristic and its ability to
influence common interest. Strange and Banning (2015) note homogeneous aggregates exhibit
clearer characteristics that, in turn, attract, satisfy, and sustain students. Hence, if a purposefully
designed environment meets students' four phycological necessities (Community, Engagement,
Safety, and Inclusion), while promoting post-baccalaureate group characteristics, the power of
dynamic can attract cultural emergence and community history. Simple themed living-learning
housing flats, studios, or apartments style housing is the most like to achieve this goal.
Still, it is important to address the fact that the primary burden to develop such physical
environments and the method by which the human aggregate is assignment primarily falls upon
the organizational components. The reasoning being that most organizational structures tend to
want to preserve the status quo and resist change (Strange & Banning, 2015). As such,
organizations' ability to innovate is one quintessential factor that either helps or hinders the
formation of an ideal graduate residence hall. An organization's ability to respond to changing
conditions, evolving norms, and acceptance of collective community culture directly shape their
ability to approach what necessary and dynamic designs that must be created to address an ideal
physical living-accommodation and its aggregate make-up. Thus, it deemphasizes the way things
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have always been done (Stanger & Banning, 2015). So how can an organization achieve such
efforts? Simple, Schuh's (1979) research at two universities notes that the most effective way for
an organization to align the needs of postgraduates’ students to any physical environment is to
include them in any redesign efforts or programmatic changes. Student boards, redesign
councils, bond/funding hearings with trustees that allow for postgraduate representation would
aid in social buy-in, and long-term cultural investment. By incorporating this population’s
options, feelings, and values to what they require in a living environment, the Office of the
President and Director of Housing can help to shape the ideal and optimal environment through
simple policy changes.
Finally, in terms of social constructs, successful communities exhibit, recognize and
empower their distinctive climates and cultures. Highly defined climates and cultures are
observable by their shared values, beliefs, symbols, and artifacts. By creating a space distinctly
for graduate students to be recognized as having shared needs, an organization can help to create
awareness of their common of situations, experiences, activities, social standing within all
aspects of community life. Tables 2, 3, 4, and 5 highlights the ability to grow and foster such
social constructs that are already present upon the university in question. Still, it's in the power of
the organizational culture to enact the necessary change needed to covert, reclaim, or design a
physical environment specifically for their postgraduate aggerate. In doing so, the campus and its
organizational factor will create a robust and diverse synergy between students and their social
constructs. In sum, Strange and Banning (2015) state, “Communities seem to thrive when space
is available for (or dedicated to) a group of individuals who share characters and interests; when
organizational designs invite participation, role-taking, and decision-making; and when artifacts
of culture express and support a common vision and purpose” (p. 223).
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Appendix A

Table 1
Summary o f participant profile and demographics
Participant profile

Frequency

Percentage

A home
An apartment
A condo

12
8
2

54.5%
36.3%
9.0%

I currently (please
describe):

Rent
Own
Other

15
6
1

68.1%
27.2%
4.5%

I currently live (please
describe):

On-campus
Off-campus

2
20

9.0%
90.9%

Do you live alone
currently (please
describe):

Yes
No

22
0

100.0%
0.0%

I currently live in
(please describe):

Likert-type Scale

Demographics profile
My gender is:

Likert-type Scale

Frequency

Percentage

Male

12

54.5%

Female

10

45.4%
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My age range is:

My racial identity is:

Currently, my
relationship status is:

Currently, I am
employed:

Currently, my
employment status is:

My income range is:

Currently, I am enrolled
as a:

104

21-30

5

22.7%

31-40

8

36.3%

41-50

4

18.1%

51-60

3

13.6%

61- +

0

0.0%

White

10

45.4%

African American

2

9.0%

American Indian

1

4.5%

Asian

1

4.5%

Latino/Hispanic

6

27.2%

Other

2

9.0%

Single

13

59.0%

Engaged

2

9.0%

Married

7

31.8%

Yes

19

86.3%

No

3

13.6%

Full-Time

15

68.1%

Part-Time:

3

13.6%

Paid Internship

1

4.5%

Unemployed

3

13.6%

$ 0-15,000

4

18.1%

$ 16,000-25,000

2

9.0%

$ 26,000-35,000

3

13.6%

$ 36,000-45,000

6

27.2%

$ 46,000-56,000

6

27.2%

$ 56,000-Above

1

4.5%

Graduate student

22

100.0%

Post-doctoral student

0

0.0%
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I am a First-Generation
student:

My educational program
of study is:

105

First Gen. statues

10

45.4%

Non-First Gen. status

11

50.0%

Maybe

1

4.5%

2

9.0%

1

4.5%

3

13.6%

1

4.5%

Master of Business
Administration (MBA)
MS Biotechnology (MBiot)
MS Computer Science
(Mcomp)
MS Mathematics (MMath)
Masters of Arts in Education:
Emphasis in Curriculum and
Instruction (M.Ed., CI)
Masters of Arts in Education:
Emphasis in Higher
Education Leadership
(M.Ed., L)

1

13

4.5%

59.0%

Table 2
Summary ofPerceptions o f Current Residence Halls (Physical)
On-campus living
environment
Would I live in a campus
residence hall?

I need special
accommodations (ADA).

Likert-type Scale

Frequency

Percentage

Yes

7

31.8%

Maybe

5

22.7%

No

10

45.4%

Yes

1

4.5%

No

21

95.4%
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I feel campus residence
halls help retention status
(GPA).

I feel campus residence
halls help retention
status
(Academic
Advancement).

I feel campus residence
halls help retention
status (Graduation).
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Definitely yes

4

18.1%

Probably yes

8

36.3%

Might or Might not

4

18.1%

Probably not

2

9.0%

Definitely not

1

4.5%

Missing

3

13.6%

Definitely yes

6

27.2%

Probably yes

9

40.9%

Might or Might not

1

4.5%

Probably not

2

9.0%

Definitely not

1

4.5%

Missing

3

13.6%

Definitely yes

4

18.1%

Probably yes

7

31.8%

Might or Might not

5

22.7%

Probably not

1

4.5%

Definitely not

2

9.0%

Missing

3

13.6%

Table 3
Summary o f Self-Perceived Programmatic Success (Aggregate)

Perceived programmatic
success
I consider myself
successful in my
personal profession.

Likert-type scale

Frequency

Percentage

Definitely yes

8

36.3%

Probably yes

10

45.4%
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I consider myself a
successful academically.

I regularly engage in
student activities.
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Might or might not

3

13.6%

Probably not

0

0.0%

Definitely not

1

4.5%

Definitely yes

13

59.0%

Probably yes

7

31.8%

Might or might not

1

4.5%

Probably not

1

4.5%

Definitely not

0

0.0%

Yes

5

22.7%

Might or Might not

7

31.8%

Not

10

45.4%

Table 4
Summary o f Self-Reported Resources and Campus Life Usage (Social Constructs)

Usage/Attendance
I feel living in a campus
residence hall would
provide greater
opportunities to engage
in campus activities
(campus life).

I feel living in a campus
residence hall would
provide greater
opportunities to engage
in campus activities

Likert-type scale

Frequency

Percentage

Definitely yes

11

50.0%

Probably yes

6

27.2%

Might or might not

1

4.5%

Probably not

0

0.0%

Definitely not

1

4.5%

Missing

3

13.6%

Definitely yes

6

27.2%

Probably yes

6

27.2%

Might or might not

5

22.7%
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(campus intramural
sports).

I feel living in a campus
residence hall would
provide greater
opportunities to engage
in campus activities
(special events by
outside presenters).

I feel living in a campus
residence hall would
provide greater
opportunities to engage
in campus activities
(graduate writing
center).

I feel living in a campus
residence hall would
provide greater
opportunity to utilize
campus resources
(faculty office hours).

I feel living in done
would provide greater
opportunity to utilize
campus resources
(Broom library).

108

Probably not

1

4.5%

Definitely not

1

4.5%

Missing

3

13.6%

Definitely yes

8

36.3%

Probably yes

7

31.8%

Might or might not

3

13.6%

Probably not

0

0.0%

Definitely not

1

4.5%

Missing

3

13.6%

Definitely yes

10

45.4%

Probably yes

5

22.7%

Might or might not

1

4.5%

Probably not

1

4.5%

Definitely not

1

4.5%

Missing

4

18.1%

Definitely yes

9

40.9%

Probably yes

5

22.7%

Might or might not

4

18.1%

Probably not

0

0.0%

Definitely not

1

4.5%

Missing

3

13.6%

Definitely yes

12

54.5%

Probably yes

3

13.6%

Might or might not

2

9.0%

Probably not

1

4.5%

Definitely not

1

4.5%

Missing

3

13.6%
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I feel living in a campus
residence hall would
provide greater
opportunity to utilize
campus resources
(resource center).

I feel living in a campus
residence hall would
provide greater
opportunity to utilize
campus resources (bus
line).

I feel living in a campus
residence hall would
provide greater
opportunity to utilize
campus resources
(campus recreation).
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Definitely yes

9

40.9%

Probably yes

5

22.7%

Might or might not

1

4.5%

Probably not

1

4.5%

Definitely not

1

4.5%

Missing

5

22.7%

Definitely yes

7

31.8%

Probably yes

2

9.0%

Might or might not

6

27.2%

Probably not

2

9.0%

Definitely not

2

9.0%

Missing

3

13.6%

Definitely yes

8

36.3%

Probably yes

7

31.8%

Might or might not

2

9.0%

Probably not

1

4.5%

Definitely not

1

4.5%

Missing

3

13.6%

Table 5
Summary o f self-reported perception o f current housing options and future development
(Organizational)

Current Housing Options

Likert-type scale

Frequency

Percentage
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I feel campus residence
halls should be assigned
as (traditional graduate
students).

I feel campus residence
halls should be assigned
as (graduates and
international students).
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Definitely yes

5

22.7%

Probably yes

6

27.2%

Maybe or Maybe not

3

13.6%

Probably not

1

4.5%

Definitely not

1

4.5%

Missing

6

27.2%

Definitely yes

5

22.7%

Probably yes

6

27.2%

Maybe or Maybe not

2

Probably not

1

Definitely not

1

Missing

7

9.0%
4.5%
4.5%
31.8%

I feel campus residence
halls should be assigned
as (mixed population of
undergraduates and
graduates).

Definitely yes

1

4.5%

Probably yes

3

13.6%

Maybe or maybe not

5

Probably not

1

Definitely not

3

Missing

9

22.7%
4.5%
13.6%
40.9%

I feel campus residence
halls should be assigned
as (mixed population of
undergraduates,
graduates, and
international students).

Definitely yes

5

22.7%

Probably yes

3

13.6%

Might or might not

4

18.1%

Probably not

1

4.5%

Definitely not

2

9.0%

Missing

7

31.8%
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I feel campus residence
halls should be assigned
as (traditional graduate
students).

Future Development

111

Definitely yes

5

22.7%

Probably yes

6

27.2%

Might or might not

3

13.6%

Probably not

1

4.5%

Definitely not

1

4.5%

Missing

6

27.2%

Likert Scale

Frequency

Institutions should
provide traditional
graduate residence halls
as (just a floor).

Definitely yes
Probably yes
Maybe or maybe not
Probably not
Definitely not
Missing

5
4
5
1
1
6

Institutions should
provide traditional
graduate residence halls
as (one whole building
solely for postgraduate
students.

Definitely yes
Probably yes
Maybe or Maybe not
Probably not
Definitely not
Missing

4
5
2
4
1
6

Institutions should
provide traditional
graduate residence halls
(off-campus apartments).

Definitely yes
Probably yes
Maybe or Maybe not
Probably not
Definitely not
Missing

3
7
4
0
1
7

Definitely yes
Probably yes
Maybe or Maybe not

0
2
2

Percentage

22.7%
18.1%
22.7%
4.5%
4.5%
27.2%
18.1%
22.7%
9.0%
18.1%
4.5%
27.2%
13.6%

Institutions should
provide traditional

31.8%
18.1%
0.0%
4.5%
31.8%
0.0%
9.0%
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graduate residence halls
(not at all).

Probably not
Definitely not
Missing
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3
5
10

9.0%
13.6%
22.7%
45.4%

Appendix B
Informed Consent & Sample Interview Protocol
D ear_____,
You have been invited to be part of a research study about the possible need for postgraduate
student housing. This study will be conducted by a graduate student. Your participation is
voluntary. You are free to decide not to participate in this study at any time and can decide to
withdraw from the study at any time without it affecting your relationship with the university and
professional degree program. If you choose to participate in a one-on-one interview session with
audio recording, you have the ability to end the interview at any time. Please feel free to ask any
questions regarding the study. I will be happy to share the results from the study after the
research is completed. Your name will not be associated with the research findings in any way,
and only the researcher will know the identity of the participant. There will be limited risks or
possible emotional discomforts associated with this study, and all attempts will be made to lessen
such risks. You will not receive benefits or money by participating in this study. By signing this
form, you are acknowledging the agreement to have you will participate in this study. You will
be provided with a copy of this form to keep.
_____ I agree to participate in this study
_____ I do not agree to participate in this study

Signature

Date
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Project: Graduate Residential Ecology
Time of Interview:
Date:
Place:
Interviewer:
Interviewee:
This project is assessing the need for traditional graduate residence at one suburban Southern
California HIS, and this interview will be audio recorded for data collection purposes. There is
no time limitation for responses, and all questions will be read twice by the interviewer to the
interviewee, so all core impetus of questions is fully understood by the interviewee.
Consent form signed _____
Turn-on audio recording
Questions:
1. Please describe your current living situation and environment

2. Do you live in non-traditional graduate housing? If, yes. How do you feel this affects
your daily activity in terms of education and work?

3. Do you feel there is a need for traditional graduate residency halls?

4. How is your academic standing?
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5. Do you feel you are doing think your current living situation affects your academic
success?

