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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Why Do We Need Learning Communities?

Too often the concept of community within higher education
is paid only lip service. and its potentizl goes unrealized. But
creative new approaches 1o fearning communities are being
developed that can greatly improve tearning among college
students. Building communities of learners creates an envi-
ronment that can potentiadly advance a whole socicty.

The current interest in learning communities has its roots
in earlicr works. Bover's principles (1987) of purposetul
COMMUAILY. open commuaity. just community, disciplined
community, caring community, and celebrative community
are important for understanding community in higher educa-
tion. The introduction of “learning organizations™ (Senge
1990) ¢creaied @ new synergy throughout higher education,
and “cross-curricular learning communities™ stimukated a
number of colleges and universities to create special fearn-
ing communities for students (Gabelnick ¢t al. 1990, Only
when a college or university is i true fearing organization
can it expect to create faculty learning communities and
student learning communities that will result in positive
outcomes,

Higher education as i community must intentionally: de-
velop learning communities that promote and maximize learn-
ing—applicable as much to distance learning as o on-site

fcarning, The essence of higher education in both settings is
10 emphasize learning and collaboratuon, thereby stimulating
fearning for individuals and groups.

What Types of Learning Comumunities

Arc Important for Higher Education?

Two dimensions of learning communitics are important {or
higher education. Primery membership differentizies churac-
teristics the group members have in common: it includes
lcarning organizations, faculty learning communitics, and
student learning communities. Printary fornm of interaction
differentiates group members” method of interction. such as
in-person physical interaction, virtual interaction. or nondi-
rect interaction through correspondence.

Colleges and universities need to consider four basic cate-
gories of student learning communitios: carricalar learming,
communitics, classroom learning communitios, residentia
Jearning communities, and student-type learning communities.
The categories can be meaningfully combined in various
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wavs, For example. any curricukar learning community can
include 2 group of students who are living and studying to-
gether in the same residence hall

How Do Learning Communities Contribute to
Learning Environments?

Extensive documentany evidence suggests that effective learn-
ing communities have important benefits for students and
faculty. Benefits for students include higher academic
achievement, betier retention rates. greater satisfaction with
college life, improved quality of thinking and communicating.
a4 better understanding of self and others, and a greater ability
1o bridge the gap between the academic and social worlds,
Faculty benefits include diminished isokation, @ shared pur-
pose and cooperation among fuculty colleagues, increased
curricular integration, a fresh approach to one's discipline,
and increased sadstaction with their students™ learning.

How Can Learning in Virtual

Communities Be Maximized?

With faculty and students linked to the Internet. the stage is
set for the fornuion of a multitude of vivtual leaming com-
munitics, and their use to improve student learning is ox-
panding rapidly. Two principles of good priactice for develop-
ing such learning communitios are to nuake sure they are
student centered and focused on g common goal. and o
design the communities o indude preparadon, planning, and
reflection (Treuer and Belote 1997) Other principles of good
praciice tor electronic communities pertain to curriculum and
instruction, institutional context and commitment o role and
mission. faculty support. resources for learning, students and
student services, and commitment to support, evaluation, and
assessmeni (Johnstone and Kreaugh 19900, Appropriate assess-
ment is an important factor. but rescarch and development in
this arca is stll in its infaney (Powers and Mitchell 1997,

What Important Questions Should Be Considered in
Developing and Implcmenting College Student
Learning Communitics?

Exvidence suggests that most learing communitios can he
madified 1o have even greater positive effects on students
and their leaming. T also sugpests that for learning commu-
nities to beatractive to facadiy, ellective and appropriate




incentives for faculy participation must be provided. The
tollowing questions and answers address anticipated prob-
lems in establishing student learning communities:

*

What if fucudty are not interested in campies-bascd learn-
ing communitios? Assemble a smalt group of faculty and
student affairs stat? o determine feasibility for the cam-
pus: enlist the support of top administrators.

What if lectiores are the predominant teaching methocd
andd active learning is not emphasized? Expose faculy 1o
research results for nonlecture pedagogy: provide sti-
pends and grants for trying active learning.

YWhat if orer campiis does 2ot seent to bhare a shared cul-
tire or o common popose? Diversity and the unexpected
are a hoon for true leaming communities.

How do youe gei facudty involeed in devotopiug stident
learning comnmunities? Find faculty who are willing 1o
adopt new methods and those who are known for inno-
vation in the classroom.

[ote dowe decide which learning community model is
hest for us? Assemble a faculty learning community to
discuss possibilitics. pras. and cons,

Haow deoaee plan for the development and implenentation
of lecrning communities? Develop ateam of selected
facuity and stadl led by a supportive facalty member ar
head of academic affairs.

Wheet if faculty and staff helicre learning comnitontios
il take too mach time and ener@r? Stress that improved
student learning clearly outweighs the costs,

Flow can leariing communitios belp high-risk stiedenis?
Develop a relevant theme. conduct workshops for stu-
dents, and provide special support.

Wheat 15 the maost conmmon shortconting refatedd to the hest
nse of student learuing conmnitios? When an institution
is not a true learning organizaton, it tends to hew to the
traditional.

What are the hasic guidelines for stiedent learning com-
munities? Guidelines developed by a stidy group should
be based on institutional mission and culture.

Whar conrses are hest for stuelent learning connmunitios?
They work for classes of up to 20010 25 studeats. Learning
communitics should involve intentonal, scheduled activ-
ity outside the classroom,

the Panveriud Porennad of Toarnnge Comniioriles
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Whett is aii appropriate lecel of faculty involvement?
Faculty shoukd receive information about learning com-

munities and their specific goals and should meet periodi-
cally 1o determine the best way o relate course content
and make learning more meaningtul,

Where are the hard dete supporting the value of student
learning communities” Longitudinal studics about persis-
tence. learning outcomes, satisfaction, and other out-
comes are the best source of data,

How shonldd we publicize learning connnunitios? Atiractive
brochures. word of mouth from satisfied students, the
institution’s Web page, and press releases can get the
word out.

What are the keys for maximizing the imipact of vesidentical
learning commuitios. cnd what impact will they bave on
the present residence ball system? Residential tearning com-
munities should be suuctured around common educa-
tional themes: they are particularly important for Arst-vear
students. The introduction of a different svstem. howeser.
will require miajor cftorts from residence hall saff.
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FOREWORD

Learning communities are one of the most commonly dis-
cussed concepts in higher education today. Studies on coltab-
orative learning, community service learning. retention strate-
gies, success for frst-generation cotlege students. wonwen in
science programs. enhancements for distance leamning. first-
veuar seminars, and redefining faculty roles and rewards aldl
include some reference to learning communities. But -
though they are mentioned constanthy. learning communitios
are not well understood or defined. and the term has differ-
ent meanings for different people.

A review of the ERIC literature base in 1997 identified theee
distinet ways that the term “learning communine™ is being
used. First, and most commonly. learning community refers to
a curricular aporoach that links or clusters classes around an
interdisciplinary theme and enrolls @ common cohort of stu-
dents. second, in technology circles. learning community re-
fers 1o a way to link students and faculty through the Internet.
Third. in international circles. learning community describes
linking people from different countries. Other definitions and
tses exist as well. One of the valuable contributions of 7he
Powerfil Potential of Learning Commnitios: Improving Lidu-
cation for the Frutire, by Oscar T Lenning and Larey T Eb-
bers. is to provide an umbrella definition of and a framework
for understanding leaming communitios.

Learning communities can he philosophically rekied to
Dewevin principles—that education is most suceessful as a
social process and is deeply rooted in our understanding of
community and democriacy. As we understand learning com-
munities today, they evolved out of cooperative and colkabo-
rtive learning niovements that emphasized social interaction
and active learning. Learning communities were almost al-
wavs discussed in relation to the classroom. But what was
once i pedagogical tool is now being used to vanstform all
sorts of campus features, including chissrooms, retention
programs. distance learing, residential environments, and
nuny other structures.

Why should anyone care ahout leaming communities?
Does this interest harken back to the experience inan vy
League school ora small liberal arts college? Is a leaming
community reathvan alternative pedagogicad tool that has
become the panacea for all of higher education’s woes” No,
Leaming conumunities provide a more specific but extremeh
vatuable benctit What we know from the research on teach-
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ing and leaming is that learning communities use the best
principles of student development. It learning communities
also help o address other problems. such as diversity and
the disintegrating sense of community on campus, so much
the better. But be wary of those who see them as a panaces:
learning communities alone will most likely not be the solu-
tion to these very complex problems.

Lenning, special assistant o the president of Bacone Col-
lege and adjunct professor of higher education at Tow: State
University, and Ebbers, professor of higher education and
associate dean of the College of Education at lowa State. pro-
vide a persuasive argument for the need tor learming commu-
nities, citing such examples as Emest Bover's call for commu-
nity: on college campuses and Peter Senge's coneept of the
learning organization. Their definition of learning communi-
ties helps o clarifv the various wavs the term is being used.
They break the term into four categories—learning organiza-
tions. faculty learning communities. student learning conumnu-
nities. and virtuad learning communities.

The authors deseribe in detail the various tpes of student
learning communities the most prevalent form. Research on
the benefits of learning communitios suggests significant out-
comes for students: higher academic achievement, increased
retention. improved thinking and communication. greater un-
derstanding of self and others, and increased sodial effective-
ness. Thev also deseribe the henefits o facultv—the breaking
down of barriers that contribute o isoladon. un increased
sense of shared purpose. and greater curricular integration,

Finally. the authors provide a detailed mip for individuals
interested in creating learmning convmunities, They gather pring-
ples from the diterature on implementing leaming organizauons
and on collaboratiy ¢ leming, and illumindte the principles
with a cise study from Towa State Eniversity. They describe
conditions that they found hinder implementation of leaming
communitics, including the kick of shared values, resistanee to
the values of collaboration. lecturing as the predominant peda-
oy, und ek of interest. time.and energy on the parnt of
faculty. And they enumeriate other conditions that issist in
smooth introduction to learming conmuanities having data
Ailable on the benetits of fearning communitios, developing
a caretub mplementation plan that balances the involvement of
faculinn, developing hasic guidaedines and criterta, and choosmg
deae madels and communicating the mewdebs eliedtivedy




The Powerful Patential of Learning Connmunities builtds
on carlicr ASHE-ERIC publications that illustrate the benefis
of collaboration und community in learning: Creating
Learning Centered Classrooms (Stage et al), Academic
Contrarersy (Johnson, fohnson, and Smith), 7he Virtnal
Cenmpus (Nan Dusen), Taking Teaching Serionsly (Paulsen
and Feldmany, Enbancing Stiielent Leariing (Love and
Love). collaborative Peer Revicu (Keig and Waggoner).
Faculty Collaboration (Austin and Baldwin. and Cooperative
Learning (Johnson. Johnson. and smith). This collective
body of knowledge is critical Tor faculty and administrators
who wre developing a framework for transforming institu-
tions. Whether you are a faculty member considering the
integration of learning communities into the classroom, an
administrator contemplating integration in a departiment or
school. or an academic leader focusing on institutional
changes. 7he Powerful Potenticd of Learning Commnnitios
offers helpful theoretical insights and practical advice for
maoving your campus toward fearning communities to in-
crease learning for all students.,

Adrianna J. Kezar

Series Editor,

Assistant Professor of Higher Education, and
Director, ERIC Clearinghouse on Tiigher Education
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LEARNING COMMUNITIES:
What Are They And Why Do We Need Them?

Two cre better theart one, becaitse they beave a good re-
wenrd for therr toil. For if they fall. one will lift ap lthe
otherl: but woe to bine whao is alone when be falls ad bes
not another to Hft binm up. Again. if o lie together: they
fleeep] wearn: but bow can one theep] wernr afore? Aind
thongh fonel might precail against one who s alone. tio
will withstenrd bim. o4 threejold cord is not giickly broken
—Eccles. 4 9-12, RSV
—cited in Johnson. Johnson, and Smitl 19911)

This hiblical passage reminds readers that community, where
people join in small groups 1o discuss, explore, and learn 1o-
aether, has existed for centuries as a central concept of learn-
ing. “The Talmud clearly states that 1o learn. one must have a
learning partner” (Johnson, Johnson, and Smith 1991b, p. 1y
and notewaorthy proponents of fearning through community
have existed for centuries: Quintitian in the first century, Lan-
caster and Bell in the 16th centuny. Comenius e the Com-
mon School Movement in the 17th century, Parker in the
1oth century. and Dewey in the carly 20th centuny. And o
creative new intentional approach to learning communities
can greatly improve learning for college students as we enter
the 21st century.

The Need for Learning Communitics

Even at small tiberal ants colleges, the predominant methaod
of teaching is sull leaaring (Pascaretla and Terenzini 1991),
The focus remiains on teaching rather than learning, which
has an adverse effect on the amount and quality of inten-
tional student learning, Movcover, “teaching is hardly ever
assessed in terms of - student learning and development”
CAstin 1993b, p. 1221, Two primany challenges in higher edu-
cation todav are to meet the public’s demand for maximizing
students” learning, and to be more accountable for what stu-
dents fcarn. Fxernvone seems o agree—students, parents. em
ployvers, politicians among them—that underaraduate educ-
tion i this countiv must improve dramatically.

I response o these proessures, regional accreditation
agencies mandated the creation of institutionad assessment
plans to document and provide guidinee for improving st
dents” learning. But college and university tacalty and admin-
istrzitors must develop i whole new paradigm {or weaching
and leaning to masimize learmmg for their undergraduate
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students and to addiess the concerns of acereditation agen-
cies. The availability of the Internet and nesw. user-friendly
iechnologies resulting in a broad new arrav of distance learn-
ing programs across the country have introduced additional
complexities that are of concern to the accreditation agencies
anct others, How can adequate student suppon services be
ensared in remote locations? How does one ensure effective
student-stucdent and student-faculty virual interacion?

Except in a tew residential liberal arts colleges. =in post-
maodern society we have become so alienated and isolated
from cach other that we have had to anificially re-create the
guise of learning communities™ (Wolfson 1993, p. 23). Stu-
dents today are so busy with outside jobs. family care, and
other activities that it is difficult for learning communities—
which are necessary for the best learning—to form sponta-
neously. And because ol the compantmentalization and de-
partmentalization of collegiate life today (Masterson 1998,
siudents often experience learning in an isolated, fragmented
nunner that also prevents needed learning communitics from
forming without outside assistance.

Fraternities and sororities could and should hecome the epit-
ome of effective fearning communities that promote students”
learning. These entities have generally been just the opposite,
however, because of their primary concern with socializing
rather than learning and the alcohol abuse that often accompa-
nies the soctalizing (Whipple 1998). Becoming effective “learn-
ing communities™ could provide fraternities and sororities with
an opportunity (o develop a new. positive reputation emphi-
sizing the maximization of leaming for college students,

Although community colleges tocus on teaching. their
student retention rates are extremely low (Astin 19934,
1O93h: Pascarella and Terenzint 1991, Traditional students
desiring bachelor's degrees. for example. drop ow ~at much
higher rates than .. expected [based onf abilities, aspira-
tions, and fumily backgrounds™ CAstin 1993b, p. 417).

And us for rescarch universities, they are “so comples, so
multifacered, and often so fragmented that, short of a major
crisis, they can rately focns their attention on o single agenda,
... The state of undergraduate educttion at rescarch univer-
sities s such i erisis, an issue of such magnitude and volatil-
itv, that universities must galvanize themselves to respond”
tBover Commission 1998, . 371 The commissicn’s teport
includes severd recommenditions.
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. Make research-based learning the standard:

. Construct an inquirv-based Arst vear:

. Build on the freshman foundation:

. Remove barriers to interdisciplinany education:

. Link commmunication skills and coursework:

. Use information technology creatively:

. Culminate with 2 capstone experience:

- Educate griaduate students as apprentice teachers:
. Change faculty reward systems: and

. Cultivate a sense of community.

Although targeted at research universities, these 10 rec-
ommendations are equally valid at colleges specializing in
undergraduite education. both farge and small, With regard
10 recommendation number 10

Rosearch vonivesitios shouldd foster a comnianity of
learners, Large universitios must fid wways to create d
sense of place and to belp students develop small comni -
nitios within the lareerwhole. ... The campuis muist be
papasefuld place of learning in which crery student foecls
special conmections). asf shared vitials play a poreerful
rede D crealing the larger undversity commanity in
which smcitter: personalized conunanitios of learners can
coeldesce. . Comnddrs caned residential students alibe
need 1o ko that they are needed and valued menibers
of the contmnity (Bover Commission 1998, pp. 3+-33).

This repon sorts out the concept of community in this quo-

tation and provides specific suggestions for creating special.
purposcful learning communities that have the power o trans-
form postscecondan education at all kinds of institutions by
clfectively promoting and optimizing students” learning. Tt also
addresses all 10 of the commission’s recommend:tions for re-
inventing undergraduate education. And while this repornt is
trgeted specifically o college and university faculy, staft, and
administritors, and to local, state, and federal poliey mikers
and planners, it also has important implications for clementary
and secondan education,

“Community™ as the Central Concept
Conununity ™ 1S evenvw biere! In thoonsands of geographical
locations throughout the land, people gather in small, me-
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dium. and large groups (or dispersed associations) {or some
common purpose. We refer o towns, cities, counties, states,
nutional regions, nations. coniinents. global regions, and the
world—and their governing or other associational units—as
“conmunities.” So are any purposeful groups of people within
and across these entities. including professional disciplinary
associations, kibor or trade unions. membership clubs, reli-
gious denominations. church parishes or congregations, svna-
gogues, mosgues. the audience of a particular ielevision or
radio network, station, or program. and Internet interchange
networks. The list could go on and on.

People evervwhere seem concerned about community
development. A comprehensive database scarch at any nua-
jor university ibrary will revend thousands of resources for
“community development.” Communities are muliidimen-
sionat and amazinghy diverse in size. composition, and other
characteristics (Bellah, Madsen, sullivan, Swidter, and Tipton
1085: Peck 1987 Sullivan 199-+ R.L. Warren and Lyon 19885
“The United States is o nation of joiners. .. . implicit in this
penchant for sgetting involved is the peculiarly American
notion of the relationship between self and society. Individ-
witls are expected to get involved—to choose for themselves
o join social groups™ (Bellah et al. 1985, p. 167).

The third college edition of Websters New Word Diction-
aryindicates that “common”™ and “fellow ship™ are root words
for "commumniiy.” Members of a4 community have something
in common that ties them togethier for “companionship.”
Triendly association.” or ~a mutual sharing ... of experience,
activity, lor] interest.” “Inits richest sense. the word denotes
something shared in comimon with others: common language.,
common ownership, common relitionship, or common ideas.
Of the many forms of the word “common,” the concept of
community is casily the most dynamic™ (NeEwan 1993, p. ).

Although it is shared history and interaction or interplay
among, group members that bouad them into a true commumnity
(Moss 19963 dilferent observers have different views of wha
other spevific primary components niake i true, positise,
healthy community that enables optimum learning o oceur.

A community is it place where individudls “communicaie
honesty with cach other,” where their “relitionships go
deeper than their nisks of composure.” and where “open-
ness 1o rishe an aceeptinee of human valnerabiling, and the
ability 1o live through community™ exist (Peck 1987, po S,
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True community involves inclusiveness, commitmeni, con-
sensus that allows differences o be acknowledged and pro-
cessed, contemplation, vulnerability, and ~graceful fighting.”
where conflict is not avoided, minimized, or disregarded.

Generic chiracteristics of a community involve shared val-
ues. caring for one another, and appreciation of cooperation
(Gardner i990; Kouzes and Posner 1987). Communities are
where individuals ~discover unity, learning, and leadership”
(Bennis 1993): they comprise individuals “who have come
together and are commitied to celebrating together, mourning
together. and risking together™ (Sullivan 1994, p. 150

Members of @ e, ideal community have enough confi-
dence in themselves and other members of the community
that surprise and the unexpected are welcomed and celebrated
(Wheuatley 199-0). 71 would be excited to encounter people
delighted by surprises instead of the ones T now meet who are
scared to death of them. Were we 1o hecome truly good scien-
tists of our craft. we would seek out surprises, relishing the
unpredictable when it decided o reveal itself™ (pp. 142130

This description also implies trust. Community is not nec-
essarily a static concept, and ~us education and the world
Become more technology driven. the definition of commu-
nity will change™ (Wolfson 1995, p. 20). Frequently these
days, writers and observers refer to the “global villige™—or
even an intergalactic community for the future, as did the
writers of “star Trek.”

The Increased Focus on Community in

Higher Education

The kindmark report of more than a decade ago. frrolve-
ment in Learnig. relates the American penchant for social
involvement and interaction to one of its central recommen-
dations. a call for colieges 1o focus on the involvement of
students (Study Group 198 1) Students” active engagement in
learning processes enhances learning and leads to two fun-
damental principles:

[, The anionunt of student leariing and personal derelef
ment associated with any educational program s cli-
rectiv proportional to the quedity: anid qatcentity of stieclent
involvement in that program

e effectiveness of any educational policy or practice s
directiy releted 1o the capacity of that policy or pircactice to
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incredse strident Divolvement i learieing (Stady Group
1984, p. 19).

Moreover, such involvement leads to an imporant sense of
community that facilitates learning and rerention.

Over the past tew years, higher education has been wken
by storm with the word “community™ and its variations, im-
plications, and meanings. Broadly defined. “community.” par-

ticularly ~learning community.” is not a new concept. Farly
accounis of undergraduate education focus on the value of
learning within a community. Theorists like John Dewey and
Alexander Meiklejohn were the forerunners of an idea whose
time has arrived,

In 1987 the Carnegic Foundation Limented the foss of
community and common purpose in higher education. Such
expressions of concern. and the return to a focus on under-
graduate education in the mid- to fate 1980s, mav have fu-
cled our return 1o the community movement in our institu-
tions of higher education.

There was widespread recognition that a larger. more
inteprated cision of commnnity in bigher education was
reqgriired. This new vision shonld focus ot on the lenpth
of time strdents spent onr campies, but o the quality: of
the enconnter. ..t wondd relate not ondy to social actir-
ities. bt also to the classroonr e AL Levine 1993, p. 3200,

Bover (1987) and his colleagues at the Carnegice Founda-
tion found that 97 percent of college presidents Telt the devel-
opment ol community wis “very important” to the future of
their campuses. The Anal reports six prineiples have served
as a guide 1o our understanding of community in higher edu-
cation (Bover 1090, pp. =8 AL Levine 1993, p. 327

* By a purposeful community, e meaii a place where fuc-
1y andd strcdents share acadenric godals aid waork together
to strevgthen teaching and learning on camps.

By it open communite, (e niea it « Pace wwhere freedom
of axpression is tncompromisingly defended and where
ciriity is powerfidly affirmed

By crjust communiy . iee mean o place wehere the secred-
ness of cactr persan is bonored and where diersity s eg
gressively prosnued




o By adisciplined community, we mean a place where indi-
viduals aceept their obligations to the group and nell-
defined governance procedires guide bebavior for the
connnon good,

By a caring community. we mean a place where the woefl-
being of cach menther is sensitively suphorted coned 1where
serrice to others is encordged.

By a celebrative community. e mecn « place where the
beritage of the institution is remembercd and where vituals
affirming both tradition and change cre widely shered.

I we subseribe to the concept of community and individ-
wal ascendancy eveles €A Levine 1980, 1993 AL Levine and
Curcton 1998), then we are in the midst of @ movement
toward the community ascendancy cvele, We mav, however,
currently be in a periad of discontinuity hecause of the rapid
nature of change todav (AL Levine and Cureton 1998). The
current ime is only the second tme in history that such
societal discontinuity has occurred:

There are rave times i the history of « sociely i which
reapied and proforned cheange occns. The change is so
troectd coned so deep thett rontine and ordineary Gecles of
readfustinent cease. There s a sheopy hreak betireen the
oldd condd the now. It is a dime of discontinuedty. fn the biston
of this corntry. there haee been tieo such break poinis,

The first was the idustrial Revolution, which began
i caornest in the first decades of the 1Oth centiny.
1he second break point or time of discontinuity is oc-
crorring now CAL Levine and Curcton 1998, pp. 151-52),

It is true not onlv on the pan of students, but also on the

part of colleges and universitios.

Learning Communities in Higher Education

Manv obsenvers see community in higher educiation as an
end as much as aomeans o an end, in the same vein as the
“Turniture of te mind” emphasized in the Yale Report of
1812, Community &x 1 means is not animportant. however,
as mdicated by Bover's inclusion of “purposetul community”
At the head of Tus list of sin principles for understanding
community in higher education. The tocus of this reportis
sticHy o communite as an ffertionad iwneqans to a purticu
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lar endd, which end is fo mexinize learning of groups and
individuals within those groups. By “learning community,”
we mean an intentionally developed community that will
promote and maximize learning. For learning commuinities
to be effective. they must emphuasize active. focused invol e-
ment in learning and collaboraton that stimulutes and pro-
motes the group's and group members” learning.

The leaders of the decade-old movement in this country
involving learning communities for college students (referred
o as “cross-curricular learning communities”™ in the nest see-
tion) claim the term “learning community™ should be limited
to their particular maodels of organizing and working with
undergraduate student groups to maximize learning. Conmon
use of the term today is broader, however: »On the college
ciampus todav, the werm fearniig compnoily describes the
environment that many institntions seek to create for their
students, faculty, and seft™ (Whipple and Sullivan 1998, p. 8.

Learning organizations have also been called learning com-
munities (S, Rvan 199-0. Morcoves, the guru of the “learning
organizations movement” used the term “learning communin™
in referring to those entities (see Kofiman and Senge 1993, p.
S)as have more recent experts in this area Gee Angelo 1997,
p. 3 With regard 1o college students, the term “learning com-
munities™ in the past has been used o sefer o collaborative
cooperative study groups {see Bouton and Garth 1983, p. 4).
Finallv, various recent works in the elementany secondary
cducation literamre have used the term learning communi-
ties” to reler 1o leaming organizations as well as to various
kinds of intentional student, faculive and student Faculty
groups 1o promote learning Esee Baker and Moss 19902 R,
Brown 1997 Cockredt 1990: Cusack 19935 Felner 1997 Fine-
man 19906; Gibhs 1994 Gutierrez and Stone 19970 Ishler and
Vogel 1990; Krovety 1993 Lenski 1990: Lichernun 1990: Lin
1993: Logan 199+ 95 O'Neil 19935 Prawat 1990: Ravilz 1997
Rutledge 19960 secules 19970 Shields 1996; Speck 1990; 1rim-
hle 1990 Weissgliass 1990),

An examination of these varions entities reveals that they
have much in common that revolves around the coneept of
developing communinye to maximize learning. The condlusion
therefore is that “learning communiticos”™ is legitinuieh the
most appropiiate generic tanbreella rerm under which the
more spedilic entities can be categorized. Although Bover's
six principies for undemstanding communite in higher edoea-
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ton nuy seem to have more implications for studdent life out-
side the classroom than in the classroom, they serve as a pri-

mury impetus for the emergence of “learning communities.”

The term “learning community™ is rooted in the traditions
of the colonial colleges: “The first colleges in America were
plices that deliberately sought to create o community of
scholars with comumon values. In those days, the focus on
community and the moral character of students wis as im-
portant a part of the college vears as academic work™ (Cove
1997, p. 23). Learning communities are also rooted in the
ancient Greek ancestor of US, higher education. ~From the
carly lveeums, to Emerson’s circle of friends.” to mv recent
graduate seminar, education has alwavs possessed special
communitics of learners for whom shared experience has
special meaning”™ (McEwan 1993, p. -t).

The herituge of learning communities for students (see
Gabelnick, MacGregor. Matthews, and Smith 1990) can be
traced 1o experimental undergriaduate colleges tMeiklejohn
1932: Tussman 19691, Experimental calleges, such as Fckerd
College in Florida. those at the Pniversity of Wisconsin at
Madison and at Green Bayv, those at the University of Cali-
fornia at Berkeley and at santa Cruz, Evergreen State College
in Washington, and New College at the University of Afa-
bama. which became popular in the 1900s, used the coneept
of learning conmwnities, So did the residential colleges mod-
cled after the residential colleges at Harvard and Yale. which
were in turn modeled after the residential colleges at Oxlord
and Cambridge (M. Ryan 1992), and the innovative residencee
hall programming to facilitate oui-of-class learning that be-
came popular during the 1900s,

It has been only since the Tate 1980, however. that use of
the term “learning communities™ became prominent. Since
that time. fearning communities designed for both in-class and
out-of-class student-student and student-faculty interaction
began to evolve as @ broad educational movement at the col-
lege fevel that came to be referred 1o as “the learning commu-
nity movement in higher education.” This national movement
was spurred into heing by, among other things, the Washing-
ton Center for Improving the Quality of Undergradiare
Fducation. which through Ford Foundation and other funding
supported the development of Tearming comniunities through-
out the stite of Washington, the publication of i Jossev-Bass
New Directions source hook on learning communitics
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(Gabelnick et al. 1990). and the development of a national
clearinghouse on the topic through the financial support of
the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education
(FIPSE). The research studies on learning communities con-
ducted by Vincent Tinto and his colleagues at the National
Center on Postsecondan Teaching, Learning, and Assessment.
a book about involving colleges (Kuh, Schuh, Whitt, and
Associates 1991, and funding for development of leaming
communities provided by FIPSE provided further impetus.

Nearly all learning communities have “two things in com-
mon. One is shared knowledge. . . . The second is shered
Lrowing”(linto 1998, p. 1710 emphasis added). Tt is sug-
gested that learning communities:

I, Incorporate and value diversity,

2. Share a culture,

3. Foster internal communication.

4. Promiote caring, trust, and teamwork,

3. Involve maintenance processes and governancee struc-
tures that encourage participation and sharing, of leader-
ship tasks. .

. Foster the development of voung people, and
. Have links with the outside world (Gardner 19891,

This review of the literature suggests that two dimensions
of leaming communities are important for higher education:
primary membershipand primery form of interaction. The
first dimension differentiates characteristics the group mem-
bers have in common. The second differentiates whether the
group members have primarily direct. in-person physical in-
teraction. virtual interaction, or nondirect interaction through
written or other correspondence.

Three basic categories of Jearning communities within the
prinany membership dimension are important for higher
cducation: (1) learning organizations: (2) faculty learning
communities: and (3) student learning communitics.

. Learning organizations are colleges and universitios

~consciously structured to promote their own learning
and that of their students and faculiv members.” as con-
trasted with what hus generally been the case—-shared
learning expericnces”™ thar seem “to promote individual,
isolated, passive learning and forms of disconrse that are
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[currentlyl very much limited 1o the narrow boundaries
of sepurate disciplines™ (Tinto 1997h. p. 2).

- Faculty learning commuorities are conscioush and
proactively structured faculty groups organized primarily
to promote faculty learning.

3. Stieelent learning communitios are consciously and

proactively structured student groups organized to pro-
mote student learning.

Iv

some would contend that “alumni™ is another basic mem-
hership category important for higher education. Although
alunni are important in higher education and are a distinet
group, alumni are concerned primarily about students™ learn-
ing in their own alma maters. provide monetary and other re-
sources to support such learning, and periodically gather tor
learning and other purposes as “former students.” “alunoni™ in
this report are considered in the broad sense an extension
and configuration of “student learning conununities.”

All three categories have in common the important charac-
teristics discussed in the previous paragraphs. But readers
should realize that although they are distinctive. the three basic
prinuny membership types of leaming communities important
1o higher education are not mittuedly exclisive. For example,
the “educational communities of peace™ (Knefelkamp 1992) to
be built around the multicultural college curriculum could
apph to any and adi of the three categories. Similarly, student
learning communitics will usually also involve faculty.

The second dimension. that involving the primary form of
interaction, also has three basic categories Tor characterizing
any primary membership group (other dimension): (1) phvs-
ical interaction. (23 virtual interaction. or (3) correspondent
interaction.

L Physical interaction pertains to any prinury: membership
learning community where within-community: communica-
tion or interaction is mosthy directs on site. and in person.

2 Virtnal titeraction pertains oy prinzuy membership
learning community where within-community communi-
cation or interaction is indireet in terms of physical plree
and location but divect in terms of time and effeat
through interacuve computer. voice, and video networks.

A Correspondent interaction pertains (O any primary mem-
hership learning community where within-community
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communiciation or interaction is largely indivect inerms
of place and time. and occurs through leters, new slet-
ters, rdio or welevision broadeasts, and so on. Examples
of this tvpe of interaction include correspondence
courses, hook clubs, and “fan clubs.”

Any Gitegory of one dimension can relate prinmuarily to any
categon of another dimension. Theretore. in terms of within-
group mreraction, student learming communities can prinmarily
i olve and be citegorized accerding 1o physicad interaction,
virtual interacuon, or correspondent interaction. The two
dimensions and their respectis ¢ categorios can be presented
in & matrin as shown below s wath the priman menibership
categories fisted along the vertical aas and the priman form
of interacuon categories listed along the horizontal asis:

— T T T i - __“I
{  Physical : Virtual " Correspondent
| Interaction | Interaction | Interaction |

. t B it i e L
Learning ! , '
Organizations | : 3
= T T : ;
Faculty Learning | :
Communitics : i
< ——t o e e e
Student Learning :
. . s | i
Communitics , ; ;
t i
b e e e e ———— e ——————— s e v e

Scope and Organization of This Study
This section hus focused on “commumity and learmmg com
munity s overarehimg concepts i new approdach o colle
guite organization and instruction. I implemented cliecin el
and svstenm rde. this new approach st deonatcadhy improve
cducatnon in the 218 centun

The nest section deseribes the difterent tvpes ol site basea
student Teammg communities wdentified i the  swadenn feam
g communties  categon al the pruman membership de
mension ol the tvpology s and - The Benelits of sStudeni
Learmimg Communiies  documents the benefits o students
and Lacudiy that result from ciicctn e site-hased student feam
g conmuhe:s T tescatdl makes deamaticsdy dean that
both students and facaliy recene mam important bhenefis
trom vanous sie-based stdent learmng commumtes
“Creanngsand implemientg Oprmd Colleae Stdom
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Learning Communities™ provides practical and applied infor-
mation from the literature. And the last section discusses
developments and directions for learning communities of the
future. The primary focus is on learning organizations. faculy
learning communities, and virtual learning communities.
These topics are growing, but not vet well developed, seg-
ments of the literature on education learning communities.
They will become increasingly important topics for analvsis,
discussion, and application. The section also includes some
discussion of needs for comparative assessment and evabua-
tion of the outcomes achieved with difterent site-based stu-
dent learning community models.
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TYPES OF STUDENT LEARNING COMMUNITIES

Woe . . . decided 1o use the term learning groups as a gen-
eral rubric. recognizing that a variety of labels are tn use
Sor such activity: cooperative learning. collaborative
learning. collective learning. study circles, teamn lecrning.
partner leariing, stiedy groups, peer support groups. work
groups. learning commuonity. self-belp groups. and com-
meenity edrecation circles (Bouton and Garth 1983, p. 4)

The first section discussed the concept and purposes of what
we have called -learning communities.” Because of the ge-
neric property of the terms “learning™ and “community,” we
concluded that “learning communities™ is legitimately the
broadest. most generic term for the concept under study. The
focus in this section is narrowed to one category of the pri-
mary membership dimension of “learning communities™ that
we called “student learning communities.” This section dis-
cusses twpes of site-hased student learning communities, or
student learning communities that involve primarily physical.
IN-person interaction. ‘

The student ~learning community fosters social and intel-
lectual involvement™ and serves as a structure for “intellectual
coherence and integration™ (Stark and Lattuca 1997, p. 235

Models of student fearning communities “assuredly result in
more intellectual interactions between students and faculnv
increased student involvement in learning. and higher levels
of student motivation™ (p. 2360, Students learn from cach
other and from participating faculty, while facuity learn from
students and one another. Student learning communitios also
serve as excellent vehicles for facubty development by hring-
ing together faculy from difterent disciplines and providing a
source of new energy and innovation in the classroom.

Student fearning communities are rekuively small groups of
stucdents Gind faculivy working together to enhanee students’
fcaring and to help students become well-rounded, broad-
Iased individuals, Most have some sort of faculty leadership
and involvement. Generadiv, facultv organize them. but stu-
dents are the predominant participants. Undergraduate st
dents generally see lide connection across the courses they
are thing. even when skills emphasized in one course are
needed in others Well-canceived sudent lerning comnuuni-
ties are intended o combat this problem. and o help students
perceive their cumulativie education s part of the big picture
of Ife, “Research shows that Teaming is most effectine ina
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community where knowledge can be shared in ¢lass and out-
side of class™ (Jerry Gaft, cited in Collison 1993, p. A18). Thus.
it becomes apparent that student learning communities that
emphasize collaborative leaming and serve both academic
and social purposes will become important primary avenues
for improving the education of undergraduate students.

The membership, format, linkages, and programming (cur-
riculum and activities such as student journals, simulations.
and collaborative learning) of student learning communities,
in their most beneficial form, are purposefully designed to
facilitate the maximum amount, mastery, eftectiveness. and
efficiency of learning. Members of an effective learning com-
munity interact 1o leara both inside and outside the classroom.
Generally. each learning community includes study across
academic disciplines. Members of a leaming community may
presumably interact in other modes as well, such as over the
phone. through campus e-mail, a computer network such as
the Internet, or distance learning using interactive video.

Learning communities. “by their very nature, jusiapose
diverse perspectives and diverse disciplines so that teaching
and learning inevitably engender social. cultural, and intel-
lectual linkages™ (Gabelnick et al. 1990, p. 121 In their
most bencficial form. faculty carefully plan the membership.,
format, linkages, and programming for the learning commu-
niy (R, Matthews 1994,

Learniing conumanitios are naot mereh block pragram-
ming. an administrative conrenience that fecilitedes
registration aned nse of rooms. Rather. they are con-
scions inteflectual strictnres that (eachers create, and
stidlents participate in. lo shere a high-guality and
cencring educational experience. .. There are as
iy variations on the models of learning commnani-
ties as there are institutions willing to participaie. All.
howerer, strive (o provide an intense and supportie
cnvivonment jor intellectual growth codd development
(po18t).

Stadent Jearning communitios are always intentionally
organized to support maore effective fearming v students.

The nuny different tvpes can be grouped as follows:

Vo Crerricnder locorning commnitios: Cross-curricular leam-




ing communitics: curricular cohort learning communi-
ties: curricular area learning communities

2. Classroom lecrning commuenities: Total-clissroom learn-
ing communities: within-classroom learning communities

3. Residential learning conunanities

L Student-type learning connmuaiitios.

This section discusses all of these categories and subcute-
gorics. The categories are not mutually exclusive and can be
combined: tor example, any of the curricular learning com-
munities can include the students in a residential learning
community” who are living and studying together.

Curricular Learning Communities
Cross-curricular learning comniunities
Before the carly 19905, a few collegiate institutions—patticu-
farly LaGuardin Community College. Temple University, Ever-
green State College, the University of Washington, and con-
munity colleges throughout the state of Washington (13, smith
1993 —focused on the design and development ol special
fearmning commumities. Since then. many colleges and universi-
ties—uespecially ones whose students are primarily: commuters,
atend school part time. work full time. or have najor fimily
responsibifitics—hav e developed such learning communities.

Initizlly, the primary tocus of such learning communitics
(excluding tederated fearning communities, discussed later)
was to factlitite collaborative learning among entering un-
dergraduate studenis ransfer students as well as first-vear
students). Originadlyv, this categony was called ~entering stu-
dent learning communities.” as the need 1o overcome inhibi-
tions and anxicties. and to develop meaningful community
that can fucilitie adjustment o college and academic suc-
cess s especilly great Tor entering students. But as students
expressed desires to continue their fearming communities
bevond the st semester. and even beyond the first vear of
college, it became clear that such groupings can be valid
and meaningful wt any time in students” careers.

Although some scholars (see Gabelnick et al. 1990) seem
o contend that these entities are the legitimate, only veal
“ledrning communitios,” our studv of the literature and our
deliberations lead us to call them “cross-carricular learning
communities.” beaause they e in general cross-curricular
in mature. “Cross-curricular learming communities™ is an im-
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portant subcategory of “curricular learning communities,”
which is a subcategory of “student learning communities,” a
category of “learning communities.” An important aspect of
developing such learning communities is to “purposcely re-
structure the curriculum to link together courses or course
work so that students find greater coherence in what they
are learning as well as increased intellectual interaction with
(aculty and fellow students™ (Gabelnick et al. 1990, p. 3).

Formal college-level versions of such learning communitics
vary greatly in their purposes and the student populations
they are designed to serve (R, Matthews, Smith, MacGregor.
and Gabelnick 1997, pp. 462-63). The focus may be on fresh-
man programs. general education. gateway courses, develop-
mental and basic studies, honors programs. and or work in
students” major or minor.

In 1996. the Washington Center for Improving the Quality
of Undergraduate Education published a directon of what we
are calling cross-curricular learning communities”™ (McLaughlin
and MacGregor 1990). Hidentifies the following types of
fearning communities at 109 nstitutions in 26 states: (1) fresh-
nun ingerest groups. (2) linked courses. (3) course clusters, (1)
federated learning communities, and (3) coordinated studies,
Many variations of and approaches w cach model are possible
(13. Smith 1993). The Washington Center was founded o stim-
ukute the formation of learming communitics at colleges in the
state of Washington. It currently supports and coordinates
learning communities at -4 colleges and universities through-
out Wishington: it also acts as s national information clearing-
house related to college student leaming communities,

Instructors” receptivity to and preference for the learning
community models van according to their academic disci-
pline (Gabelnick et al. 1990, po 23: Stark and Lattuca 19971
For example, faculty in the sciences tend o use existing
courses and sequences in the curriculum. and o prefer clus-
ters, linked courses, and federaied communities. Conversely,

fuculty in the humanities and social sciences wend o prefer
integrated courses and svnthesized new courses, and coordi-
nated studies learning communities.

A review of other typologies for cross-curricular learning
conmmunities (Love and Tokuno 7z pressiincludes four possi-
bilities. First is a condensation of an original five models
CMaeGregor, Smith, Matthews, and Gabelnick 19970 into
three basic models: (1) student cohorts in larger classes. €2)
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paired or clustered cliasses. and (3) team-taught programs.
sceond is the typology of “common dimensions of successtul
learning communitics.” an expansion of a 1993 typology by
Tokuno. Fach learning community can be cawegorized into
high-level, middle-level. or low-level positions along cach of
five dimensions: (1Y student collaboration, (2) fuculyy collabo-
ration, (3) curricular coordination. (1) shared setting. and (%)
interactive pedagogy. The third possible typology is the de-
gree of integration between any two dinwensions in the see-
ond typology, for example. the degree 1o which courses are
integrated along with the complexity of the collaboration that
occurs. The fourth possible typology involves categories of
learning communities designed for speciat populations, such
as academically underprepuared students. underrepresented
groups. students with disabilities, honors students, residential
students, and students with specific academic interests.,

This review is limited to five models proposced by
Gabelnick et al. (1990 —freshmun interest groups. linked
courses, course clusters, tederated learning communities,
and coordinated studies:

Freshman interest groups. The academic advising office
at the University of Oregon originally conceived of the
model based on freshman interest groups (FIGs). which
allows interested incoming freshmen to choose from a list of
special interests related to careers (e.g., prelaw), social is-
sues (e.g.. world hungen. and philosophy (e.g.. whit it
micans to be an educated person), among others, The stu-
dents form smull groups of 20 1o -0, according to choice of
topic, and take related courses us a group 1o fulfill their
freshmun course requirements. At Oregon, faculty who wich
the selected courses are not expected 1o coordinate syllabi
or co-plim courses during the semester. although they are
invited to atend an initial group meceting to introduce them-
selves and their courses.

The FIG may have a common faculty adviser mentor and
or an upper-cluss student peer adviser mentor. The Univer-
sitv of Oregon FIG program has o1 peer adviser for cach
group. who receives upper-division siciademic eredit in lead-
ership for his or her involvement (Gabelnick et al. 1990, The
peer adviser organizes the first FIG meeting during Orien-
tation Week and then convenes the group weeklv during the
semester to explore issues and resources related to student
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lite on campus. form study groups. or just spend some infor-
nutl time wgether™ (p. 2.0,

Linked courses. Linked courses are sets of courses that are
in some way related 1o one another in terms of focus or con-
tent, as determined by faculiv at the institution. and for
which specific groups of students co-register. The faculiy of
the courses may or may not be expected o coordinate their
course svllabi. assignments, and activities to achieve objec-
tives for students. such as seeing the courses as an integrated
and correlated set, applving what is learned in one course 1o
the content and assignments in the other courses, studving
the courses collaboratively in relutionship o one another,
completing conmon assignments across the courses, hearing
common problems, themes, and concepts presented from
diverse perspectives by the different instructors, and so on.
Whitt constitutes adequate cooperition, connection., linkuage,
and integration varies fron instructor to instructor and
among groups of instructors, Academic administrators nun
he involved also.

Swadents usaally elect to participate in a learning commu-
nity (rom which they may opt out) and are then assigned o
a spedific group. Courses mity be tinked because they have
common themes or issues. fit welt into an interdisciplinany
group, are required freshman or sophomore courses from
different disciplines, and so on. Freshman (sometimes sopho-
more? courses in English compaosition, speech, history, hu-
nienities, social sciences. and science are commonly linked.
In the swell-known Interdisciplinan Xriting Program at the
University of Washington, in operation since the fate 1970,
expositon writing instructors cooperate with the instructors
of 27 general education lecture courses i a variety of disci-
plines. Generally, about 20 students in o lecture course of
200 students are part of a linked swriting course.

The writing cowrse specifically derelops thinking and
weritiug skills in the disciplinary context, iwhother it be
art, history. sociofogy. or biology. Usually the studenis
i the smaller writing class make upy only o small por
tion of the sticdents iu the larger lecture conrse, bt they
become a small comprnify with o sense of identiny aned
a shared, rigorons academnic enterprise (Gabelnick ot
al. 1990, p. 200,
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Different approaches to linked courses are possible. At a
hasic level. paired courses illustrate the variety of possi-

hilities. A paired course is o course link made up of two
courses, ustally a skills course in combination with a con-
tent course. For example, (1) both courses shave the same
students and no other students are in cither class. (2) both
courses, say. composition and speech, are taught by the
same instructor, (3) the two courses also enroll significant
pereentages of students who are outside the learning coms-
munity ike the Universite of Washington example carlien),
and G4} the two courses are combined into a linked course
that enrolls twice the number of students and is tcam-taught
hy the two instructors.

Course clusters. Course clusters are a specialized version of
tinked courses. Twenn -five 1o 33 students, who constitnte a
learning community, enroll together Gn the same section
during the same termy in all three or four of the courses des-
ignated tor that particular group of students. The instructors
work together like those who teach linked courses, Students
in the cluster may take courses outside the cluster in addition
10 those in the cluster. but the courses designated for the
cluster constitiie most of, if not all, the course foad for the
term. “The faculty in this svstem teach courses both inside
and outside the cluster.

This approach was initially implemented in 1978 at La-
Guardia Community College in New York City (R, Matthews
199-4: R, Mathews et al 1997 Tinto and Love 1993 and it
remains in operation on that caimpus. Fach cluster consists of
three or four courses, lasting one semester. hased ona se-
fected theme 1o te the courses together, Instructors for the
courses meet periodicatly and attempt to make the courses
complement and support one another. Years after they were
initial\ introduced. an integrating seminar of one credit was
added to the course clusters. The college has separate. dis-
tinet course ctusters for liberal arts students, business Su-
dents, new students, students on public assistance, aind more,

Federated learning communitices, FI.Cs were created and
implemented in the mid-1970s at the State University of New
York-Stony Brook Iy philosophy professer Patrick Hill
{1982} belore he hecame provost at By ergreen State College
I the manner of FIGs, this model invites currentiy enroliced
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undergraduate students to volunteer 1o study together in
groups of up to 0 a special set of three disciplinary courses.
These federated courses™ relate directly to an overarching
theme. In addition, however. the student group pasticipates
separately (o other students)y in a specially prepared =pro-
gram seminar” related to all three federated courses and
taught by ~Master Learners” {from outside the disciplines of
the federated courses. At Evergreen Siate College. Master
Learners are relieved of normal teaching duties.

A key individual in the FEC model. the Master Learner
is a facully mesmber from a discipline other than those
of the federated corrses. Te or she is expected to become
a learner with the stadents and to fulfill all the ace-
dentic responsibifities of a student in each course. . ..
But the Master Learners age and training puads him or
hoer in a wnique position (o assist sticdents in discorer-
ing cnd exploring the integrative ancd oppasing threads
and points of vicie of the three cotrses (Gabelnick et al.
1990, pp. 27-28).

Faculty eaching the fedenited courses also benefit from
the Master Learner's presence in terms of learning how their
courses are being used and understood. Because of the cost
imvolved in having a Master Learner, some institutions have
deleted this faculty position from the model. Some have one
of ihe FLC instructors teach the seminar: others delete the
integritive program seminar and use proxies for the Master
Learners. such as selected trained upper-division students.

Coordinated studics, In 1970, coordinated studies debuted
as part of Evergeeen State College's curriculbar design. a vear-
fong learning community for first-vear college students mod-
cled after the groundbreaking approaches of Meiklejohn
(193.2) and Tussman (1909). “Coordinated studies™ means that

the students and faculiy assigned 1o the learning community

are involved together in o complete program of study that
reqeiires <1 collaborative learning focus by participating fac-
ulty, The size of these fearning communitics is proportionaliy
Jurger than course clusters, generdly involving groups of 60
to 100 students and three o five tcommonly threed faculy
members who teach only in the coordinated studies pro-
arant. The number of Baculiy and the size of the otd groap
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depend on the number of courses involved. The faculty-to-
student ratio in such a program is approximately 1:20: it may
2o o 1:25. Most coordinated studies last only one quarter or
semester; the faculty involved and program offerings usually
change each academic term.

Faculty and students all work together full time in active,
interdisciplinary, thematic learning. but modes of delivery
and emphasis on subject matter varv, Some coordinated
studies progrims are very specific in terms of content and
skills and are highly sequenced; others are not sequenced or
focused in terms of content and skills.

The full-time vetire of coordineted stiredios breaks open
the traditional class schedrile with diverse possibilities for
scheduling lotger blocks of time for extended learning
experiences. . .. 1ypical coordiveded stuclios progreains
involve a mix of plenary sessions Cectires. films, or pre-
sentetions) and smcill-growfy work Creorlshops, senmineny,
and lab sessions). “Book semiinens™ .. are the halhmark
of maost coordinated stucios programs. Seminars are
extended group discussions of a primary text or article,
tstetily held tivice a week. fach facrlty meniber con-
venes Dis or her seminar group of about 20 or 25 sti-
donts and acts as a faciliteator. enconraging stidents to
develop skills in taking cherge of senminar tine to dissect
the text (Gabelnick et al. 1990, pp. 29-30).

Coordinated studies communities are highly complex and
require much facuity energy over an extended period of
time, but the highly integrative. intense experience provided
is exuremely valuable o students, Such communities also
provide enormous opportunities for culy to be creative.

Curricular cobort learuing communities

Academic programs in which the same students are together
in every course because they are required o take the same
courses at the same time to complete the program on sched-
ule ewhich some hav e called “lock=step programs™ are
called in this monograph “curricular cohort learning commu-
nities.” 1t o student drops out of a module or course. he or
she is generadly required to wait until the nest avde tan
other classy comes along. probablyv heciiuse participating
students are reguured o Gike the courses i sequence <o the
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group’s cohesiveness and support are not adversehy atfected.
Such programs are more economically efficient than pro-
grams having elective courses from which cach student can
choose. In addition. they torce students to be in one learn-
ing community for the entire duration of the program: iff
collaborative methods are integrated throughout, students’
achievement and retention are potentially much greater.

Vocational programs at community colleges and many
upper-division and graduate programs for adult learners (for
example. St Thomas University in Minnesota and Antioch)
frequently use this method. Two undergraduate cohort
learning communities, one tor older and one tor traditional-
age students, are described in the following paragraphs.

This monograph’s senior author, while vice president for
academic affairs and academic dean at Roberts Weslevan
College, a small church-related four-vear college in Rochester.
New York, during the 1980s, oversaw the development, ap-
proval, and implementation of an upper-division accelerated
hachelor's degree program in management of human resources
Gseveral vears later renamed Organizational Management).

The program was designed for emploved individuals over
235 vears of age who had completed two vears of lower-

division work at i two-vear college and had enough signifi-
cant work expericnce and associated learning to carn an

additional vear of supporting coursewaork credit through
assessment of a portfolio. Organizationad Management wis i
vear-long evening program consisting prinmarily of course
modules in the major and application of what is learned in
class 1o a significant vear-long on-the-job project.

Once 2 group of 15 1o 20 students had signed up for the
program and been assessed and approved for enrolhinent.
the program began. regardless of the time of vear. The group
was introduced o its lead instructor, who taught some of the
program modules and served as the group’s ongoing mentor
for the entire year. Each lead instructor had the proper de-
aree credendals, and was specially oriented and trained o
work with individuals as well as an entire group in the role
of adviser and supportive friend. Each group of students in
the curricular program ook all the modules together as one
group in a specified order.

Because the student groups completed the program at
various times during the vear—almost alwavs many weeks
or months hefore commencement—a special graduation




dinner with a follow-up recognition ceremony and program

was arranged for cach class upon completion of the pro-

grant. Students” families. professors, and other available fac-

ulty and administrators from the college attended these

events. As part of the program. the graduating students were

abwavs invited to share experiences and testimonials about

the past vear. Invariably, they talked about the positive and

rewarding experience of studving together and socializing .

together inside and outside class, the helpful interaction with —
their fead instructor and other professors. and how the sup-

port from one another—and their instructors—had pulled Employers
them through and allowed them to succeed bevond their noted h.Ow
highest expectations. beneficial

An extremely effective learning community had devel- the
oped for every class. and so students dropped out of the program
program. Each group of students and mentors instructors bad proved
developed a remarkable esprit de corps, and students’ to be for
achievement and development of skills were superb. Em- their
plovers noted how beneficial the program had proved to be employees.
for their emplovees. The program was subsequently pur-
chased and implemented, over the next decade. by 50 col-
feges and universities across the country whose facaliy wi-
tored it 1o local needs,

After cight vears at Roberts Weslevan, the author senved tor
SIX years as executive vice president and dean for academic
affairs at Wakdorf College, a smaldl, rural two-vear college in
fowia. There he oversaw the development. approval, aned
preparation for tull-scale implementation of two aceelerated
upper-division bachelor degree programs for traditional-
age students: a two-track program in business Gmanagement
and finance), and a two-track program in communications
(clectronic media and print medin). The class sehedude {or
both upper- and low er-division students was adjusted to allow
A ower-division conumencement in mid-April. allowing the
first upper-division semester o take place in April through
Julv. The Anal three semesters were to be completed before
the end of July of the following vear approxinmately 15 months
after the students completed their Tow er-division program

These upper-division accelerated-degree progriuns in-
cluded additional innovations, such as the abitity to rake
only two courses at a time and only in the alternoon, and o
semester at Oxford in England that invohved taking two
courses and doing an internship with a British company tin
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addition to internships in the United States). Esprit de corps.
group support. and common meniors occurred for these
taditional-age students. just as wius true ot older students in
the Roberts Weslevan program. Conversations with Waldorf
taculty members and students involved in the program and
with current Waldort administrators confirm thae simitar ef-
fects on students” achievement. retention. and esprit de
corps dre heing experienced among traditional-age cotlege
students, just as they were at Roberts Weslevan.

- As of July 1997, onlv one bachelor's program student had
dropped out since the program began in spring 199+

. Of the 30 bachelor's degree students graduating in June
1997, 22 ¢arned honors;

. The graduates have been finding desirable emplovment
and been successfud on the job (Xaldorf College 1997,

Because of its suceess with these two upper-division pro-
grams. Wildort is now imiplementing additional curricular
cohort accelerated upper-division programs. The college has
also begun offering its upper-division business program in
Phoenix, Arizona.

At both colleges. other institutional innovations and fac-
tors plaved an important role in the success of their respec-
tive accelerated-degree programs. Yet there can be no doubt
that the learning community aspects of both programs were
imperutive 1o the programs’ success, Moreover, drumatic
increases in total enrollments. bevond these programs, oc-
curred at both colleges in the years following implementa-
tion of their respective programs.

Curricular area learning communities

Throughout the history of disciplinan higher education, fac-
ulty, students, and alunmni in cach of the curricular disciplines
have viewed themselves as part of a specialized profession
that is seen by its members as a distinative conmmunity of
scholars, By the time undergraduate students are juniors and
seniors majoring in a disciplinary area. they have many com-
mon courses with their disciplinany student peers and tend 1o
begin sceeing themselves as members of that disciplinan
community. As a result, upper-division students tend to inter-
act more with their disciplinary peers and faculty within their
major than with other students and faculty,




The Association of American Colleges and Universities
sponsored a series of studies on the college major (summa-
rized in Schneider 1997). Although the studies found frag-
mentation, lack of coherence, and undue subspecialization
in the myjor, and a resulting adverse impact on “involvement
in human-scale learning communities,” curricular area learn-
ing communities still have powential:

But why begin de novo to creaie learning comnuinities
within the academy? Departmental majors already bring
together faculty members and students whao share an
interest in a constellation of releted questions. (Crests.
and approaches. If we accept the value of commznity as
an important resource for stucents” intellectual growth
and decelopment. the role. work, and fnterrelationships
among the departmentally based communities of interest
that bave already formed in bigher education can be a
promising place lo begin{(Schneider 1997, p. 240).

If faculty in a disciplinary department intentionally: orga-
nize their student majors into meaningful discussion and
study groups that collaboratively facilitate learning and com-
mitment to the values of the discipline. those student groups
can become well-defined and effective learming communi-
ties. (It should be noted that disciplinan groups on many
campuses that have intergroup interaction and discuss and
share thoughts with one another currendy do not meet the
intentional faculty internvention criterion for being a bona
fide “learning community.™) Faculty who organize student
departimental disciplinary clubs can tansform them into
legitimate learning communities, usually not the case. it they
provide and stimulate quality, targeted collaborative learning
and fellowship experiences aimed at enhanced learning.

One model ol a formal curricular arcy fearning comnw-
nitv emphasizes problem-based learning. Such groups are
organized around discussing solutions for particular real-life
problems within the discipline (Cordeiro and Camphbell
1995: Woods 1996). Students deal in small groups with
problem they are likely o face as a professional. They need
knowledge organized around problems rather than disci-
plines, and thev are responsible, individually and as groups,
for their own teaching and leiring,

Another modet of a formal curricular area leaning conne
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munity was developed at Drexel University, Drexel had ofti-
ciallv approved redesigning its entire curriculum for fresh-
men and sophomores so it could implement an all-student
focus on learning communities ™ curriculur area, beginning
with freshmen entering in fall 1996 (Collison 1993). “The idea
of learning communities™ in which students work in small
groups and study in interdisciplinany programs is not new.
[Bull educators say Drexel is unique in its effort 1o adopt the
approach universitywide™ (Collison 1993, p. A18).

The results of a five-vear pilot project in its College of
Engineering. fund:d by a 82,1 million grant from the National
Science Foundadon, led to Drexel's decision, In the pilor un-
dertiking. cach group of approximately 100 engineering stu-
dents was assigned o 10 1o 12 professors and taught by that
sume teim of professors over the first five terms of college. In
the pilot project. students participating in the learning con-
munities were expoesed 1o more practicil courses carlier in
their college careers, Faculty reported they developed close
relutionships with, and really came to know, students by stav-
ing with the same students {or five terms. Moreover, 89 per-
cent of the learning community students (compared with 74
perceni of those students nof assigned to learning communi-
ties) were stll engineering majors after two yers.

Based on the results of the pilot project. the Drexel engi-
neering fuculty revamped the curriculum and adopted fearn-
ing communitics for aff engineering students in fall 199, All
Drexcl engineering students took expanded team-tanght
interdisciplinary courses (e g.. physics chemistny-caleutus).
and the group of students also participated in a group engi-
neering iaby.

The university had approved a plan o implement this
concept in all colleges of the university beginning in fall
1996 (Collison 1993). The engineering learning communitios
are institutionalized colfegewide and continue to work well,
but the Biology Department is apparenty the onhv other
academic departiment to implement the concept

Classroom Learning Communitics
Total-classroom learniug connmunities

A classroom has often been viewed as a learinig commumity

in sclf-contiined clementary schools where students and the
teacher interact and work together continually and daily.




Generally, in classrooms where teachers work o effectively
develop a sense of family, or community, across the class-
room, all the students in the dass view themselves as mem-
bers of a distinctive learning community. Although « college
class can similarly become a true learning communiry, it
tends not to happen. The class meets only an hour several
times @ week, and lecturing remains the dominant mode of
instruction (Pascarctla and Terenzini 1991: Pollio 19684).

The data collected by the assessment techniques reported
in Angelo and Cross (1993) can be aggregited for the class
45 a4 whole. The focus is on the class rather than on individ-
uals in the class. The faculty member (a learner, o) can
present the data to, and discuss the dat with, the students
in the class as i group. As group members reflect on the
meaning of the data. they can become a powerful tearming
community (Angelo and Cross 1993), “Classroom research”
is also important in a group's collaboration (Bruffee 1989,

One comprehensive K—-12 model for developing cliss-
room communitv—or a “total-classroom learning commu-

nitv —that also is relevant for postsecondany education fo-
cuses on developing effective problem-solving and human
relations skills in students, and on the instructor’s becoming

primarily o facilitator rather than the waditvonal teacher
(Andersen 1993). This model emphuasizes the new Rs™ of
reflection, responsibility. relationship, and respect and a
philosophy of growth among students having three
themes—experiential. developmental, and triunscendental.

The experiential theme is the foundation out of which the
other two themes emerge, but most models of teaching—such
as those emphasizing knowledge. training. or acceptance of
what is taught—are not concerned with what a student is
experiencing. Real understanding comes only through experi-
encing something firsthand. The hevs to suceess in expericenc-
ing are the quality of personal involvement. and the intimate
involvement of the whole person in the learming event.

Five strands are woven into nuiking the classroom a true
fcarning community CAndersen 1993), The instructor should:

1. Implement the concept and practice of demoraey
2 Create aaaring environment that responds to the real
necds of students:

A Master the art of faalitative process,
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. Use an innovative curriculum involving sequential and
developmental activities that have meaning for the sw-
dent: and

- Act us an effective change agent.

An exceellent example of a total-classroom learning com-
munity at the college level is the Phi Theta Kappa Leadership
Development Studies course, a great books™ approach to
leadership development created with a grant from the Kel-
logg Foundation as taught at Bacone College. Designed to
assist students to develop their potential for leadership and to
become productive leaders, the course is designed as a semi-
nar. discussion, participatory model o enable students to
become actively involved in the course’s content. The course
is limited to 20 10 25 siudens.

The course has 11 units: developing a personal leadership
philosophy, articulting a vision, leading with goals, decision
making. managing your time, team building. cmpowering
and delegating, initiating change, managing conflict, apply-
ing cthics to feadership. and leading by serving. For cach
unit. a variety of techniques are used to engross students in
the topic. which might include the use of readings, fitms,
cases, small-group collaboration. and simulation exercises.
At the opening session, the studenis get to know one an-
other through conversations about who they are and how
they nead to improve, atter which they cach enter into an
oral contract that what is suid in class does not leave the
clissroon. Fach student is required to keep o weekly jour-

nal about leadership activities they experienced or observed
that were memingtul to therm. They continually hreak into
sl groups of three or four for problem-solving, decision-

making, and tcam-building group competitions: the mem-
bership of cach group changes constantly.

One of the two eam instructors for this three-creddit course
reports that, despite great diversity aimong students interins of
age. ethnic background., major nerital family scuos, esiden-
tal status, and so on, the ol chiss tincluding the instructor
quickly evolves into 4 true, vibrant [earning commuminy with
anificd desire 1o learm together how 1o become etfective fead-
s Moreover the group shares o gieat deal of esprit de
corps, excitement. and spirit of cooperation, and its members
listen to and support one another. Grougy scores are adwsivs
higher than the mdividual scores on conpetitive exercises.
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Within-classroom learning communities

Formul models of cooperative and collaborative learing have
focused on dividing students into groups of various kinds that
we view as learning communities, and on implementing spec-
ified types of formats and group activities. Most within-chiss
learning teams comprise four to six members and invohve
different roles for team members (often rotated), such as
coordinator, recorder, and gatekeeper (Kagan 1989, 1992).
For such within-class leuming communities 1o be successful.
the learning communities must be “cooperative learning
groups” rather than “traditional learning groups™ (Johnson
and Johnson 1990). FThese categories can be differentiated

as shown below:

Cooperative Learning Groups Traditional Learning Groups
Positive interdependence No interdependence

Individual accountability No individual accountability
Heterogeneous membership Homogencous membership
shared leadership One appointed feader
Responsibility for cach other Responsibility only for scif
Emphasis on task and nuintenance Emphusis on task only

Social skills gl Social skills assumed or ignosed
Teadcher observes and intenenes Teacher ignores groups

Grroup processing NO group processing

Practitioners of both cooperative and collaborative learning
have advocated using cooperative learing groups. and most
theorists faculty practitioners consider these two basic forms
of teaching part of the same thing. Although admitting some
distinctions among the various entities, Davis (1993, p. L),
for exiumple. cquates cooperative tearning with colledive
learning. peer teaching. peer learning. reciprocal learming.
team learning, study cireles. study groups, and work groups.

some authors ckiin important distinctions exist between
cooperative and collaborative {eaming, secing cooperative
fearning as o broader concept. with collaborative learning
subset (K. Barr and Dailey 1990; Davidson 19901, Collabora-
tive leaming involves the shared creation of something new:
coopertive leaming involves learming together and support-
ing one anather in learning, but not necessarily areating
something new. Collaboration is “the process of shared ore
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ation: two or more individuals with complementary skills

interacting to create a shared understanding that none had

previously possessed™ (K. Barr and Dailey 1996, p. 187).
Conversely, some see collaborative learning as the

broader concept. with cooperative learning one subsct rep-

resenting “the most carefully structured end of the collabora-
tive learning continuum™ (B, Smith and MacGregor 1992 p.
12). Other proposed subscets include problem-centered in-
struction {guided design. cases, simulitions), writing groups,
peer eaching Gupplemenal instruction, writing fellows,
mathematics workshops), discussion groups and seminars,
and learning communities.

Others hold a similar view but see cooperdative fearning
and collaborative learning as two separate concepts that use
similar processes but for different purposes (Bruffee 1987,
1993, 1993: ]. Cooper, Mucck. McKinney, and Robinson
1991: |. Cooper and Robinson 1997a: Rockwood 19934,
1093h: Romer and Whipple 1991, ~Cooperative learning
meins noncompetitive tearning. in which the reward struc-
ture enccurages students to work together to accomplish a
common end [Collaborative learning] tikes the students one
step further. to a point where they must confront the issuce
of power and authority implicit in any form of learning. but
usuzlly ignored™ tRomer and Whipple 1991, p. 60).

The term mcolluborative learning™ wis coined and its basic
concept defined in the 1930s and 19605 “hy a group of British
secondarny school teachers and by biclogist studving British

-medical educaiion™ (Bralfee 1981 p. 635) 1t did no orig-
inate in U.S. higher education circles. Cooperative and colliab-
orative learning have different historical roots, with coopera-
tive fearning having Heen emphasized in grades K=12 and
focusing on the teacher’s role in the chissroom (Brody 1993,
Conversely, colluborative learning has been emphasized
colleges, and focuses on wavs to structure productive and
positive interdependence among students while at the same
tinie holding individuals accountable for fearning outcomes.

Busicallv e lecrn by explaining to otbers cur wwvay of
challenging cach other's bidses coid assrompirons, then
regaoticling fogethor new weys of porceicing, thinking,
Jecling, and expwessing fthen creating contexts Jthat/
praposely strechire didalogiee across disciplines e pro-
dossions, not qust within thenr (3rody 1995, pp. 137-383,




Cooperative learning and collaborative learning are com-
plementary to, and can support. cach other (Brody 1993). A
definitive witicle underscores this position by pointing out the
ignorance within cach tradition about the other vaditon. pro-
viding meuaningful college-level examples of both approaches.
discussing the many meaningful similarities and differences,
and pointing to the wavs in which both approaches can be
used to support one another at the college level (R Matthews,
Cooper, Davidson. and Hawkes 1995). "The roots and history
of cach approach have vielded a rich and varied body of lit-
crature and wisdom of practice, . .. Within collaborative and
cooperative learning . . . there are significant ditferences
among adherents. while at the boundaries there is a good
deal of overlap between the two™ (p. 37).

When one divides a class into collaborative feaming com-
munities and works with them effectively, the important
learning takes place in those within-cliass communities rather
than in the chiss as a whole (Lee 1996). Organizing the class-
room in this way decenters the weacher and empowers stu-
dents™ (p. 20

“Although much has heen written about cooperative learn-
ing. livde is aimed at the college level™ (Johnson, Johnson, and
smith 1991h, p. xix). By 1990, college faculty members” inter-
ostin cooperitive learning was growing, however (. Cooper
ctal 199D, and more than 30 cooperative approaches o
learning appropridte for the college level have been identified
(Wilson 1996), Morcover, since Johnson, Johnson, and Smith
wrate their handbook for college professors on using cooper-
ative learning (1991H), the use of this methodology: has -
come widespread in higher education.

There are two distinet approaches to such group work:

1. Fugaging in complex instriection, designed 1o weach
high-level concepts and materials to aff students in het-
crogenceous chissrooms “to break the link between status
and the rate of panicipation.” that is. to weaken or elim-
iltte problems with status: and

- Fostering a convmnnity of fearnes, where groups ol stu-
dents “engage in collaborative vescarch, .. . share their
infornation and understandings through jigsaw ... and
other activities,” and apply their learning 1o new ., more
ditficult tasks. reported on i public exhibition or per-
Tormance (Shulman, Lotin, and Whitcomb 1995, pp.

|t

1he Poweerfud Potentil of Locarnng ¢ onamenaties R




17=19). Cligsaw” [Aronson. Blaney, Stephan. Sikes. and
Snapp 1978) is described later in this subsection.)

The following paragraphs briefly describe a number of
within-classroom groupings reported in the literature on
cooperative learning that can be appropriately used in col-
lege classrooms (see, e.g.. Brandt 1991; Gibbs 199-: Knight
and Bohlmeyer 1990: Lyman. Fovle, and Azwell 1993: S.
Sharan 1980: Slavin 1993). Methods that are inappropriate
for college students are excluded.

Lach approach leads to a different type of learning commu-
nity in terms of organization and process, vet in all cases it is
cooperative learning that helps create the learning community
Johnson. Johnson, and Holubee 199:4). A collaborative leam-
ing study group developed for the college level. supplemental
instruction. is added at the end.

Groups of four. The simplest of within-classroom group-
ings (defined originally by Burns 1981). groups of four in-
volve merely having groups of tour randomly selected indi-
viduals sit and work together on o common task, The
instructor introduces the problem and sk, answers any
questions, and assists students if they cannot assist one an-
other on the task. Formal goals for the group are not
stressed, and individuals are not accountable for the group's
achievement. The group could report to the class and or
turn in one group homework assignment (which should
mean the instructor needs less time to correct papers).

Circles of learning. Somectimes called “learing together.”
this approach calls for arranging learning communities
throughout the classroom (Johnson and Johnson 1973). Four
clements are emphasized: (D face-to-face student interaction
in snull groups: €2) “positive interdependence.” that is. stu-
dents working together toward a common goal: (3 account-
ability. that is, the requirement that individuals demonstrate
mastery of the material: and (9 teaching students how 1o
work together eftectively in small groups and asscssing how
well their groups function in terms of the group's goals. Fach
group should have no more than six members, and must be
arranged ina circle. The group works as o team to under-
stand and complere homework, construet or develop a prod-
uct (such as a compaosition or 2 group presentation). share




ideas with one anather, and help one another 1o find answers
1o questions or prepare for a test. The teacher is responsible
for praising and rewarding the group and its members.,

As refined for use in a college classroom (ohnson, john-
son, and Smith 1991, pp. 37791, this type of learning com-
munity involves the faculty member's using the jigsaw ap-
proach (ceseribed Lter) and peer editing. The faculny member
can also arrange structured acrdemic controversies. cooperi-
tive reading pairs, group cliss presentations, laborstory
aroups. and drill review pairs,

Student teams and achievement divisions. This approach
promotes the use of learning community groups within the
clussroom in competition with one another (Stavin 1980,
19911, The group or groups found to exhibit the most

and or highest-quality learning, as reported to the group and
the instructor, receive appropriaie rewdrds. The reward sug-
gested for the elementary secondany level is recognition in a
class newsleter, although more tangible rewaeds may be
given to successful groups and miembers. The college instruce-
tor will need to determine rewards appropriate for and val-
ued by college studlents. Individuals’ accountability to the

group is reinforced by having each person’s score on a quiz
contribute to the team’s score. Scores nuy be adjusted by
improvement exhibited.

Jigsaw I, 10, and . In this approiach, cach member of the
group brings knowledge about specific assigned rescarch thi
group members integrate into i whole, Jigsaw | involves each
member of the learning communities (called “learning groups™
in the classtoom having access to only a portion of the overall
information for the lesson (Aronson et al. 1978). Each mem-
ber's assignment is different from other team members” assign-
ments. The group integrates the separate informetion from
euch member into o whole before the teacher teaches the
whole to the entire class. Jigsaw 1 consists of six steps:

1. Assign students o cooperative groups. Distribute sets of
materials divisible by the number of members in cach
group to the groups and instruet them that cach mem-
ber is assigned one part.

2. Assign preparation pairs across groups, where members
of the different groups work together on the siine as-
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signed segment. become experts on that areit, and de-
cide individually how to best teach it 1o the other mem-
hers of thedr respective groups,

. Have students from the different groups who learned
the same material share plans and ideas on the best
wavs to teach the material to others. Then they practice
on cach other and revise the presentation.

- Have all members in cach cooperative group weach one
another their area of expertise.

. Evaluate students™ level of mastery of all maerials. and
reward the groups achieving a prescribed level of mastery
tfor example, through some tvpe of formal recognition).

- Have cach group discuss one wav each member helped
the group’s members learn, and then come up with
three wavs learning could be improved.

Jigsaw T involves competition among the within-
classroom learning communitios, also called “learning teams”
(Slavin 1980). Incentives and rewards are provided for both
cooperative and individual performance: the process and
coutent are designed so cach team member has an equal
chance 1o contribute to the teanm's score. Individual incen-
tives are relevant because cach team member is individually

accountable for his or her separate performance.

Jigsaw 1T adds a cooperative test review™ to Jigsaw 11
(Kagan 1989) for the “home team”™ (Steinbrink and Stahl
199-p). leading to lour levels and six phases. The first three
fevels and phases are the same: (1) Home teams meet and are
oriented: €2) all members of expert teams. comprising meni-
hers from across the home teams. become common experts
across the team’s area of expertise through cooperative study:
(3 home teams reconvence, during which cach member is
required to teach his or her expertise to the other members of
the home team. Phase s an interim period of one 1o severad
weeks for informal review and individual practice tests. Phase
S carresponds to Level -+ the home team reconvenes to un-
dertake formal cooperative review for the final exam. During
Phase 6. all the individuals in the class take the final anit or
term exam. Individual scores provide individual accountabit-
ity these scores are summed 1o determine team scores.

Group investigation. Group investigation, or small-group
teaching. focuses on students” self-regulation of fearning




activities (see S, Sharan, Bejano, Kussell and Peley 19840 8.
sharan and Henz-Lazarowitz 1980: S, Sharan and Sharan
1970, 1992: Y. Sharan and Sharan 1989-90). Group investigi-
ton incorporuates cooperative group tisks and means: it is as
well aset of goal incentives, Implementation involves six
specifie stages:

1. The instructor assigns the general topic, and the cliass
discusses it to reach students” agreenment on the sub-
lopics 1o explore.
2. Each learning community receives one of the substopics
and discusses how o investigate it —
A Swudents incach learning community work together to .
gather the data and information they ageeed o for their To motzva.te
<uhlopic. students, it
1.ostudents in the fearning community collaborate in ana- presumably
lvzing. evaluating, and integrating the information they  bueilds on
cach gathered, and plan a group presentation on the students’

subtopic for the class,

natural cu-

5. Bach learning community makes its planned summany
presentation w the entire cliss,

riosity, intel-
ligence, and

¢. The instructor and the class evaluate the reports, presen-  desire to
tations., and individual ("()l-’lll'lhull()l‘lh. ;1An'd the instructor advance
provides group and individual recognition as appropriate. their under-
S e : - standing o
Co-op co-op. This approdach is similar to group investigation g of
e favole o e -~ themselves
and generally involves the use of student teams and achieve- d i}
ment divisions or Jigsaw 1 betore the unit is begun (see and tie
Ragan 1985, 1989). To maotivate students. it presumably world and

to communi-
cate their
knowledge
to others.

huilds on students” natural curiosity. intelligence, and desire
1o advance their understanding of themselves and the world
andd to communicate their knowledge 1o others, In Swep 1, the
instructor encourages all students in the class to discover and
express their interests i asubject as stimulated by aset of
readings. lectures, and or exercises and experiences. Unless
the students are alrcady working in tedms, Step 2 involves
assigning all students 1o four- to five-member groups.

in Step 3.0 cach group seledts a main topic, with the in
structor's assistance and support. and subdivides it into mini-
topics that will cach provide one individual’s contribution to
the group's effort. Each group member rescarches his or her
topic ¢Step 0 and then shares the information learned with
the remainder of the group estep 5 Atter adl students inhe
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group have presented their findings. the group discusses
those findings (Step 6) and incorporates them into a group
presentation (Step ) given to the whole class (Step 8). In
Step 9. the instructor assesses the individual papers and
presentations on the minitopics. Group members assess each
student’s individual work within the group. and the entire
class discusses and assesses cach group's presentation.

Teams/games/tournament. This approach is similar to
student teams and achievement divisions except that it in-
volves a component of individual competition (see Devries,
Fdwards, and slavin 1978: Slavin 1991a). Swudents of the
same ability compete one on one in formal tournaments,
with cach student representing his or her team and winning
points for that team. In subsequent rounds. winners com-
pete against winners, losers against losers. Quizzes and tests
are administered to individuad students, and results are used
o aassign individual student grades for the course.

Team-assisted individualization. In this approach o
collaborative -cooperative fearning. also called team-
aceelerated instruction.” all students work alone on assign-
ments individualized to cach participant (see Slavin 1983).
Students are also assigned o a team, and eam members
use answer sheets to check one another's priactice tests.,
Individual students are responsible for ensuring that their
teammates are prepared to take the final unit test

Students are required to seck help from eammates belore
seeking the instructor's help o encourage discussion and
peer tutoring. Teanm scores consist of the average number of
units covered in cach fouraweek period and the average of
the scores eam members earn on the tests for the completed
units. Therefore, this approach to learning emphasizes both
individal and group accountability and rewards. When used
at the clementany secondarny level, certificates are awiarded
for achievement of specified criteria. For use at the college
level, grades mav be enough, but awards or incentives ap-
propriate for and of value to college students can be used.

Tribes learning communitics. The concept of tribes was
developed and refined over the fast 25 vears by a chemist
wlio hecame more interested in the chemistiy between peo
ple and their sodal svstems Gsee Gibbs 199400 N grouping




and cooperative fearning process, it is designed for use at all
cducational levels but is being used throughout the United
states and bevond almost entirely at the elementary second-
ary levell Within a classroon, student peers are grouped into
vear-long tribes learning communities that vary in size from
three for preschoolers to five or six for high school students
or adults. €A school that has had its faculty and staff rained
in the tribes methodology and practice by one of more than
400 available certified trainers is also called @ “wribes learning

conmmunity.”)

Euch tribe (tribes learning community') is selected to be
balunced in terms of students” gender and other relevant face-
tors; through specially designed strategies and processes, an
ongoing. long-term tribal community results. Each wiibal mem-
ber Jewns o apply i set of colluborative skills and o value
inclusion, caring, self-esteem, individual differences, attentive
listening, community, goal setting, problem solving, assess-
ment. celebration of achievements, and mutual respect. ap-
precidtion, support, and cooperation (see also Gibbs 1993,

Supplemental instruction. Supplemental instruction was
developed in the carty 1970s at the University of Missouri at
Ransas City to help students in selected barrier courses form
specially supported study groups mecting outside class lor
the duration of the course. Much empirical evidence sug-
gests that supplemental instruction leads to greatdy improved
academic achievement and retention for the participating
group (Martin and Arendale 1994).

Open to ) students in the targeted course. supplemental
instruction is announced at the first class session of the term
and begins during the first week of classes, approxiniutely six
weeks before the first examination for most courses. Students’
partiapation is voluntary: the sessions emphasize group inter-
aeton snd mutual support for others in the group. Each stu-
dent group is announced and led by supplemental instrue-
tion leader. who is trained by and works under the guidance
of the supplemental instruction supenisor. a ained profes
sional Sl person who oversces the program. Leaders are se-
lected students who took the chiss previoushy and were sue-
cosstul They are taaght to be lenming facilititors who in-
tegrte conrse content and study skills, and to provide vusefud

teedback to the course’s instructor, Many colleges and universi-
tes throughout the countive now tse supplemental instruction
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A new version of it developed at the University of Missourtd at
Kansas Citv. called video-based supplemental instruction, uses
videotapes of protessor's fectures Odartin and Blane 1991).

Residential Learning Communities

In contrast to the structural linking of the disciplines (Gabel-
nick et al. 1990) and Astin’s defining learning communities
as functional group inteiactions providing integration within
and between the carricudum and co-curriculum, some com-
bine the structural and the functional eschroeder and Hurst
1990). “Learning communitics are characterized by associa-
tional groups of students and teachers fwho share] common
values and a common understanding of purpose. fand inter-
act] within a context of curricutar and extracurricular struc-
tures and funcuons that link traditional disciplines and co-
curricular experiences in the vital pursuit of shared inquin ™
(schroeder and Hurst 1996, p. 178) 1 is clear that residence
halls are an important part of the co-curriculum for residen-
tal students.

At many colleges and universitics over the yeuars, pro-
gramming for residence halls and or units within them has
focusedt on the development of o learning community 1o

support students” academic success, Community living in
residence hails and programming for learming communitios
within them was often a prinuary factor explaining the supe-
rior academic performance and other important Factors in
kil development of residence students over commuter stu-
dents (Schroeder and Hurst 1996). Conversely, many student
Iraternitios and sororities have been primarily social in na-
ture and have the reputation of not Laciltating the academic
success of their members.,

Aecording to one study, institutions stimahating the most
fraitful involvement by their undergraduate students tended
to be smadl, residential, and usuadiy private colteges where
im ol cment is expedted (Kulv et ad 19910 Research over the
vedrs has demonstrated that resident students” leaming and
retention can be improved through progrannung that in-
creases the quality and relevance of students” involvement in
lesrrming. Morcover., worthw hile proxies to involvement in
fearning-related residence halls tsee Clhuchering 19710 can
dbsa De realized at commuter institutions.

Three major necds have been identitied in response 1o
the question ol swhat this countin necds brom her col-ues




(Wingspread Group 1993): attention to American values, re-
formis Lo increase educational achicvement. and opportuni-
ties for lite-long learning (VLarchese 199-1)

[t woudd be harvd to think of « better venae to putsie
ihese gocds i then the residence balls of Aerica’s col -
leges. .. The chance to Qo ciray to colfeoe ™ ared take
ufy studios i resiclence hes always been o wonderfil
opportanity for students: todeay. its ¢ “hest chance” for
campus eediicatars (\urchese 199+, poxi).

Despite such potential. the promise of residence haldls tor
improving students” achievement has not heen reached (Pas-
carella, Terenzini, and Blimling 1994+, “We have become in-
creasingly convineed that residence halls can muke unique
contributions o achicving the objectives of undergraduate
cducation. We betieve. however. that residence halls: as cur-
renty conceptuadized and managed. are not realizing their full
cducational potential™ (Narchese 1991, pp. xv=xvi). When
confounding student factors such as scholastic ability are con-
trolled, etther statistically or experimentalhy . the evidenee
suggests that college students living in residence halls o aor
have hetier tor worsed study habits and practices or academic
achicvement than commuters—despite residence hall stu-
dents having clear statistical advantages over cons nuters Gind
increasingly <o as college students get Lther into their col- |
lege careers) in many other important outcomes tsuch s
socttl and extracurricular involvement with peers and faculiv,
satisfaction with college and its cnvironment, commitment to
the institution, persistence and graduation. abidiny to think
criticvally . intetlectual orienttion, autonomy | academic and
socil seli-concept and confidence, self-esteem and cgo de-
velopment, Heaibility, aesthetic, culiaral, and intellectual val-
ues, and sodial political perspective,

But what form should improvements to resident students’
learning tike tand presumably that of fraternine and sorority
members as well One suggestion is to trinstorm college
residence halls, and the groups of students who live there,
into true learming commumnities with academic tearning s o
primany tocos (Schroeder, Mableo and Associates 199 00 the
potennal for increased learning is significant: Residents of
college “living laming centaers in one study fuad significanily
higher academic achicvement. even after ather relevant fae
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tors were controlled for. than residents of traditional resi-
dence halls (Pascarella, Terenzini, and Blimling 1994). Thev
wso achieved statistically higher levels than students in wradi-
tional residence halls on the other student outcomes listed in
the previous paragraph. Students in traditional residence halls
have, in turn, been found o surpass commuter students on
these outcomes as well as in academic achievement.

The residential learning community developed at Aubum
University during the 1970s is a good model for other institu-
tions to emulate. as it models four essential principles for
learning communities; involvement. investment. influence. and
identity (Schroeder 1994). In addition to grouping students
according to curricular major or intended career, as was done
at Auburn. residential students can be grouped in other useful
witys, such as multicultural leaming communities structured
around “multicultural and interracial themes™ (Schroeder 1993),
service-learning communities (Schroeder 1993), freshman-
experience learnmg communities (Upceraft, Gardner, and
Associates 1989), “values-inquiny™ leaming communities (Kirhy
1991). and learning communities structured around ~intentional
democratic values”™ (Crookston 1980) or “empirical and sym-
bolic modes of inquin™ (Shaw 1973, (See Anchors. Douglas.
and Kasper 1993 and Schiroeder 1993 for guidcelines for making
such residential tearning communities maximally effective.)

Lardham, Stanford, Michigan State. and Marvland were
found to be exemplany in their eftorts o connect residence
halls with the curriculum OXhitt and Nuss 199-84). Another
review of integrated living and learning at residentdal colleges
(T. Smith 1994 found two exemplary: models: (1) the radi-
tional, well-established. mature four-vears-in-residence living
learning colleges at Yale University. which were begun with 10
such colleges in 1933 and expanded to 12 in 1962; and (2 the
innovative. evolving four living learning colleges developed at
Northeast Missouri State University (now Trunum State Univer-
sitv in 1988, each consisting of 60 percent freshinen. 25 per-
cent sophomores, and 15 percent juniors and seniors,

A residential version of FlGs at the University of Missouri-
Columbia aflows as many as 20 first-time freshman students
to tuke three courses together and live on the sume floor n
the residence halls with o peer adviser who is assigned to
help the freshmen during their first semester of college
(Univ. of Missouri 1997) Some of these residential FIGs in-
clude International House (ta global village on L. - campus™,
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the First-Time College Students Community (a community of
[riendly support in a brand new world™), French and Spanish
Language Houses (i community where lunguage skills are
enhanced daily™. the Honors Residence (a community of
scholars™. the Fine Arts Residential College (tcharged with
creative energy”). Life Science Learning Community, Open
for Business, Business and Computing, Leadership, Men in
Engincering. and Women in Engineering. Students can re-
main in the Wakonse Learning Community Hall—-a collabo-
rative project between departmients . .. and approximately
100 university faculty who have shown a commitment o in-
novation in teaching and learning [where students) . . . are
co-enrolled in 1 humanities sequence taught in the residence
and participate in a variery of academic and co-curricubar ex-
periences, including service leurning, career exploration. and
subject masteny workshops™—throughout their undergraduate
careers (Pike 1997, p. 1),

Twe other current models of residentiad lewrning commu-
nities are exemplary, The first the Living and Learning To-
gether programs at the University of Maryland, focuses on
the first two vears of college. the second. Michigan Learning
Communitics at the University of Michigan. on all four vears
of undergraduate school.

The Scholars Program at the University of Maryland-
College Park is a two-vear residential program for academi-
cally gifted students, Open o commuters (10 percent of all
participants) as well as living learning center students. the
program is designed to Ch make the big store small” with-
out giving up the advantage of size,” (2) encourage “students
who share common intellectual interests o study together in
courses organized around common thenes and w live to-
gether in selected residence halls,” (3) encourage “students
and faculty o interact in informal scttings on and off cam-
pus.” Gy integrate the curricular and the extracurricular, and
(3) create the environment of a smaldl college within the
Larger university, Participants are grouped so they cun take 14
1o 17 credits of curricular theme courses together over the
first two years of college that mect core graduation require-
ments. Themed clusters include advocates for children:
Americian cubwres: the ants: business, society. and the econ-

omy: environmental studies: life sciences: public leadership:
science, discorvery, and the universe: and science, technol-
ogy. and sodiety . Central to cach chister is @ colloguium, ~a
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These pro-
grams bave
bad a sig-
nificant pos-
itive effect
on achieve-
ment and
retention,
including
progress
toward
eliminating
the tradi-
tional gap
between mi-
novities and
nonminori-
ties on these
variables.

movable feast of campus intellectual life fthatl brings together
students and leading members of the faculty to discuss both
conventional wisdom and the newest discoveries.” Faculwy
for the honors program take students on field uips and en-
gage them in hands-on learning opportunities.

The living learning communities at the University of
Michigan include students through all four undergraduate
vears. The 360-student Liovd Scholars Program. established
in 1962, is open to first- and second-vear students from any
undergraduate school or college. 1ts residence hall has “the-
matic corridors for bringing students with similar interests
together” Many of the program’s instructors live in the resi-
dence hall, and courses are taught in classrooms in the resi-
dencee hall. The Residential College Program, established in
1967, has its own facuhy, and offers a variety of interdisci-
plinary and disciplinary concentrations and majors that fea-
ture snalt classes. provide special seminurs, and involve a

variety of informal intellectual and soctad gatherings among

students and faculty. Residential learning communities estab-
fished more recently include the 21st Century Program (re-
quiring a time commitment of four to six hours per week
and including the 21st Century Seminar, upper division stu-
dent-taught mastery workshops, an opiion o take other
courses with other 21st Century participants. and opportuni-
ties tor community service), Women in Science and En-
gincering (which features academic advisers in the residence
hall. formal study groups for selected courses, incentives o
form infornutl study groups for other courses, short courses
and workshops on academic and nonacademic topres. fickd
tours, informal meetings with top administation officials,
game nights, rewreats, and eam-building activities), the
University Undergraduate Research Oppornunity Progran.
and the Residential Honors Program, These programs have
had it significant positive etfect on achievement and reten-
tion. including progress toward climinating the traditional
2ap between minoritios and nonminorities on these variables
(Dix 1990 Humme] 19979,

Student-Type Learning Communities

A twpology of learning communities designed for special
populations (Love and Tokuno e presss includes five cate-
gories that we call “student-type learning communities.”
They include fearming conuunities for:




The academically underprepared. such as at LaGuardia
and Leeward Community Colfeges:

Underrepresented groups. such as at Dela College and
the University of Akron;

Students with disabilites, such as at Leeward Community
College:

Honors students, such as at the University of Manland:
and

students with specific academic interests, such as at the
University of Michigan.

Other possibilities are inclusive educitional communities
for minority students (Harris and Kaves 1990) or African-
American students (Treisman 1989),

The assumption gt students in general are homogencous
wius once warranted in studies of the elfects of college, but it
is no longer because college students are becoming increas-
inglv heterogencous (Pascuarella and Terenzini 1998). It is in-
creasingly importint to break students up into meaningtul
groupings in vpe to be able to assess the effects of college
on students. Likewise, consideration should be given to “type”
in the development of leiarning communities.,

It i~ commonly acknowledged that students from the same
hackground and or with common student-tvpe characteristics
(for example. international students from the same country.
region, or cubure, students from the same race. rural students,
urban students, students of the same gender, disabled su-
dents, students with the same learming sivle, and athletes)
have historically tended to socialize and swidy together. In
soMe cises, even Greek organizations have been considered
specitic tvpes (Whipple 1998), Whether or not such groups
facilitate students” learning depends on their orientation,
goals, and approaches o learning. Frequenty. the group’s
common interest in soci:al activities distracts from effective
joint studv.

The Titeraure on student development has crened many
of the foundations on which understanding of student types
is based. These foundational theories as well as emerging
theories (see Upcraft 1993, c.g) may be used in creating
spedific student learning communitics. Much of the work in

studving students and students” learning began in the carly
1900s (see, espevially, Chickering 19090 Newcomb 1900;
sanford 19621 leading to various classificitions of students -
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for example. the widely publicized tvpology developed by
Clark and Trow (1966)—and resulting in efforts to identify
students by groups.”

During this time, the theories of moral reasoning and cog-
nitive development (Kohlberg 1971 and Perry 1970, for ex-
aniple) that guide much of our current thinking about stu-
dent type also became prominent (Upcraft 1993). These
developments were followed by the development of the
Myers-Briggs Tyvpe Inventory (Myers and McCaulley 1985),
Kolb's Learning Styles Inventory (1985), and other assess-
ment instruments designed to sort students into groups. All
these developments were designed to enhance faculty and
student affairs practitioners” understanding of students, their
learning styles, and. specifically. the most effective methods
of instruction. Classifications in the area of vocational inter-
est (e.g.. Holland 1966: Super 1957 helped provide addi-
tional focus on students” ability to learn and make choices.

Although many advances are being made in understanding
students” learning stvles, it is also important to consider the
importance of gender and diversity in student-type learning
communities. For example, undergraduate students are influ-
enced more by the values and behavior of those of the same
gender than those of the opposite gender (Astin 1993b).*

One of the most influential theories in creating student-
twpe learning communities is involvement theory (Astin
1983, which posits that various kinds of students™ involve-
ment with students, faculty, st and the instituwtion (even
campus emplovment) contrilhate to positive student bond-
ing. academic success, and retention. Not only has this the-
orv had @ major impact on approuaches to students” learning,
but it also has heen the cornerstone of nutny instituiional
retention programs, leading to several arcas of specific em-
phasis, incduding gender and race.

Much of the specific research regarding gender is focused
on diftferences in gender in learming communities by institu-
tional tvpe, such as women's colleges and historically black
colleges and universities. A study of the source of degrees
among groups of womenl found that “special focused col-
teges™ tstudent-type fearning communitics)—predominantly

ssee U ponfn Gardner and Assocates 1989 for an esaddient sevies al 1o
saurces on gender and diversite and Pascarellcand Terensaim s Nanonal |
Studv of Student Learning €199 0 Work s contmuadly emcrgimg w thais are,
amd Pascarella and Terenzim plan o update thers baok in the Tnoe




white women's colleges. historically black women's colleges
and cocducational institutions, and Spanish-serving institu-
tons—graduate disproportionate numbers of women who
earn a doctoral degree and are listed in Who's Who directo-
ries compared with white coeducational institutions (\olf-
Wendel 1998). It is important 1o allow students in these en-
vironments to grow and develop in institutions (learning
communities) that are “safe, protected. supportive, land] wel-
coming. and . . . where there are people around them who
look itke them™ (p. 178). These findings speak directhy to the
need for creating special keirning communities for women
within predominantly white coeducational institutions.

Yomen in science and engineering programs are specific
examples of the creation of such learning communitics within
an institution. Creating learning groups or learning communi-
ties within residence halls for such programs can help main-
tain focus and support for women science and engineering
students, Colleges need to become more diligent in creating
learning communities for these women that connect carly in-
troductory courses as well as specialized precollege learning
communitics for women considering science and engineering.

To help ensure the success of minority students, colleges
should consider students” perspectives in creating learning
communities that are based on ethnicity and that reduce the
harriers to students” academic success (Padillia, Trevino, Gon-
zalez, and Trevino 1997). Cooperative tearming G component
of learning communities) is a real strength within the Amweri-
can Indian culture and could Tead o the development of
strong progruns for Nuative American students that focus on
group learning (L. Brown and Robinson Kurpius 1997,

The complexite and interaction of all these forees con-
tinue to become more understandable. This increasing clar-
ity in turn, makes it even more evident tat student-type
learning communities require serious thought, exceptional
planning. creativity, and evaluation—true of the other tvpes
ol learning communities as well.

The Pewcerfid Potennal of Fearnnig Commuinitios




THE BENEFITS OF STUDENT
LEARNING COMMUNITIES

Stredent retention i learning conumunitios is Digh he-
canse students feol they are active participants i their
education. They can confront each other, credte niean-
ing joiuthy with other stidlents and facedty, cond dis-
cover and expericitce how groupy work deepens individ-
wal insight [theit] can traostate pito other connninity
efforts. hreaking dowen the idea of learning alone, being
calone. teaching alone (Gabelick 1997, pp. 31=-320.

The first large-scale anempt o implement and assess the ef-
fects of undergraduate student leaming groups was initiated
in 1980 by the U.S, Fund tor the Improvement of Postsecond-
ary Education through the solicitation of proposals on active
learning. Upon reviewing dozens of project evaluation re-
ports, FIPSE staft concluded that leaming groups were the key
viriable accounting for successtul feaming across all projects.

To start with, fearning groips work—that is, they ¢n-
hance leariiing—irrespective of the fype of fustitition.
npe of stucdent. level of education. or subject meatlter.
Ideed. learining groups promote the broad liberel cedi-
cation gocals thet are oftern more bonored hy ednucational
rhetoric thas puosned i classroon practice—specific
information and content. general disciplineary conceps.
generic cognitive abilitios. biterpersoncd skills, knowledge
about higher education connmnnitios, and iniderstand-
ing of bows to learn. Learning groups seem (o increase
hath the officioncy aiid effectiveness of feariing. Leanri-
ing groups bave dlso sparked many faculn: .. to re-
etssess thedr teaching (Bouton and Garth 1983, p. 0,

This section discusses the effedts of college student fearn-
My COMMUNItes.

Benefits for College Students

The “tvolvement” mode] CAstin 1981, 1985, 1903a. 1993b)
and the “student departure”™ model Clinto 1988, 1990, 1993,
1998) provide theoretical and conceptual teasons why stu-
dent learning communities should impact college students
positivelv. and much research supports both models. The
models suggest that learning conununities should inerease
studenes” development, achievement, and persisiencee
through encouraging the integration of sociual and acadenue

The Doveerjud Potentral of Tearning Commiintios
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lives within a college or university und its programs. and
through quality interaction with peers, laculty members, and
the campus environment. “A fuller appreciation of the po-
tential of the peer group as a facilitator of the learning
process could | . L serve to improve undergraduate education
in all types of institutions™ (Astin 1993b, p. «15),

A college's academic and social svstems affect students”
experiences insicle and outside the classroom, with effects
varving from campus to campus and from student to student
(Tinto 1998). In one study. the effect of academic and social
integraton on persistence was more proneunced at four-year
colleges than two-year colleges (Braxton, Sullivan, and Johnson
1997). *more likely the reflection of the varving academic and
social atributes of insitutions and the students they serve than
of the underlving process of persistence” (Tinto 1998, p. 169y

Findings of related research

In general, people tend to remember only 10 percent of
what they read. 20 pereent of what they hear, 30 percent of
what they see. S0 percent of what they hear and see. 70
pereent of what they say. and 90 pereent of what they say
arsd do (Dale 19723 1n a collaborative student learning com-
munity. where students teach one another, “saving and do-
ing” is emphasized. Morcover, the one teaching is required
to conceptualize. organize. and understand what is being
tught Gilso trae of peer weaching).

Students” interaction with others is important tor farge classes
as well as smalt classes, For example, a study of students in
large college classes and perceptions of factors contributing to
their leaming found that ~“other students” was the second most
mentioned factor WUt Nyquist. and Abott 1987

Much documentiry evidence suggests that active, focused.
quaity involvement by students with peers and faculiy in the
cmpus cnvironment—inside and outside the classroom—can
feadd wo much higher academic achievement, educational aspira-
tions maturity, self-=understanding. and retention than othenwise
(see, g Astin 1993, 1993b: Endo and Harped 1082: Franklin
ctal. 1995 Kuh 1990, 1990, 1996b: Lamport 1993: Pascarella
1980; Pascarella and Terenzini 1977, 1991: springer. Terenzini,
Pascarella, and Nora 1993: Terenzini and Pascarelkr 199 1
Ferenzini, Pascarella, and Blimling 1996; Whitt and Nuass 19940,
It is espedially true when the focus is on tideas and intellectual
nuitters” Clerenzan and Pascarctla 1994, p. 3D, and commiinent




and tovalty to the institution and commitment to one's studies
improve. Astin (199320, however. expressed regret that Large
and impersonal commuter universities and community colleges
becanme the norm for undergraduate students after World Wae 11
and over the vears have educated increasingly Larger percent-
ages of undergraduate students in the United States,

Other research has found that differences in students” gen-
der are related o the effect of involvement on academic
achievement, persistence, and so on (Astin 1993b: Astin, Kom.
and Green 1987 Pascarella and Terenzini 1979, 1983: Springer
ctal. 1993; Tinto 1993). Interaction between peers of the same
sex appeiars to have the most positive effect on such student
outcomes, with social relationships and values having a more
important relationship o learning for women than for men.

A meollege's effects on student learning are holistic, and . ..
learning is shaped boty sepauately and jointly by fornnl class-
room experiences and out-of-class ones. ... Rescarchers
should more closely examine the muliiple and interrelated
sources of influence on any educational outcome™ (Springer
et al. 1993, p. 03 Learning communities can presumably con-
wibute in and out of class 1o factors research has shown o be

related to positive student change. e.g.. the normtive (group

expectation) influence of faculty and peers in the community
and, 1o a lesser extent. the modeling they provide (Bank.
Skwvings, and Biddle 1990: Tinto and Love 1993, 1994}, the
academic base the learning community provides (Terenzini
and Wright 1987y, and integration of coursework (Pascarella
and Terenzini 1991).

Findings of the research on the outconies of
college student learning communities
Well-designed fearning communiries emphasizing collabora-
Ctive learning result in improved GPAL retention. and satisfac-
tion for undergraduate students tsee, ¢.g.. Gabelnick ot al,
1990, MacGregor 1991 R, Matthews 1986, 1990 R, Matthews
et all 1997 Bl Smith 1991: Tokuno 19930, Moreover, [earning
communities of various kinds and in different institutional
contexts that emphasize collaborative teaching and Jearning
help undergraduate students—older as well as vounger, reme-
diad. regular, and honors, commuter as well as residentizd—in
various witvs (Cox 1993; Gamson 1994 J. Levine and
Tompkins 1990; 1. Lucas and Mott 1990; McCuen ¢t al, 1990;
ALicKay 1996; Magid 1988 Pike 1997 Pike. Schroeder. and

Well-
designed
learning
communities
empbasiz-
ing collabo-
rative learn-
ing result in
improved
GPA, reten-
tion, and
satisfaction
Jor under-
graduate
students.
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3.2

Berry 1997 Tinto 1998: Tinto and Love 1993, 1994, 1995:
Tinto, Love. and Russo 1994 Tinto. Russo. and Kadel 199-4):

¢ GPA and the number of students on academic probation:

o Amount and quality of learning;

o \alidation (Rendon 199-6) of learning;:

* Retention:

e Academic skills:

o Self-esteeny

« Satisfuaction with the institution. involvement in college.
and educational experiences:

e Increased opportunity to write and spek:

o Greater engagement in learning:

* The ahility to meet academic and social needs:

o Greater intellectual richness:

» Intellectual empowerment:

e More complex thinking, a more complex world view, and
A greater openness o ideas different from one’s own;

e Increased quality and quantity of learning:

e The ahility to bridge academic and social environments: and

e Improved involvement and connectedness within the
social and the academic realms.

“Learning communities enhance the quality of campus life,
contribute to the development of connections bevond the
college. and help prepare students for the challenge of lead- ©
ership” (R, Matthews 1994, po 1810,

These results retlect ditferent types of college student
learning communities and all types of students, 1 is important
to remember. however, that some find participation in a learn-
ing community more valuable o some tvpes ol students than
to others (Tinto 1998), Specifically. it is more vajuable to com-
muting students and “students whose Hife tasks” make going
to college difticult at best™ (p. 172), And one study found that
homogencous student groups in residence halls by acacemic
major at Harvard University had a stronger positive effect on
persistence and other student outcomes for science students
than for students in the humanities and social sciences (Light
1900). A study at Temple University. unlike other studices,
foand retention rates tor students in the control group to be
as high as those for FIG learning communitics, although
Jearning comminnity students did carn significantly higher
grades and had fewer course withdrawals and incomipletes




than the control group (. Levine and Tompkins 1996). The
second finding suggests that if retention for the two groups
were comyputred later than ar the end of the first semester,
retention among learning community students would be sig-
nificantly higher (that is, fewer students would drop out).
Learning communities may also have some motivational value
tCaprio 1993), a hypothesis deserving future investigation.

The eftects of student learning communities can be very
dramatic for groups emploving effective collaborative meth-
ods. For example, a semester-long peer-assisted learning pro-
gram involving collaborative study groups at Americun River
College attained an 87.7 percent to 54.8 percent suceess rate
over traditional clissrooms in 199-+95, and an 86.0 percent 1o
55.2 percent advantiage in 1995-90 (MeCuen et al. 1990). Re-
tention was silso significantly beter for students in the eollab-
orative study groups. In both cases, English placement test
scores (the control variable used) were not significanty ditter-
ent for participating and nonpaticipating students.

A study of learning communities at William Rainey Harper
Community College used carefully defined control groups and
sophisticiated methodologies (. Lucas and Mottt 199060, It is
unclear whether the “holistic learming environments™ of their
learning communities had any impact on traditdonal measures
of learning. but Luge improvements over their control groups
were found on seven measures of attitucles toward learning
and on many sel-reported measures of students” group skills.

The study found that students” improvements were signifi-
auntly greater for “coordinated studies™ groups compared
with “linked classes™ groups, which fits with a finding.of a
rescarch study supported by the National Center for Teaching.
Learning, and Assessiment (see Tinto and Love 1994, 1995;
Tinto, Love, and Russo 1991 Tinto and Russo 19940, Although
the study was not designed to compare the effects ol ditferent
cross-curricular learning maodels, the authors found that their
coordinaed studies groups showed maore positive change
than their “course clusters™ groups, which in turn showed
more positive change than their freshman interest groups.,
Although we do not have complete assurance that the difter-
ent models were implemented with equal effectiveness or tha
the student groups were comparable on all potentially rele-
vant variables, the resuldts suggest that well-done, more con-
centrtedd, longer-term approaches o learning commumnitios
that mvolve Lculty s active, mtentionad panticipants are mere
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effective than others. it could further be hypothesized that
combining any of these cross-curricular learning community
models with an effectively implemented residential leaming
community would add to the positive results obtained.

Another study of the effects of college learning communi-
ties on students (Pike 1997) even though it involved students
at only one university and students” self-selection into the
groups being compured. should be reviewed. The Focus was
on residential learning communitics and involved a sophisti-
cated study design buile around the theoretical model of why
restdential learning communities affect students” learning. The
model suggests that three entities interacting directly with the
characteristics students bring to coliege lead to gains in their
learning: €1) frequency and quality of opportunities for stu-
dents” furoleement in oul-of-class educational activities; (2)
frequency and quality of opportunities for intellectual interac-
tion with faculty and peers: and (3) frequency and quality of
integration bevween diverse curricular and co-curricular expe-
riences, The model adso posits that background characteristics
direetly affect the tearning gained and the amount of students”
involvement. interaction, and integration taking place twhich
altect the amount of learning gained),

This study compared results for students o residentiad kearn-
ing communities and waditional residence hadl first-ycar «
dents at the University of Missourt during the 1995-96 academic
vaar. All participaiing students were administered the College
student Experienoes Questionnaire (Pike 1997 CSEQ saules
were Used o ereate measures of students” involvement., amouns
and breadth of students” intellectual interaction with ficulty.
amount and breadth of students” intellectual interaction with
peers, and mtegration of carricukur and extracurricular activities.
CSEQ sutles were also used 1o creite two outcome variables,
“gdins in general education” and “gains inintellectual develop-
ment.” Background characieristics examined included gender,
minority status, ACT componite score, and high schoof rank.

Analvsis of variance wis used o reline imvolvement, inter-
action. integration, ad wtins (or the two groups of students,
after which a two-group path analysis involving chi-square
fits w.s conducted to differentiate the effects of all variables
on the (wo groups The findings revealed that, for all types
of students, students in residence hall leaming communities
had significantly higher levels than did students in rraditional
roesidence halls oninmvol ement. amount and qualay of intel-
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fectual interaction with faculty and peers, integration of in-
class and out-of-class information. and guins in both learning
and intellectual development. These effects were direct tor
involvement and interaction, and indirect (through the in-
volvement and interaction engendered) for integration and
wdins in student learning and intellectual development.

Tinto and Love's study €1993) also deserves special men-
tion. because it involved o diverse community college in a
large city with “exemplan™ learning communities, wis care-
fully designed. and focused on using eftective collaboration
within the fearning communities, Conducted at LaGuardia
Community College in New York Citve it was one of three
studies of first-vear college students conducted by the Xa-
tional Center for Postsecondary Teaching. Learning. and As-
sessment’'s Project on Colliuborative Learning. CThe other two
stuclies were conducted at Seattie Central Community Col-
fege. focusing on its Coordinated Studies Program, and at
the University of Washington. focusing on its FIG Program.)

To be chosen for the study, the institution had to be similar
to many others around the nation, and its learning communi-
tics programs had to have been institutionalized for @ number

of vears. seive a diverse group of entering first-vear students,

and involve the range of collaborative learning practices in
plice at colleges across the county. The purpose of the study
Wits 1o come o an anderstanding of how difterent collabort-

rive learning programs ~hune suedents” learning and persis-

rence i postsecondarny education:

o Aaaenderstand nat only ehat stredents experienced.
Dt ctlser howr those expreriences were associatod orer tnne
with thenr hebavions and chenniging views of learume cod
their subsequient persistence in bigher cducation. .. 1he
strdy qeas ot intended to determine to what degree the
Jragramis wwere achicring their intended goals and in

te bt micniner they cordd be more effective in doing so
While comparative information was oblained on ihe
expenences, beharions. ared penistence onfcomes of o
comparnson groyp of strdents, thet informadion leas
Lsced o wndenstented frrograms, not jucdse them it and
Love TO9S ppe 3- 1),

AL the time of e study, the college otfeted several leanming
communuty pregiaans, cach one Logared to o ditfereat gronp ol
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students (developmental. vocationad, liberal wrts, and honors,
for exampley. which students selected themselves. Learning
communities included FIGs. coordinated studies, and other
tvpes. Twelve learning community classes and 10 taditional
comparison cliasses were selected for the study. Quantitative
(longitudinal survevs) and qualittive observations and inter-
views of participants) methods were used tor the study. Analy-
sis of the data involved descriptive statistics. discriminant
analvsis, and muldtipte regression analysis, Because the profes-
sors in both learning community and control group classes had
heen trained and were experienced in innovative collaborative
teaching. the authors concluded that the findings understate
the differences 1o he found in community colleges in general.

Although students in the learning communities had lower
high school grade averages. they were more likelv to aspire
10 a hachelors degree. necded - s time 1o complete their
assoctae’s degrec, were less a sinvolved in using the
library, had more positive views Loout the college and the
various aspects of its environment, including the faculiv,
other students. their classes. and the campus climate, carmed
higher college grades. experienced higher continuation rates
1o four-vear colleges, reported that it was casier to learn ancd
that ledrning was more fun, had greater appreciation of di-
versity, had greater awareness of the connections between
diflerent courses, and preterred learning communities.
socidlly and educationally disadh antaged students in the
learning communities had significantdy higher persistence in
college than socially and cducationadly disadvantaged stu-
dents i the control groups. For the more academically able
students, however, the two groups had similar persistence
rates, possiblv because abler students tend 1o in general
have a strong desire 1o transter to four-vear colleges,

Benefits for Faculty

Rescarch indicates that students sire not the anly ones whao
henefie from learning communitios. Faculty members ko
benetit from organizing md participating in fearning com-
munities in several wans:

¢ Leaming communities allow Tacalin to wark together
more <dosely and effectiveh

e Learmng conmmunities fead to increased continuity and
integration in the curricidam

306

ks




Learning communities constitute a valuable activity for
faculty development.

Learning communities help participating faculty to view
their disciplines in a more revealing light.

Learning communitics encourage faculty to share knowl-
edge with one anether

Participation in learning communities broadens faculty
members” knowledge about pedagogy.

Learning communities promote collaborative, active
teaching.

Participation in learning communities tends to increise
collegial trust.

Facuity generally find their work with learning conmumuni-
ties satisfying.

Faculty appreciate ne results of learning communities on
the amount and quality of students” leaming. students” en-
jovment of learning. and students” values and satisfaction.
“The act of creating and participating in a learning com-
munity is itself a communitv-building event . . . breaking
down the isolation of faculty and the essential loneliness
of teaching as currently conceived and executed™ (R.
Matthews 1994 pp. 1806=87: sce also Finley 19906; . Lucas
and Mott 1990: Mackay 1996 Tinto 1998),

Facufty involved in establishing and working with student
learning comnua'y programs for high-risk students at Long
Beach ity Community College perceived the key benefits o
be e satisfaction of seeing students so engaged and ac-
tively involved in fearning, the broadening of their own
knowledge through connection and interaction with instruce-
tors in different arcas. and the discovery that, rather than
distrust colleagues, instructors can learn 1o count on their
colleagues for suggestions and solutions (vacKay 19906).

stdent learning communities can bring faculty wogether
from across the disciplines and lead to faculty members’
energy and innovation in the classroon (Stark and Lattuca
19975, In fact, one made faculty member reported. "My wife
kept saving, “You've got to teach this way againg vou're
different person this quarter™ (R Matthows T99 v o 187).

Findings from Studics of Collaborative and
Cooperative Learning
Flundreds of studies of collaborative and cooperative learmmg
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in elementany and secondary schools have been conducted
over the vears, including o mett-analysis of 122 studies (John-
son et al. 1931 and an analvsis of 46 studies (Slavin 19834,
1983b) A review and summary of the resulis of more than
375 studies over the previous 90 vears, including some con-
ducted at the college level, compared the refative impacts on
academic achievement of cooperative, individualistic. and
competitive learning approaches Gohnson and fohnson
199:1hy: see also Johnson, Johnson, and Smith 1991b for a com-
prehensive summary of findings related 1o using collaborative
lcarning for college students, and Qin. fohnson, and johnson
1995 for a more recent synthesis of rescarch in this aread.

These analvses found that collaborative and cooperative
tesrning results in o varieny of positive outcomes for students:
academic achiesement, a higher retention rate, increased criti-
cal thinking. higher-level thinking skills and strategies. motiva-
tion to achicve, self-esteem and confidence. trust in others,
low Jevels of anxiety and stress, creativity, frequent new ideds,
the ability 1o generalize to news situations, problem-solving
ability, a commitment to learning, instructional satisfaction,
positive attitudes toward the major or discipline. positive atti-
wides toward the institution. positive attitudes toward other
students, i commitment to and caring for other students, posi-
tive pereeptions of the instructor, fess absentecisn and tardi-
ness. feelings of responsibility for completing assignments. a
willingness 1o ke on difficult wsks, persistence in completing
tasks, beter listening skills, respect for others” perceptions and
attitudes, @ commitment to peers” growth, social skills, and
socidl support. Others would add increased acceptance of
different races and ethnic groups €50 Sharan 199 12 Shudman,
Lotan. and Whitcomb 1995 Slavin 1980).

Although most of the research in this area has been on
clementary and sccondary students, an increasing number of
recent studies indicate the same findings apply to college
students teg.. Chase 1991: 1. Cooper et al. 1991 M. Ceoper
1995 Courtney Courtney, and Nicholson 1994 Freemyver ot
al. 1995 Johnson, Johnson, and Smith 1998 McCuen et al.
1090; Price 1993 Purdom and Kromrey 1995: Robinson and
Cooper 1993 Rovehoudhury and Roth 1992 Springer,
stanne. and Donovan 1997 Wilson 1996,

Cooperative groups also promote students” imvolvement in
college academic and social hife ¢Brosnan and Ralley 1995;
Prsani 19941, which feads o personal and social development




(Astin 1993D: Fricdlander and MacDougall 1991: Glover and
Hull-Tove 1999) and career anainment (Fischer 1993). The
superiority of cooperative and collaborative instruction over
tradlitional instruction can be quite significant: for example,
the course suceess ne averaged 20 percent higher across
disciplines tor cooperative and colluborative instruction com-
pared with traditional instruction for the Beacon College peer-
assisted learning project. which involved semester-long col-
laborative study groups in math and science. at American
River College (McCuen et al. 19961,

These findings are vue for adubts as well as for taditional-
age college students (Simpson 1993), for at-risk students (Ty-
ler 1993) and learning-disabled students (Gore 1993), for
Lrge. medium, and small classes (M. Cooper 1993: Cottle and
Hart 1990, and for classrooms that are heterogencous in
terms of students” academic and linguistic abilitv and in stu-
dents” ethnic backgrounds (E. Cohen 199-10. Although the
findings have also been found o be true for gifted students,
sometimes these students feel that an undue burden is placed
on them o assist less able students, Some gitted students may

also feel frustrated with the group's inadequate processing

skills, Tack of participation. and some members” personal
problems (ML Matthews 1992 Schumanr 1993).

Not all studies of coltege-ley el cooperative and collabora
tive learning showed increases in students” learning and re-
tention over that obtained with traditional instruction. Even
in those studies, however, most students reported they liked
such instruciion better than traditional instruction. and none
of the studies found higher learning and retention for tradi-
tional instruction. When data suggest no discernible impact
on students” achievement, such as that found in the study of
collaborative learning at Kansas City Communiry College
(Wilson 1990), accurate interpretation is often impossible
such findings may result from ineffective coltaborauve meth-
ods, measures that are not sensitive, or a variety of possible
flaws in the studyv's design and interpretation.

A recent meta-analysis of 128 studies about the eftects of
cooperative learning at colleges found posttive results in all
student areas Gohnson, Johnson, and Sonutiv 1998), Although
some college-Tevel findings stuggest some forms of cooperi-
tive and collaborative instruction are more effective than
others, no clear pattern ol “winners™ and “losers™ exists. This
arcad is an important one for study
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severnal findings of studies of collaborative and coopera-
tive instruction relate to how the group’s educational experi-
ence is arganized. Academic achievement is tacilitated by
cooperative fearning ondy it there is a cooperative task struc-
ture (groups working together and group rewards). coopera-
tive meentives. and accountability for individual learners
eslavin 19830, 1983h). A met-analvsis of previous studies
found “cooperitive goal structures that do not create inter-
group competition produce greater cchievement than coop-
cradive structures that do create intergroup competition”
Gohnson and Johnson 199 . Group work was most henefi-
ciad for learning concepts. problem solving. and deep under-
stianding of subject matter und content (Shulman, Lotan. and
Whitcomb 1993, And group work has the greatest impact on
linguistic problem-solving tasks when there is more than one
legitimate solution (Qin, Johnson, and Johnson 19930,

Concluding Remarks
The benefits for students of colluborative and cooperative

learning are similar o the benefits of coliegz-leyvel student
learning communities. 1t is clear that well-designed and
-crafted cooperative and collaborative learning experiences
within learning communities—as well as the existence and
makeup of the learning communities themselves—greatly
benefit both college students and faculiv. Moreover. the bene-
fits for both groups are many and varied. and are often highly
integrited into a perception of strong learnmg outcomes.




CREATING AND IMPLEMENTING OPTIMAL
COLLEGE STUDENT LEARNING COMMUNITIES

It is a sadd paradox that the instititions most clearly
dedicated to belping adult icarners to learn are such
slow learniers themselres (May 1994, p. +5).

“Rescarch shows that learning is most effective in a commu-
nity where knowledge can be shared in class and outside of
cluss™ Jerry Gaft, cited in Collison 1993, n. AL18). Learning
communities that emphasize collaborative learning and that
serve hoth academic and social purposes for students will
become a primary avenue for improving the educiion of
undergraduate students, with effective collaborative learning
crucial. "Collaborative expericnces provide lessons that no
lectures or homilies can provide. Asking students to share the
responsibility for cach other's learning teaches students their
learning and that of their peers are inextricably interniwined
and that, regardless of race. class, gender. or background,
their academic interests are the same™ (Tinto 1998, n. 173).

Collaborative learning involves two or more individuals
who are actively engaged, working together. and challeng-
ing one another in wavs that lead to mutually negotiated
and created cross-disciplinan and or new understanding,
perceiving, thinking. fedling. and communicating (K. Barr
and Dailey 1990: Brody 1995). But how can we maximize its
quality? “Towever structured, collaborative learning strate-
gies share common threads, not the least of which is swe-
dents are expected o work together and hecome active
participants in the classroom. In this way, all colfaborative
learning strategics emphasize the development of student
learning communities and their importance to the learning
process” CTinto and Love 1995, pp. 2-3).

For dramatic student outcomes to oceur, learming commu-
nitics must be effective in helping students engage in active
learning: “Rich. rigorous learning environments, active partic-
ipation on the part of hoth students and faculive ancka sense
of commumity make a positive. often profound difference in
fostering student suceess™ (R Matthews et al, 1997, p. 137

Every learming community should thus be designed and
carricd out in a manner that will maximize Hoth active and
collaborative learning. two arcas that are not mutually exclu-
sive and supplement and support one another. Both need o
he effectively designed and exeeuted. cand poorly designed
cooperative and collaborative experiences can fead 1o worse
resuits than vaditional approaches [Johnson, Johinson, and
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smith 199 1al) This section summarizes specific suggestions

tor accomplishing this task bused on the titerture and the
authors” own analysis.

Active Learning

Active learning and collaborative learning are kevs 1o opti-
mizing the effectiveness and positive impact of education on
members of student learning communities. Although collab-
orative learning alwayvs involves active learning, intentional
active learning can, and often does, also take place outside
collaborative learning.

Practical suggestions for developing. promoting, and im-
plementing active learning in college students are provided in
several sources (see Bonwell and Eison 1991, Bonwell and
Sutherland 1996, and Meyers and Jones 1993 for excellent
sumnuirics of the research on active learning). Students then-
selves mav be u greater obstacle o active learning than fac-
ulty members” commonly hypothesized reluctance o reduce
their reliance on lectures, because, in one study, they aver-
aged five hours or less of homewaork per week. had experi-
enced printarily teacher-directed learning in high schooll and
were indifferent to learning (R.G. Warren 1997), Students
need help to change their notions of workload (preparation
abead of class as well as before exams) and initiative (aking
responsibility for learning facts on one’s own so that time in
class can be used for more vaduable activities):

colleges here (o belfr students . appreciate thet some
of the most valuable learning ninst come fron their oien
teaching. Fortrnately, there is a lot of research pointing
o the ralue of stiedent effort. . Minimal stuclent initici-
tive associcted with xuccessfid active learning regiiires
preparing prior to cach class, talking in class cren if shy.
serfoushy listosring o the comments of fellow: students,
solving problems. enid lecrning to live with combigity
instead of orerssimplificd ansieers to complex questions.
It ctlsor incluedes time nicniagenient to acconiitoedate a
sizable workloae. doealing weitly student “frecloaees™ on
learning teeons, aned orerconiing freer pressire(R.G.
Warren 1997 po 170

Most research has found that acine strategios positively affect
students” learning ¢ retenuion (Astin 19936, In a factor




analvsis, Astin found that one factor callied active leaming”
included the tollowing measures dlisted in the order of loud-
ing): cooperative learning. presentations by students. group
projects, experiential learming field studies, students” evalua-
tions of cach other’s work, independent projects, student-
selected topics for course content, class discussion. minimal
use of the lecture format. and student-developed activities (pp.
38-39). In this study, however, the active learning factor had a
negative etfect on students' retention, even though giving pre-
sentations in class, tking essav exams. and working on inde-
pendent projects had a positive effect on retention and learn-
ing (pp. 196-97). Just because active learning techniques are
used does not ensure success. Those technigues must he well
designed and include a focus and content that are relevant ¢n
students” eves) to what is being learned. Otherwise, students
will see such activities as superficial and not pertinent.

Suggestions from the Literature on Collaborative

And Cooperative Learning

To design and nuintain the most effective classroom-hased
learning communities for college students. we need to gen-

eralize observations from studies of collaborative and coop-
erative ledrning. But “successful use of groupwork requires
much more than simply putting students in groups™ (Shul-
man. Lotan, and Whitcomb 1995, p. 3). Tt is crucial for
groups o be trained and organized to practice active and
collaborutive cooperative learning.

Cases and groupy work

Using case studies involving problems, issues, or dilemmas
can he usetul in applications ol cooperative and collabora-
tive learning,.

Ceses are candid. highly readable accownits of teaching
crenls or series of crents. They shote a probleni-based
snapshot of an on-the-joby jor other real-lifel dilenimer.
Reael aloire. cases offer vicarions expericiice of walleing
in another s shoes. I gronp discusstont. they are espe-
ciathy powerful, allowcing differing points of viea: 1o he
airved cond examined . lFor that reason, cases aire con-
scionshy designed (o provoke discussion that is engaging
denwanding. and nitelfectually exciting. .. - Bt cases
cre not samply narrative descriptions of ereuts, To call
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something a case is to make o theoretical claini—that it
is a cdse of sometlhing, or an justance of a larger cless.
. To be valuable as a case . the narrative shonldd be
representative of a class or type of ditemma. preblem. or
quancary that arises with some fregiiency in tedachiig
sitrettions. Most ricl cases. howerer, are cases of ey
things. Cases may also he exemplars of principles. de-
scribing by their deiail a general pattern or practice
(Shulman. Lotan, and Whitcomb 1995, pp. 897,

Case-bused teaching—such as commonty found in busi-
ness. law, and medicine—should be the norm in education
and in other areus (see also Colbert. Desberg, and Trimble
1990: Hutchings 1993; Merseth 1991, 1995; Shulmun (992;
Silverman, Weltv, and Lyon 1992 Svkes and Bird 1992).

Student groups
In addition to training student learning groups 1o function
clfectively, faculty members must have clear-cut objectives
for each group that are understood by all group members
(C. Hunter 19902, Moreover, i student’s Jearning stvle is in
important variable (Price 19940 1995). In one study, visually
oriented college students needed visual and manipulative
muaterials in kb setting o learn suceesstully as individualds
and a group in uan anatomy and physiology course and
heginning generad biology course. (See Billson 199+ for 17
principles for effective interaction within, and cight criteria
for ussessing functional effectiveness of smadl groups that
apply to all college student groups)

some useful, practical insights come from work with “hase
leaming groups™ of four or five college students working
together in class for one entire semester (Wheeler 19950, A
student leader should be assigned for cach group: it does not
work o e the group members decide among themselyes
who the group feader should be. Moreover, the instructor
should have several goalds for all groups: have i peer support
aroup in the cliss: have the best students assist in the moti-
vation and teaching of the poorer students: and use peer
pressure to motne students o work harder. Certain group
tasks are especially useful, including semesier projects, two-
minute questions, Tigsaw readding, and a group rest follow ed
by individud tests twiere the group test senves as @ motiva-
tional review in preparation for the individual westo




Other suggesrions for implementing collaborative learning
include introducing new activities slowly, avoiding sclection
of groups by students. seeking feedbuck from students, as-
signing roles in cach group to ensure evervone's participation,
preparing tasks for students who finish early. and estublishing
partners 1o complete homework (Orrange 1993), Although
some insist that instractors should assign groups and leaders,
others recommend that instructors allow swidents to choose
their own (Carter 1993), suggesting group mentbership and
selection of jeaders should depend on one's knowledge of the
students. (Our own experience suggests it is usuatly preferable
for the professor to select the group members and leaders.)

If it is economically feasible. an effort should be made o
train and financially reimburse student leaders for collabora-
tive learning communities. As part of Anierican River Col-
lege's Beacon Project (1994) peer-assisted learning program.
for example. faculty selected students who had successtully
completed the course, They trained them in tworing and
collaborative techniques. and had them serve as learming as-
sistants who worked six hours per week (three hours with
their respective collaborative student groups. two hours in
preparation, and one hour meeting with the facultv mem-
hery. Both the collaborative student groups and the learning
assistants showed positive results. (See Van Der Karr 1991
for a similar approach 1o first-vear hurdie courses.)

The frustration with the lack of the group’s processing
skills (reported by some gifted students) and some group
members” pesonal problems and lack of participaition indi-
aites that cooperative and collaborative learning is not for
all students and that groups should be carefully planned and
constructed. Morcover, effective orientation and taining
activities, and the integration of group processes into the
PFrOZLAN are Very important.

How should nonpanicipants be handled? Several tictios
are possible to get these “parasites™ (Carter 1995 involved:
require cach group member 1o bring written work to class in
order to belong to the group, periodically give unannounced
in-class assignments, and assign individual grades in addi-
tion to a grade tor the group.

Other approaches
Some evidence suggests that students with negative attitudes
toward reading and weming can be salvaged through the use of
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small cooperative learning communities (Rose 19943, The ke
to their success is having small group partnerships with the
instructor and reference librarians. Other creative approaches
have been tound to be potentially teasible or useful:

o Huaving college students teach selected topics to junior high
school students to enlamnce learning at both levels (see G.
Hunter 199+ for an application with biology students:
Combining the principles of collaboration and continuous
quality improvement total quality management in teach-
ing and testing students (Cooke 1994; Hansen 1993
Incorporating debate into collaborative activities and
snuall groups to stimuliate nontraditional first-generation
composition students to formulate their own questions,
problems. and hypotheses (Hess 1993);

Integrating reading and collaborative learning into college
writing courses (Sollisch 1088):

Using role plavs in which students are eam piavers in
business. using brainstorming. analvsis, interviewing tech-
niques, pricing analysis, elfective communication. contlict
resolution. and so on (udson 1993);

Translating the six characteristios of “true communiny”
tPeck 1987 into creative actividies for building comnu-
niy in the cliussroom (Orbe 19930,

Including structured activities where students make deci-
~ions on wihd to sudy, how to study it and solutioas.

The emphisis in Ll these suggestions s on “pProcessing ox-
pertences” and understanding (Lander et al. 19930,

Resources for fuculty

Although collaborative feaming and cooperative learning
have posttive eftedts within student groups, they work in
complex wavs that cannot be reduced toa feld manual
CTebo-NMessina 1993 Nevertheless, many general how-to
publications on eftective colliborative and cooperative learn-
g oxist Gsee, eagn Abrami, Chambers: Poulsen. Desimone,
JApollonia, and TTowden 1995 Adanis 1996: Austin and
Baldwin 1991 Brandt 1991: ¢ Cohen 1995 F Cohen 199 4.
199 4h: Cramer 19940 Davidson 1990, Davidson and Worsham
19920 Gere 1987, Gibbs 199 Hartdey 1990, International
Association 1991 199 Th, 19924, 1992h: Johnson and Johnson
1993, 199 1991 Kagan 1989, 1992; Kessler 19920 Kluge
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1900; Male 1991 R Matthews 19964, 1996h: Putnam 1993; .
sharan 199.4: 8. Sharun and Sharan 1992: Shuliman. Lotan. and
Whitcomb 1995: Slavin 1991h, 1993; Stahl 199-4).

Other faculty resource books discuss and provide guid-
ance about various coltaborativ e activities that can con-
tribute 1o more effective student cotlaboration and improvesd
student fearning from such collaboration (see, e.g.. Morris
1993: Sego 1991, Activities include peer review, group prob-
lem solving. chalkboard problem solving. pariner self-tests,
group guizzes, the generation of questions by the group,
group book reports. and teany debates.

A number of additional publications focus exclusively on
college students (see. ¢.g.. Bosworth and Hamilton 199+4; Bruf-
fee 1993: 1. Cooper and Robinson 1997h: Davis 1993: Gabel-
nick ¢t al. 1990; Goodsell, Maher. Tinto. Smith. and MacGregor
1992: Hagelgans, Revnolds. Schwingendort, Vidakovie, Dubin-
skv. Shahin, and Wimbish 1995: Johnson, Johnson. and Smith
1991h, 1998: Kadel and Keehner 1994: P Love and Love 1995;
MeNeill and Bellamy 1995 R Matthews 1996a. 1990h: Millis
1991, 1995, 1997 Nurrenbern 1995: Purdom and Kronuey
1993: Schoem 1993: Tiberius 1990: Wilson 1990 for detailed
guidance on developing and conducting effective collaborative
and coaperative learning activities for students).

A proposed developmental model for constructing coflab-
orative learming environments also provides frumeworks for
the development of learning communities ¢S, TTamilton
199 1. In the range of “teaching and learning comexis and
accommodation to changing demographic and discipline-
specific curricula, we have the basis for a developmentad
moded for the construction of colluborative learning environ-
ments” (p. 931 After a review of different models of collabo-
rative learning, o five-step model for the construction of
collabortive fearning environments is presented.

More than S0 cooperative learming strategies have been
identified as appropriate tor use with college students, all of
thenm student centered and shifting the responsibilite for
learning from the wacher to the student (Wilson 1990; see
also Kagan 1989, 1992 jor in-depth and helptul details about
most of these strztegios),

An annotiated bibliography of 99 studies pertinent to collalb-
oration with colfege students also includes lists of 1 Web sites
and seven networks or daaringhouses on college-level coltabo-
ratve coopet:ative leaming (1 Cooper and Robinson 1997)

More than
50 coopera-
tive learn-
ing strate-
gies bave
been identi-
Sfied as ap-
propriate
Jor use with
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Another book includes practical naerial for college weachers
that faculty in LEA RN (Learning Enhancement Action Resource
Netwaorky discussion groups at fowi State University found
stimulating and useful (Johnson, Johnson. and Smith 1991,

Two books on collaborative leaming from the National
Cenrer on Postsecondary Teaching. Learning, and Assessment
(Goodsell et al. 1992: Kadel and Keehner 1994 also deserve
speciil mention. The initial volume provides capsule sum-
maries of specific collaborative learning programs at colleges
and universities across the countrv, and identifies five collubo-
rative learning networks available to interested practitioners.
The second volume provides a Lirge number of vignettes on
generil and disciplinan collaborative leaming wechniques and
exercises—each of which includes @ description. reported
strengths, and reported difficulties—submitied by college fiae-
ulty from across the country. Both volumes ermphasize “how
to.” reproduce selecied readings. provide annotated bibliogra-
phies. and share a variety of collaborative strategies that have
been found 1o be successful in different college settings.

Faculty development
As indicaied carlier. the case study approach can be used 1o
trun both experienced and inexperienced protessors in using,
fearning communitios effectively (Shulman., Lotan, and Whit-
comb 19932 such training should focus on the importance of
fearning communitios, the role of faculiv, designing tasks tha
Leilitate group waork, motivating group members to collabo-
ate, -lealing with uncooperative members, assessment. and
<o on. The group’s tasks must complement one another. de-
mand individuad contributions and participation from aul
group members, and result in maximum learning for wit wroup
members, Beaause using group work etfectively is <o different
from traditional weaching, effective collabarative. ceoperative
learning methods, such as those deseribed carlier, should be
used o win over yeteran Geadty Shulman, Lotan. and Whit-
comb 19931, “Neterans discuss teaching situations that mirror
their own, in the process reflecting on ther values, attitudes,
dndd assumptions and wrestling with the disequilibrivm this
credtes, As a result, they often change their beliefs and weach-
ing and learning and. thus, adopt verv different wavs of
waorking with students™ ¢p. )

Coltaborative learning requires Lealts to move from
teadher-centered o deamer-centered environments Faculn




must become proficient tacilitators who can iniervene effec-
tivelv and provide suppon o studenis in such arcas as learning
content. the self-directed group process, completion of tasks,
encouraging critical questioning, and developing effective
crivical-thinking. problem-solving, and decision-making skills
(K. Barr and Dailey 1996), successiul groups share several
characteristics: (1) goads and purposes that are clear to all: €2)
strightforward communication that cannot be misinterpreted:
(3) shared leadership within the groups: and ¢4) respect within
the groups for the views of minority members (Carter 1993).
such instructors muast possess eight particular skills in facili-
tation to effectivelv support and cultivate group collaboration:

. Retocus on issues when necessary to keep discussions
from bogging down,

Nadidkate and bridge topics 1o make the transition from
one theme to another.

. Use the group's energy to drive discussions.

- Continually invite and encourage input and feedback.

. Establish a cooperative group climate that fosters dis-
CUSSION.

. Coachy the students o draw out what individuals already
know:,

- Teach and promote active. eves-on listening.

CIntervene proactively into conflicts among groups and
students (K. Barr and Dailey 19960,

A study in a coramunity college freshman weacher prepara-
ton seminar ilustrates how the instructors atitudes and as-
signed tasks are as important as any skills € Cohien 1995)
Various factors contributed 1o creating o clissroom “commui-
ninv of caring. interdependent. intrinsically miotivated learn-
ors shared decision making, choice, and clss meetings

it cross-cohort Student Advison Sunshine Committee

. teacher-student aliiance L wained teamis in cooperi-

tve learmning wedhmiques Lo and acclass historv through
videos and photographs™ tp. 37 The instructors abso used
self-evatuation instriment called o reflection mibric” and
checklist of sodial shills. Journal entries and internviews re-

vetled that sl the students felt empow ered as aresalt of the
COUrse CONMMUINCILONS SVsien,

Technology. induding the use of cooperatve mubtimedi,
many play a4 more important role m collaboram e Tearmng m the
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future—bevond the current use of e-mail in some fearning

communitics—in improving and supporting an increased. more
productive sense of community in leaming communities (Muhl-
hauser and Rudebusch 199-4). Technology can contribute much
o studenis” ability o work in groups, for example. leaming-
disabled students in mathematics classes (Rapp and Gitinger
1993), distunce education (O Malley and Scanlon 1989, clec-
vonicallv mediated project management (Fowell and Levy
19951, and collaborative work enhancement (Laws ¢t al. 1993).

Problems, Pitfalls, and Responses: The ISU Case Study
The rescarch literature demonstrates conclusively that weli-
designed and -implemented learning communities signifi-
cantly and positively affect both students and faculty, but a
commitment o learning communities cannot oceur unless
taculty buy in on their implementation.

The need Lo improve undergraduale student
relention al lIowa Slate Universily
fow Stare University's “Surategic Plan for 1995-2000." apy-
proved April 1995, makes its “highest priority .o Cwo imprace
the quality of nndergrednate education as measured by
student retention, graduation. and plkicement rates™ (p. 1800,
The strategic plan, which contains many items refating 1o the
concept of learning communities, proposed significant in-
creases in funding for this purpose over the five vears.
Approxinuitely 81 percent of ISU matriculating freshmen
were stllt enrolled at the beginning of the second vear, 72
percent at the heginning of the third vear, and 66 pereent at
the heginning ot the founth vear. Although these percentages
compure favorablyv with state universities across the nation,
cach percentage point gain in retention would mean dozens
of students” being positively affected. The effort would assist
in ISU7"s goal to hecome preeminent among land-grant univer-
sities. Moreover, when student retention and graduation riates
were aggregdted according o various institutional caregories,
it hecame dlear there wits room lor improvement. especiathy
among certain segments ol 1ISUS student poputanon.

The beginning of learning communities al ISU

The ISU graduate program in higher education sponsoned o
visit by Vincent T in Gl 19940 during which he presented
micrmation about learmmg commumues and related reseach
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results to a number of kev faculty and staft. The visit and pre-
sentations stimubuted follow-up discussions about how learn-
ing communaitics could improve learning, retention. and satis-
faction tor students at 1ISUL Subsequenty, the associate reg-
istrar, the director of the Center for Teaching Excellence. and
the coordinator of the Orientation and Retention Progrim miet
with cuch undergraduite college of the university. These
conversations led o agreements by cach of those colleaes 1o
set up groups of students taking the same sections of courses
(linked courses) throughout their ficst semester. In three of the
colleges, some special cotluborative programming was being
developed that included involving Residence Life saft in spe-
cial efforts to support learning communities.

Problems with implementation

The lack of ongoing inancial support threatened the fraition
and Tongevity of these beginning efforts. Particularly at risk
wits phinning for steps necded 1o make the learning com-
munities ceffective and productive. such as having faculey
and staff orient students in how to be eftective in learning
communities. having faculty from different arcas work col-
faboratively and cooperatively to make their courses dove-
tail. and designing exercises and problems for students to
promote colliboration and maximize the benefits of learning
communities throughout the semester.

By sumimer 1995, no such wide-scale organized plinning
had occurred because of constraints on time and energy.
several pockets of related activity occurred, but they were
not enough for integrated. campuswide planning and assess-
ment. Taose involved in initiating learning communiticos at
ISU for the fall semester of 199590 reported that they did
not have time to focus on the long-term development and
implementation of a4 well-designed and comprehensive ds-
sessment and evaluation plan tor the project. They also felt
that they lacked knowledge ind expertise in both learning
communitics and their assessment and evilduation. In re-
sponse, the director of 1SU's Center for Teaching Excetlence
asked the chair of 1SU7S Professional Studies in Education
Depuartment for help. and the authors were assigned to de-
velop a plan for implementttion and assessment.

Another probleny important at 1ISU-—cespecially relevant
for all rescarch universities—reiated to promotion and
tenure. Promotion and tenure 1w 18U continued to be based
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largely on productivity in scholarship and research, and
faculty perceived that devoting major amounts of one’s ¢n-
ergy o teaching in learning communities could adversely
affect one's scholaddy productivity. Thus. unu! university

acdhministrators and rank tenure committees are committed o
giving significant credit toward promotion and enure for
involvement in learning communities, and untit they recog-
nize pedagogical research on innovations in and results of
learning communities as legitimate schoburship. faculty in
general will be reluctant wo participate in such endeavors.

It became apparent at ISU that faculty incentives, such as
financial suppont or release time or credit toward promotion
and tenure. are crucial for the institutionalization of effec-
tive, ongoing learning communitios.

Assessment of learning communities at 1SU also had @t
difficult strt, and it is stll limited. Coltection, analyvsis, and
interpretation of data: dissemination of rescarch results
across campus and to other institutions; and provision of
achvisory input to departmental faculty and doctoral students
tor use in research studies must he major, ongoing activities.

Results at ISU so far
At an early point, the ISU higher education progran devel-
oped a relationship with faculty and stait responsible for
prebusiness students as the result of o graduate student’s
preparation for o master's tesis (Dicfeabach 19900, Grad-
uate students in the higher education program have con-
ducted most of the rescarch that has been done, although a
formal assessment program is being developed, Prefiminary
evidencee indicates that student retention has improved, as
compared with similar groups of students not enrolled in a
learning community. In addition. GPAs of students in learn-
ing communitics are wso higher when compared with simi-
far groups not involved in learning communitics, A special
fearning community project called BEST (Bioiegy Educanon
succeess Teams) designed Tor high-risk students in hiologay
did not improv e retention significanty but improved tresh-
man high-risk students” satisfaction encugh so that the st
dents requesied and were granted permission o continue as
a learning weam for the next three academic vears (see S
Hamilton 1997 for preliminaey program results.

Based on the results of rescarch at the Uaiversity of
California at Berkeley Clreisman 19831 w1 would be expected




that such high-risk first-veur students would especially bene-
fir from participation in learning communities hecause of
their traditional lack of suppaort from academicitly oriened
peers. The same is true of first-generation college students,
s such students have been less involved with pecets and
teachers in high school and are at high risk in terms of other
factors imolving performance and persistence (Terenzini,
Springer. Yaeger, Pascarella, and Nora 1996),

Faculiy learning communities have also beconte importan
at ISUL Assistant dean of the College of Engineering Flowrd
Shapiro (now associate provost for undergraduate education)
hecame interested in student-centered learning designed to
develop higher-order thinking in secondary school students
while a member of the local school board. He and Barwira
Licklider of the College of Education G specialist in colkilso-
rative learning) teamed up in 1994 10 initiate and lead a fuc-
ulty fearning group of 14 members that met for two hours
eveny other week to discuss how o improve fearning. They
studied student-centered approaches of various kinds. tai-
lored them to their own needs, tried them ot in theic own
classes, and then reported back 1o the group.

The excitement generated within the group by the result-
ing improvement in students” learning. retention. self-esteem.
and higher-order tilinking led to the development of o uni-
versitvwide program called LEA RN (Learning Enhancement
Action Resource Network) to encourage the formation of
more such fearning teams. By spring 1998, such groups were
meaeting dacross campus, and 10 pereent of all faculty in the
College of Engineering were participating in the progran.

An article in the spring 1998 issue of Mearstorn Muses, the
College of Engineering newsletter for alumni and friends.
iHustrates the impact and potential impact of this program:

Assacicate Professor Doug facobson attenced his fiist

LEA RN sossion iy 1996, didhi't realize at the time theit
this one mecting woiild forecer change the way Tieach.”
he seicd . Throngsh carions interactive exercises ciid
Lroupy dativities, he credtes a safe enciroranend for fearn-
ing Nothing is niore poweerful than becing o roont of
SO stidents i grovps engaged Yo can see and feel the
learning taking place! .. fve noticed bighoer test scores
Srom the nuddie- range stidents and deeper indestand
me of the meterial . Wtendance rate s hieher, in
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class participation bhas increaseed, ane there is d
stronger positive attitude .. (pp. 1=2),

As indicared, various pockets of learning communities
were being developed from 1994 through 1998, many of
them in isolation from ore another. An institution must pro-
vide significant central administrative support and coordina-
tion o the development and maintenance of student learn-
ing communities, but “the cost is eusily otfset by increases in
retention, grade point average. and credits camed™ (R
Matthews 1994, p. 182).

The ISU registear and the assistant registrar served key
roles in developing programs for 1997-98. Thev created
special forms to help ISU Lacultv and others develop and
coordinate earning teams. Doug Gruenewald, assistant di-
rector of residence halls, has been especially influential in
the effort o improve learning communities at ISUL A learn-
ing community work group led by Corly Peterson Brooke.
director of the Center for Teaching Excellence. has also been
instrumental in the development of learning communities.
Composed of facuity and student affairs staff, the work
group developed a proposal for implementation that the
president approved. In summer 1998, the effort at [SU was
undergirded by a $1.5 million grant {rom the president o
initiate a full-scale. coordinated, universitvwide eftort to
improve, expand. promote. and assess 1SU learning commu-
nities. The grant includes funds for a full-time learning com-
munitics support coordinator. a secretary, and a graduate
assistant as deemed necessary to provide (1) needed facuky
and stft training and consultadion: (2) stimulation for vari-
ous dareas 1o share information and talk 1o one anoiher on
an ongoing basis about experiences with learning communi-
ties; (3 longitudinal campuswide stimulation and support
for the development of innovative learning communities in

the various departments and colleges, and advisory support
for disciplinany rescarch inquine and dissemination within

their areas: C) carcfully planned and carried out assessment.
evaluation, and research o discover the ongoing effects of
dillerent approaches o learning conmmunities and provide
information for modification and refinement: (53 dissenaina-
tion of findings to the higher cducation communin through
presenttions at disciphnare conterences, monographs, and
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journal articles; €0) assistance to departments ana colleges in
developing and promoting grant proposals 1o outside agen-
cies for funding the development of learning communitices:
and (7Y help with educating the total campus community
about what constitutes true educational quality.

Potential Problems and Solutions

This section addresses problems and questions that mayv be
raised about learning communities, and proposes solutions
for the problems.

¢ What if we have no campus-based learning com-
munities and faculty are not interested in them?
Asseble a smadl group of faculty and student affairs staft o
determine the feasibilitv of the idea for vour campus. If appro-
prite. bring practitioners involved in learning communities at
other campuses to vour campus. or conduct visits 1o their
campuses. OF utmost importance is the support of the predi-
dent and provost or academic dean. Once the group decides
learning communities are desirable for vour campus, hnng in a
consultant facilitator o help determine the appropriate model
for vour campus. No one model fits every institution, and
many campuses have implemented several models from which
students can choose. Start with the models discussed in this
report that seem most stimulating or are of interest to faculty.

¢ What if lectures are the predominant metheod of
teaching and active learning is not emphasized?
Most faculty members want the best for their students, Al-
though they may be afriid of fosing control of the classroom
or not being pereeived as an expert. or they do not under-
stand collaborative and active methods of weaching. the
group must start someplace. Therefored it is crucial 1o begin
with a snull core of faculty volunteers who seem amenable
and open to change,

Expose all faculty o the rescarch results for nonlecture
methods, and bring in an outside freulty member as o con-
sultint who has etfectively used and appreciaes such
stident-oriented methods, Faculty @rving, these news method-
ologies and succeedimg wilb el other faculty Teis hoped
that mamy of the other tucudty will then begin to ask tor
support and assistinee related 1o nuastering the new micthod-
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Resistance
to change
can be an-
ticipated
Jrom tradi-
tional fac-
ulty, which
is why it is
desirable
that the de-
velopment
of learning
communi-
ties be
initiated by
SJaculty.

ologies. Another avenue is to provide instructional stipends
or grants to try methods of active learming.

« What if our campus does not seem to have a
shared culture or a common purpose?

Just because segmentation and diversity are tue of one's cam-

pus does not mean the campus has no universal values or
concerns upon which it can build a sense of community and
Lvariety of student learning communities. For example,
evervone presunitbhv wants all students o have a quality,
cnjovable. satistving learning experience, so discussion on this
topic could stimukate fruitful discussion about learning coms-
munitics. Moreover. diversity and the unexpected are a boon
for true learning communities. Begin by nutking a list of pos-
sible student groups that shauld be considerad or discussed.

* How do you get faculty involved in developing

student learning communities?
Find two tvpes of faculty before participating in learing
communitics—known “curly adopters™ and those known for
innovative classroom techniques. A reward structure tor such
innovation. such as credit toward promotion or wenure. finan-
cial incentive griants, release time o conduct such activitios.
or sponsorship from an outside group. might e necessary,

Resistance 1o change can be anticipated from traditionad
faculty. which is why it is desirable that the development of
learning communitivs be initated by faculty Specific actions
are required of facultv: €1y They must aceept nes “cognitn e
value-based tramew orks™ and new definitions of eaching
and learning: and (20 they must practice new teaching meth-
ods in which the teacher is no longer the authority (). Luras
and Mottt 19961 They will he concerned that inordinate
amounts of their ime and energy will be required. that
course content will sufter, that course content witl not e as
cencralizable to other contexts or conered sulticiently
the students will not be as well prepared for the tradnional
cotrses that follow  and that it will be more ditficult to mea-
sure students achiovement and o assign grades for the
course. In addition. they will he uncomfortable with the
nation that students and teachiers dare mutual pariners in
leammg and in evaluating students” academic progress

As with any educational mnovation bemg considered on

mplemented. sensitving 1o sach tears trom acalis and caree




ful use of effective strategies for change are crucial for suc-
cesstul implementation of fearning communities. The change
must not oceur too fast. “As instructors begin to change their
mentti models, there are typical reactions 1o the disequilib-
rium that they feel .o DY incorrectdy communicated infor-
mation and rumors: (2) polarization of faculty: (3 undermin-
ing lovalties: and ¢4) increased ambiguity about the project”
(J. Lucas and Mott 1990, p. 8),

A mujor issue for faculty, particularly at large rescearch uni-
versitios, is the involvement of untenured facuby in the devel-
opment of learning communitics. If learning teams or learning
communities are to be successfull the institution must inten-
tionally include participation in those activities in the reward
structure. This will be the most difficult part of the process. as
facuine will disagree about how to reward this activity, At
institutions where the reward structure is o problem. the stu-
dent affairs division may have to ke the lead. Another av-
enue may be o convinee senior faculty to mitiate the activiwy,
but no matter what else vou do. senior faculty should be in-
formed and involved in decisions at an carly point,

* We arc overwhelmed by the many models and

cannot decide which are best for us.
Begin by forming a faculty learning community to disctiss
possibilities, and their pros and cons, Preliminan rescarch
resudts on cross-curricular fearning commuinitieos suggest Cul-
though much more rescarch is necded to know i it is true)
that more concentrated, longer-term approaches that involve
faculiy as active, intentional partivipants will lead o higher
retention and greator achicyvement and development tor stu
dents (see . Lucas and Mott 1996 Tinto. Love, and Russo
199 1), Further, the rescardh on residence hall kearming com-
munities suggests that components related to living and learn-
ing—or the equinadent interaction for commuter institutions—
should be built into campus fcaming communities (see Pike,
schroeder. and Bern 19070 Schroeder and Hluest 1990:
schroeder. Mable. and Associntes 1994 Winston, Anchors,
and Associates 19930 Al types of learming communitics.,
however, have heen found to bring about significant positive
change in Stadents i ther are weell done, ~o among the Bctors
1o consider is what best fits with the institutionad calture

It should be remembered that no matter whatt models are
selected. cach protessor will also want o make his on biet Class-
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room a learning community in and of iself to the extent possi-
ble. Tt should lso be remembered that within-class learning
communities can work well within any other tvpe of student
learning community: instilling collaborative skills and practices
is inporant within any student learming community. Moreover.
learning communities need 1o use technology. such us aceess
to the Internet. for individual and group stimulation, and for
communication.

The planned duration of the learning community is an
important consideration (], Lucas and Mottt 19903, Although
most student learning communities are designed for one
semester. additonal time together may be desirable to attain
more significant long-term impact on students. And if the
learning community is eftective, participating students will
wint it to continue after the first semester.

* How do we plan for the development of

learning communities?

The best approach is 1o develop a planning and implemen-
tation team comprising selected faculty and student affairs
staff that will provide collaborative leadership for the plan-
ning. development. and implementation of leaming commu-
nities. This committee should be chaired by a supportive
taculty leader or the vice president or dean of academic
affairs with the full support of the president. Program goals
and objectives for learning communities within the institu-
tional mission must first be set. Then the focus needs 1o turn
0 process strategies and adtivities {or accomplishing devel-
opment and implementation of the program.

Developing specific objectives for particular learning
communities and incorporating those objectives into the
institutional mission statement are important (R. Matthews ¢t
Al 1997y, ~These programs seem to succeed when thev are
incorporated into the curricular mission, not tucked away in
the corner of an institution or program. At their best, learn-
ing communities are . . . designed to achieve a varieny of
clearly stated educational goals™ (p. 1620, Phnning and im-
plementation should include an mterdisciplinan focus on
sociial and collaborative learning and on the construction of
meaning and change, active and experiential stadent feam-
ing. nuthing connections and synthesizing mforniation ceross
hnowledge donrtins and from outside the classroom 1o the
classtoom, knowing and considering students” backgrounds
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and characteristics in setting up student groups. relating
values 1o knowledge within the community, developing a
cooperative rather than a competitive environment. and
wving multiple courses and semesters or terms into a cohe-
sive package (B. Smith 1993).

The planning committee must decide how best to develop
the maximum effectiveness of leaming communities, through
face-to-face interaction. positive interdependence. individual
accountabilityv, or interpersonal. small groups (johnson. John-
son, and Smith 1991h). Positive interdependence (that is. stu-
dents in the learning community working together toward a
common goal} requires four necessary conditions: (1) face-to-
face positive verbal interactions: (2) positive physical interac-
tion when appropriate: (3) maximum contributions by group
members; and () cach meaber’s success contingent upos the
success of other group members (Grineski 1990, p. 200, “Spe-
cific cognitive provesses have been identified as helptul in
increasing achievement. {Thev] include relating new informa-
tion to what was learned previously, paraphrasing or reviewing
information, and checking information™ (Stavin 19914, p. 119

The team has much o discuss and plan for:

* Students” interests and learning stvles and how groups
fornt teams successfully:

o Stffing. consistency, professional development. coopera-
tion, and collaboration of faculty involved in the program:

o How program faculty should work with student learning
communities for the maximum impact on students:

e HHow to ensure the quality of the program:

e How to recruit students to the program:

e How to build members of the group into a team. and
how to develop a sense of inclusion. cohesiveness, and
group identin

o How 1o teach students about self-ussessment for the group:

e How to establish expectations for cach group of students
(they should be high but realistion:

« 1ow to instill in groups a reengnition of the competence
of low -status students. and how to enhance their social
status within the group:

e Which program th mes should he emphasized:

¢ The choice of productive and meaningful open-ended.
real-life, significant problems or tashs tor the group that
demand o know “whn ™ “how 7 and “how i1 coald have




ended up ditferenty™:

Appropriate team assignments, case studies. and exercises:
Appropriate exercises that involve “cooperative contro-
versy” Johnson and Johnson 1994

A swvstem to gather feedback and procedures 1o determine
grades for the groups: and

How the various support senvices on campus should rele
o the groups. A group is only s strong as its weakest link.

The planning team should remember that:

For successfid groipaork. students need 1o learn new
cnel different social sRitlls: How to ask for belp endd bon 1o
assist those 1ha ask for belp. bowe to explain patiently.
how to he prodictive and responsible groufy menibers,
cied howe to respect ane calue other people’s condribie-
tivits. ... Skills for cooperation and collaboration need 1o
he tanght explicitiy aned practiced consistently hefore they
become internelized. rontine behavions of stidents fi
groups. . Assigning to stidents i 2roups specific pro-
cediral roles teg., facilitator, malerials mancger, timer,
reporter. recorder. safely officer. barimonizer: and others
i necesseary t helps the teacher to better defesalte artbor
ity .. (Shulman. Lotan, and Whitcomb 1995, p. 13

Students must readize they aee responsible for cach other's
fearning as weli as their own: thus, the instnictor must dedegate
Aauthority and responsibility to the group. Successtul delegaiion
of authority leads o incredased discussion and working together
as students dedide jointy exactlv what sesponsibilities dare as-
signed o them and how best to deal with the responsibilitios.
The more they tidk and work together, the more they Tearn.

* What if faculty and staff believe learning commu-
nities will take too much time and/or encrgy?

The fearning communigies for whicly research is reporned in

the previous section were established o conform to standard
instututionat! and departmentad operating hudgets and waork
Joads (RO Maithew s 19940 po 1820 Other learning communi-
tes, however, are more miensive, complex, and imvelved
tsuch as those developed at Dreael Universityy Moreover,
they ke significanth more faculie time beciuse professors




from ditferent disciplines must caretully integrate course
material and spend concentrated. energyv-consuming time
supporting one another. “The problem is the cost. . . . Tt in-
volves i lot more Frculty time. 103 ftbor intensive. But it gets
people wlking about conumon problems of eaching™ Uack .
Ky, chair of the faculiyv senate at Drexel. ciied in Collison
1993, p ALS) After more than half a decade. however, the
engineering faculty at Drexel sull believe the benefits of their
labor-intensive twpe of learning community—in terms of
improved student and facuhy outcomes—clearly outweigh
the costs. Planming for learning communities must include
consideration of such factors as time, energy . and cost.

e We have many high-risk students. How can

learning communities help them?
The STAR learning community program at Long Beach Cie
Cotlege. which focused on high-risk students, found that de-
veloping a cohort of students and linking courses through a
theme that wis important to alf those students was very effec-
tive (Mackay 1996). The theme in this case was “college suc-
cens for the Dasic skills stucdent.” (Presumably Lo relevant ind
meaningful theme—and relited courses—can he found for
any group of students, if one knows group members” interests
and the curriculum, and plans carefullv) The STAR project
stalt also found that the use of workshops, preferably even

wech, tor student learning communitios was extreniely helptul.

Workshops took three different forms: academic skills work-
shops, informative reflective workshops. and inspirational,
“real-lile models™ workshops, CThe Later two types of work-
shops should be ettective in teaching students inall tvpes of
learning communitics how o panticipate effectively in groups )

High-risk studenis also needed such special support as
supplementad instruction, student work study subgroups,
specilized use of computer Labsand additional nonceredit
instruction in math, Athough cohesive leaming communities
m:y be necded for certain ivpes of students with specal
necds, such as high-visk students, etfective use of mare di-
verse student groups—rather than homogencous groups—-is
preferable inmost cases. as dilferent group members leinn
differentdy when they fean together, Good collitboration
among students requires group members 1o have comple:
mentary, not the smme, shilis.

Although
cobesive
learning
commauni-
ties may be
needed for
certain
types of
students
with special
needs, such
as bigh-risk
students,
effective use
of more
dirverse
student
groups—
rather than
bhomo-
geneous
groups—is
preferable
in most
cases, as
different
group rviem-
bers learn
differently
when they
learn
together.
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* What is the most common shortcoming related

to the optimization of iearning communities?

The most common and critical shortcoming is that the insti-
tution is not a bona fde “fearning organization” as defined

in the first section. If it is not a true learning organization,
college or universine tends 1o be a culture of the traditional

(for example. using lectures o teach students) and is afraid
of risk. It does not appreciate and reward relevant change,

When problems become so apparent they cin no longer be
ignored. taculty and stafl Jatch ontoe fads,

Too often the professional development and intellectual
involvement of support statf are neglected in institutions that
Claim 1o be learning organizations but really are not: a learn-
ing organization should encourage and support develop-
ment in, and involvement by, @/l emplovees (Rerka 1995
May 19941 ~What is different about a learning organization
is that it promotes 2 culture of learning, a commumity of
learners, and it ensures that individual learning enriches and
enhances the organization as a whole™ (Kerka 1995, p. 3.

Colleges must prepare students w work in business and
industry learning organizations (Lyvons 1993), which can hap-
pen only if e college itsell is arue learning organization.
The norms o) a true learning organization encourage innovi-
ton. but inmnovatn ¢ organizations nuy not be lcaming organi-
zations (G 199250 Elaborate structures and chains of com-
nund shouid be climinaed in learning organizations (Gratton
19931 intormal icarming is important in an organizational
learning svstent CAceho and Watkins JOX8) (See Argvris 1990

for an in-depth discussion of behasvual changes reguired.

and obstacles o overcome in erenting a learning organiza-
ton ) Cleariy . o fearmng araanization reqsires enlightened
exceeutive leadershin.

* What are the basic criteria of gundclines for

student learning communitics?
Institutional mission and culture become preeminent i de-
terimining whether or not learingg communities will be suc-
cesstul, The study group should develop criteria and gude
lines, altheugh during start-up. overins ulgence i rules and
reguidations can pravent fearning communitios from hemg
hased on mission and cule Guidelines are extremely
cihcdl o the long-tenm nature of the progect, sather ae-




ators” should use the cardy parts of this monograph as a
foundation for developing institutional guidelines.

* What courses make the best mix for

student learning communities?
The fucultv on cach campus must determine the dyvnamic mix
of courses that will work Dest for the institution. Large courses
coupled with smaller courses often olfer the most successtul
opportunities for facilitating learning communities. Although
the research suggests four 1o six students s the best size for
within-class learning communities. no data are avuilable re-
garding optimum size for other student learning communities.
The common optimal size. however, seems to he about 20 1o
25 students. It also depends on whether or not a residential
component is involved. Those without a residential compo-
nent need 1o have some kind of intentional. scheduled activ-
itv outside the classroom. Learning teams and learning com-
munities with interaction onhy in class limit the scope and
impact of the team.

* What is an appropriate level of faculty involvement?
Faculty who have classes with institutional Tearming teams
within their sections should be fully aware of the configura-
tion of students, The institution <hould provide information
o faculty about the profile of students in their classtoonis

and the other classes being tiken by the spedific learning
communitics. Thus, faculty of those classes can mieet periodi-
catlv 1o discuss how they can best relae thetr course content

to other courses to make learning more meaning(ul across
clisses, Tt is even more important that faculty involved in the
devclopment of student learning communities become totally
aware of the intricate needs of the students and their respec-
tive communities. Faculty should receiv e infornuation about
the leaming communitios as a whole and their specific goals,
as wedl as information refated to mentoring students.

* But where are the hard data to support the

value of student communitics?
A significant number of studies i the higher education litera-
tre muake 1t ddear that student Tearning communitios result in
notew orthy benefits ot various Kinds tor both students and
participatting Laculty, One of the critical elements of suceess
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on vour campus, however, will be the kind of local data you
collect about vour learning communities. An assessment ieam
should be created at the very inception of a learning commu-
nitv. and it should include people knowledgeable about the
design of studies. the reliability and validine of measures and
indicators, and cffective data collection. These studies should
he longitudinal and should include information about stu-
dents” persistence, achievement, and satisfaction: levels of
Ficulty and student interaction: other learning outcomes: and
the college environment, Although such studies may e bur-
densome to faculty (even when they are given eredit toward
promotion and tenure for their invohvenwent in such peda-
gogical research) and o students. it is the only wav o pre-
pare for the longevity of learning communities. [f we are not
diligent in this arca, lcarning communities will become a fad
that recveles everny 30 or 40 vears.

* How should we publicize our learning communities?
Beloit College. the Universities of Michigan, Missouri. and
Marviand, and others have prepared atractive brochures o
recruit students for participation in learning communities If
vour institution plans 1o develop such promotional materials,
it should he done as o quality job. Encourage student partici-
pants 1o el prospective students about how learning com-
munitics have benetited them. Highlight the communaies in
pross reledses about participating students sent to hometown
neWspapers. in stories meatumni bulletines and newspapers,
and on television and radio. and on the institution’™s Web
page. A major contributor to the success of Jearning cominu-
nities is public refations and marketing. BCis up to the inso-
ttion to sell the idea to the appropriate publics,

» What are the keys for maximizing the impact of resi-
dential learning communities, and what impact will
such groups have on the residence hall system?

Residenual life educators should work closely with Lieuliy to

create student learning communitios dround “commaon educ

tonal aspirations” eSchrocder 19930 p. 321k s important to
mtegarztte mside- and outside-class expenences for students

Fitors should espeaadly be muade to enhance students first

vedr experience, because institutional bonding is an important

factor in retennon Schroeder's modelds tor creaung authentic
comununities sed onimvolveonrent. myestmeni, mflucnee
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and identitv are aso applicable o a broader interpretatic.s of
learning communitics. Clearly, they could serve as principles
for the creation of effective learning communities.

IFaculty and academic administrators interested in creating
residential lite communitios would do well to read Stiedent
Housing and Resicdlential Life (\Winston, Anchors, and Associ-
ates 19930, particubarly the chaplers on developing and en-
hancing student commuunities, program design, and develop-
mental impacts of cunpus living environments (see also
Winston. Bonnev. Miller. and Daglev 1988 11 a learning com-
munity involves a living-learning component. it will likely
have an impact on the current learning environment within
the residence hall—positive or negative-—lepending on the
tocal situation. Manv residence systems have organized lving
units. The infusion of a different organizionad structure may
disrupt the current system, which will require w major effort
by residence hall staft 1o ensure students” aceeptance.

Concluding Remarks
“Service [earning is the ultimate learning commurily™ (Cross

1998, p. 10 I well done. such activity fits with the tolfow -
ing six principles for ellective student leamning communitics:

Aearning commuenitios are gencrally small. nnigue. and
cobesive rnits chavacterized by a common sense of pier-
pose and poreerfitd peer infliernces.

S Stredent bateraction within leenrning communiiitios shoudd
he characterized Oy the forr s—inrolrement. invest -
meat. inflience, aned identity.

Aearning conpnnnitios inrofre bounded tervitory that
frrotides casy aceess o aivd controf of group speice that
supports angoing biteraction and social stability:.

earning conmaiitios shoald be privacrily stiedent con-
tered. not stafl centered. if they are to promaote stucdent
focrrning. Staff niest assecne that stidents are capablfe
and responstble young adidts who are princarily respon-
sible for the guality and extent of their fearniing
Ffjectie lecrning commaiitios should be the restlt of
coflaborative partnerships betteeen factdty, stieelents, el
residence ball staff Tearnmg comnninitios sbould vot he
crectod i vacrenm: they are designed to intentionally
achivre shecific educational ontcomes
Linclly, feariineg connmnitios shoald exbibn o cdear set

Powertid Pofendial of [earlinng Commnantios




of values and normative expectations for active partici-
pation. The normative peer cultiores of feaning connm-
nities enbarice stedent fearning and developnent in
spectfic ways (schroeder 1994, . 183

Desspite the complexities. intentional and well-planned and
-implemented student learning communities witt have much
more positive impact than anticipated it colleges become
fully commitied 1o effective learning communities and if they
do them well, Al of a college™s learmers—students, faculty.

and staff—must be engaged in <uch a community,




LEARNING COMMUNITIES IN THE FUTURE

The ¢fficacy of technology itself is not in question: ..
studdios bace consistently demaonstrated that the achiore-
imenl and satisfaction of sticlents whao learn via technol-
gV can eqital those of stdents in regnlar classroonis.
Insteac. the focus is o survronding issues. such as
fiehother! studens in vt learning situations feill!
he isoleted. with no sembiance of buman contact 1with
their tustructors (Johnstone and Krauth 1990, p. 39).

The focus of this section is on future developments and divec-
tons related o learning communities. Much his been accoms-
plished in the area of physical interaction in student teaming
communities and a Lurge literawre base pertains o the subject.
but much more development and refinement remadn, Learning
organizations as learning communities have only recently re-
ceived much atention related 1o thetr application in educa-
non, and proactive faculty learming communities have vet (o
receive real attention on most campuses, This section dis-
cusses the current status of, and developments and projections
within. cach primany membership categony of leaming com-
munitics. and then tums o the rapidhy evolving coneeprt and
potential realitv of “vimal leaming communities.” (Because no
studies could be found that deal with ~correspondent leaming
communities™ and that ared scems relatively unimportant vom-
pared with the other categories. that concept and its develop-
ment are not included in this discussion)

Student Learning Communities
A nationwide reform movement in higher edoucation. student
learning communities began in the early 19905, Although the
movement has fur to go (R NMatthews et al. 1997, student
learning communitios clearly have dramatic power o revital-
iz the effectiveness of education at adl levels in this country.,
Prefiminany evidence suggests tat some student learning
commumues have more positive inypaet than others, but the
evidenee is not clear-cat and the studies were not designed
specilically or such comparison. Thus, the most important
docemented factor in their suceess is how effectiv ey the
leaming communities are being implemented in terms of st
denty’ productive involverieat and wiathin-group collaborauon
and cooperation Until definnive evidence exists that some
wpes of student learning communities e superior 1o others,
the tope of student learmng commumity o he used, when all
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In late 1996,
a projeci
Junded by
the Fund for
the Improve-
ment of
Postsecond-
ary Educa-
tion was
announced
wwhose
purpose is
to “create a
network of
20 ‘adopting
institutions’
working to
more fully
establish
their
curricular
learning
community
programs.

are well done, depends on such faciors as what seems most
relevant and appropriate for a particulur group of students,

[t i~ unclear from the available data what facuitv-produced
prepuaraton exercises, faculnye siles, and faculty sttt action
plans—for ditfferent scttings and tvpes of students—will masi-
mize students” participation in lewmning communities and their
potential o learmn. persist. and be satsfied. despite a report that
“the practice of putting students in groups without 4 notion of
the refevance of the groups for learning . has given Wiy o
greater understanding about when groups are appropriate and
not approprizte. how to construct them. and how o design
cifective exercises and problems™ (Gamson 199-1, p 401,

Determining which student learning communities <and
combinations therceol are most effective must be a priman
focus in the future. Equally important is deternuning how (o
optinmize the performance and effectiveness of student fearmn-
ing communities of different kinds, Research is also needed
on how to motivate taculty 1o participate fully in student
fearning communities, on the characteristicos of students who
do not participate. and on how to maotivate them.

In Tate 1990, a project funded by the Fund for the Timprove-
ment of Postsecondan Education was announced whose pu-
pose is to rereate i network of 20 adopting institutions” work-
ing to more fully establish thedr curricular learing communiy
programs. and o extend their expenence and knowledge 1o
Larger nationad audience through o major national learning
communities conference in 10990 g will work collabora-
tively to strengthen their programs, share best practices. -
dress problems, and assess fresults]” eWashington Center 1900,
p- 1 s effort will be o helpful resource for assistance
i making learmng communitios as effective as possible.
Morcover, new toobs of weehnology. such as high-pow ered
personal computers, multimedia, and inquin -based instrucuon.
are available 1o assist i developing kearming communities
Cherns 1990 In the tuture, we will need o know how such
technology can best tacditate the establishment aned eiteaive
ness of communitios,

Learning Organizations
The stmubition tor busmess and mdustn . and colleges and
uniersiies tora subunit, such as aounmeersity librar [Phipps

[993] 3 10 boecome feammg crganizatens” sose hom the
writmas ol Perer Senae c19an, 199 4 o9 Ogher aathons




in higher education, such as Fronest Bover, however, led the
wity for colleges and universities 1o become “learning orga-
nizatons” betfore Senge hecame prominent.

The development of learning ovganizations
in bigber education
Ondy recently has the higher education iteramure devored
much attention to colfeges” and universities” becoming leam-
ing organizations. Few coleges and universities tave vt
become true learning organizations, but it must happen if
student learning communities are 1o become their most effec-
tive. The sitution should improve markediy if college admin-
istrators and others in higher educaton direet atention to-
ward leaming organizations and extensive research into them,
Ernest Bover's vision wis to have the new American col-
lege “connect the disconnects™ and “make the college vears
a more holistie, fulfilling experience tor students™ teited in
Cove 1997, p. 2100 Bover's “scholarship of engagement™ is
the epitome of o learming community. His message speaks
of learning communities and what they mean to faculty and
students engaged in inquine for meaning in life. Bover was
clearhy a visionary. Tlis ideals of the integration of caunpus
tife, service, and scholarship focused on the quality of com-
munity in enhuncing the educatonal enterprise.

I ediication is terexercise o movedl force in society, the
Jrrocess miist fake place in o moral context. It niest occnr
nr conrnitios that are held together ieot hy pressiire or
caercion, ol by accident of bistory. but by shared paer-
poses aited goals, by simple acts of Rindness. e by the
respoct groupy menthers bave for one another. . This
adition citd conviction will be wcintained ondy fifl
there is a contbuiing commitient fo conuniinily here
focday CErmest Bover, cited in Cove 1997, p. 200

The new American college™ has three priosities: €1 o
clarify the curriculum. €21 1o connect the world bevond the
classroonm. and (3 1o create o campus community (Coye
1997, The third prioritv, mvolving the most implications for
developing powerful learning communities. calls tor g retarn
to “community and the moral character of students™ (p. 250,

The prindiples tor 4 campus conununity fisted inthe fiest
SCCToN ESee PP 0T st serve as the foundation for learnmg,
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organizations 1n higher education. They are extremely impor-
tnt. given their application throughout the academic conmu-
nitv: “Thev apphy to stadens, faculty, and administration: to
academic work. senvices in the outside community, and the
dav-to-day living on the campus™ (Cove 19970 p. 230,

Senge's five learning disciplines (19940, which he vefers
1o as hody of techniques™ (p. 71 o enhance the develop-
ment of a learning community, provide the core knowledge
for establishing a learning organization and ultinaely a
toundation for all “learning commumities.™ His five “disci-
plines™—personal masterv, mental models, shared vision,
team learning, und svstems thinking—are kev ingredients 1o
the sustenanee for cratting learning communities. Thought-
ful integration of these five disciplines is the keyv to enhane-
ing the suceess of fearning organizations. Fundamental to
the practice is to provide all members of the organization
(the commuunity? with the incentive and the desire 1o take
control of their own tearning through personal niasiery. No
lcarning community will ever be successful without empow-
cring learners through avariety of technicues,

Menital models are “the images, assumptions, and stories

fthatl we carny in our minds of ourschves, other people. in-
stitutions, and even aspect of the world”™ (Senge 1994h. p.

235 They become crucial in that an individual's insight and
picture of the importance of the learning community deter-
mine in part the quadiny of the learning communin iLaf,
Mental models shape individuals” actions and thoughts about
the world around them.

Shered vision is the creation of an understanding of the
possibilities. The connectedness of learners in the cliassroom.
the creation of environments and syoaergy toward empower-
ment bevond the boundaries of taditional learning para-
digims, and the sense of worth from sharing and engaging in
ledarning are powertul indicators of and preparation for Jife-
long learning,

feant learning moves learming from an individual activity
o a shared activine involving several people. Breaking down
previoush held Dhelicts about individua learmimg and individ
val perfornumee s @ hey to developing the powerlul environ-
ment of @ successtul fearnmg community. We must begin to
teach the concept of team in our laborttories and classroonis,

A the crux of all these disciplines s ultimanely seszems
thinkoie. It we are 1o mcorporate the salue of learming cony-
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munities bevond the dassroom. we must begin to think
about how we make these learning communities an integral
parnt of the institutional system.

The challenge for all learning organizations is to provide
some fornat. forum. or avenue for preparation in dealing with
the world's larger social and cconomic issues. Senge's concept
of the learning organizuion is a powerful undergirding struc-
e for broadening our understanding of feaming communi-
ties to create such a forum, The integration of Senge's con-
cepts—along with the thoughts of Dewev. Meiklciohn, and
the innovators on our campuses todav—provides a marriage
that will hamess the potential of how peopie will learmn and
work together o ead productive. successtul, and challenging
lives. The integration of these concepts can also lead 1o pow-
erful stimulation and support for change (1.5, Brown 1997).

Reorganizing and refocusing learning should become the
centerpiece of the higher education enterprise (Wingspreacd
Group 1993). This reorganized and relocused leaming, along
with the focus on fearning organizations in business, has pro-
vided impetus for the development ot leaming organizations
in higher education. Further, “for the remuaining tew veirs of
this century, “The Learning Revolution” will . be o leading
theme of articles. books. conferences, commissions. studices.
and hopefullv practica in education” (O anion 1097, po 1.
{ligher education has and will be fundamentativ changed by
this revolution,

W hat is being tlked about is a totalhy new paradiegm for
collegiate undergraduate eduattion—a <shitt from waching to
learning (R, Barr and Tagg 19953 ~One outcome of the pari-
digm shift will be ansformation of our colleges and univer-
sities, Trom the teaching tactories” or educational shopping
nills” they o often resemble. into authentic learning com-
munities™ CAngelo 1997, po 3 The “seven positive shifts™ in
operating procedures include:

o A culture of inquiry and evidence:

e A culture of explicit. broadly shared goals, criterta, and
standards:

e A teaching culiare that applies relevant knowledge to
HIpProve prictices:

e A Lroader. more indusive vision of scholarship:

e An academic culture that awempts to eealistically account

for coss:
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o A culture that encouriges collaboration for the common
goad e individual advancement: and

< A maodal of higher education that is quaditative and rans-
formative tAngelo [997).

Angelo’s shifts can be emploved o construct 4 more
productive. learning-focused campus™ when combined in
meaningful munner with his “seven proven kerers™

* Assessment:
The faculty evaduation systen:
New models and methods of accounting:
Methods 1o set goals, enteria, and standards:
Literaure on research and practice in teaching and learning:
Cooperative and cotlaborative methods of eduacation:
competeney-hased, nustery learning CAngelo 19970,

St Gregonts College (nose St Gregony's Universitvy illus-
trates the potential of learming organizations in practice. At a
conference in Oklahoma Gy in December 1996, two adimin-
istrators from this Benedictine college in Oklihoma wold
O~car Lenning that enrollment in the college had deereased
over i number of vears until the institution’s very survival

seemed threatened. After the arrival of an empowering pres-

ident, however, enrollment increased 10 percent in cach of
the next two vedrs

Bacone College, where Tenning had arrived as a consultant
tess than o vear earlier. had similarly experienced severl
vears of dedlining enrollment and severe imincial Sindits, re-
sulting in depression and low morde in the college commu-
nity, Arrangements were mide for all senior administeinors at
Bacone. plus facubty and staff who expressed an interest, 1o
Visit SLGregony's College and obsernve Tor themselves that
najor impros ement in college entollments is possible, even in
very severe aees of previoushy declining enrollments,

At the heginning of the visit, St Gregony's College Presie
dent Frank Pladt spohe to the group and suggested that .
number of insututonwide, speatic changes had led o the
wirnaround in enrollments. The tvo most important Lactors
were that the college had become areall institutionwide
fearmmg organization, and that it had reviewed and renew ed
1~ commitmient to the colfege s Benedictine roats, Pladt then
distribwitedd copes o anarticle tded Uiy ersiies as Tearmimg




Organizations”™ (Tinto 1997, St Gregorny's case document for
4 five-vear fundraising campaign. 1he Renaissance Plan: A
Comprebensice Plan Jor the Reneweal of St Corepory's College. o
theological anticle titled “Change.” and the Winter 1997 issue
of the college’s magazine for aumni and friends that con-
ttined an wricle titled ~The Era of Transformation™ (Pialt
19971 Other speakers, including faculty and stdt, emphasized
how the college had become o true learning organization and
aave concrete examples of how this concept had become eeat
and exciting throughout the eatire campus comnumnity.

The within-class wibes leaming communitios described ear-
lier cannot be effective until the wotad school becomes a0 tribes
school™—or ~leurning comimumity where teachers, administra-
tors, students, and parents enjov the mutaal respect and airing
essentiad for growth and development” (Gibbs 1994 p. 24,

Batiltding lecriing arganizations . . requires hasic shipls
i bote we think coied interact. The changes go bevond
indivicual comporede cudiares. orcren the cuftire of
Wostern management. they peneliate to the hedrock as-
stomptions coned beehits of onr cultivre as a whole, We are
discorering thal moring foreard is an exercise O prer-
sonet! cenmmitient and commiity budleli, As Dr v
Ldivards Deming scys. nothing happens withoid “per-
sovial treonsforination.” A the anly safe space to allon:
this transfermicttion is c ledrning conomanity, . Weare
Coming to see our efforts as bitileding “conmuinitios of
commitment " Withowt commitnient. ihe hard work re-
greired will never be donetRotman and Senge 1993, p. S)

Fhis shift is comparable to the revoluttonary shilt in thinking
that Galileo brought to his world tRolfman and senge 19931

The importance for student learning comnuinities of
the institution's becoming a learning organization

The fiest section of this monograph emphasizes the impor-
tance of coming together and of @ commitment 1o celebra-
ing, mourning. and risking together™ eSullivan 1991y,

Creating learning coommunitios, e are discorering,
ragrores fingedanicrital shifls v how e think inderacd.
and vicuw e world areniind as A e niore from
ey fragmertod proces o seemig the whaole, from self
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to communily. from problem solring (o creating., did
Jronn absolute truths to coberent interpreletions. the
pelentiad for creating and sustaining learning commii-
nities increases, n o learning commoity, we begiit to
commil to a rision for creating o world of increasing
interdependency and change. It is not what the rision
is but what the vision does that matters. ... These kinds
of relationships . . jncrease our capacity for learning
collaboratively (Sullivan 199+, p. 1)

Creating effective student learning communities requires
changes in how we think and perceive. and how colleges

are organized. Insttutions should make three organizational
changes:

First. colleges and wariversitios worlded adaopt a connuniity
model of acacentie organtization that wouldd proniote
involvement through the use of shered. connected lecrn-
fng experiences among its menibers, stielents cod faculty
clikee. Second. colleges andd wniversitios, forr-year ones in
partictlear: wordd reorganize the first yeer of college as a
distinet it b its owen underlying logic and predagogical
arfentation. Third. colleges and wniversitios wonld reor-
Qenntize faculty workload to allou then. as well as their
stuclents, to cross the discipliniary cned departmentel
Borders that nons divide thent Clingo 1998, p. 17M

Creating, learning communities regquires us to thoroughly
understnd the interactions and relationships among leader-
ship. shared communinye vision. the building of communaity.
cooperative collaborative learning. svstems approaches, and
nmodels of thinking and personal mastery (kofiman and Senge
19931 As noted, “the only safe space 1o allow {personall
transformation is a fearning communine™ (WLE Deming, cited
in Kofman and Sengd 1993, p. 3. Thus for ruly effective
studdent learning communities to oceur, the institution necds
1o hecome it learning organization. Moreoser, some of the
aperational concepts found effective for learming organiza-
tions also pertain o student ledming communities,

Applving Senge's disciplines
Senge C990) indicated that “learning comoumities™ learm to
continuoush innovate by applyving the fve dindiplines. which

‘)l
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are never fully mastered . Ahhough all the disciplines are im-
portant for an effective learning community. systems thinking,
the fifth discipline, is central. And dialogue among all group
members is the kev o it tlsaacs 1904). Eftective dialogue maxi-
mizes group learming, knowledge. and understanding. ~The
capacity for great conversations about things that mater is
essential for breakthrough thinking and collaborative innova-
tion™ (Senge. Kleiner, Roberts, Ross, and Smith 199+, p. 520).

Perhaps the best way for a college or universitne to be-
come @ true learning organization as envisioned by Senge
would be 1o apply the operating principles ol continuous
quality improvement (COQD and ol quality management
CTQMD tFreed. Klugman, and Fife 1997). A conceptual
framework, developed by Fife, would include:

(1 Vision, mission, and owtcomes driven: What is your
aim? (29 Systems dependent: How: do the parts fil to-
gethor? « 3) Leadenshin: Wha leaeds the crecation of a wew
crlteire? () Decisions hased on Juct How do you iepedeate
vorr Riortedwe? (30 Delegetion of decision medking: THow
do yend meake decisions? (6 Collaboration: Who mekes
the decisions? ¢ =1 Systemitic fiedividual development:
o do yor improre? (81 Planing for chenge: Totr do
o prepeare for the fitture? ¢ Leadership: How are the
chenges supported *cFreed and Klugman 1996, p. 2y

The quality principles scem o retlect Senge's learning orga-
nization disciplines.

During a study cosponsored by the ERIC Clearinghouse
on Higher Education and The George Wishington Univer-
sity, Freaed and Klugman conducted site interviews at 140
colleges and aniversities known to be active in implement-
ing COPTOM forat least 10 vears (19901 Their findings
nutke clear that a college can hecome a true fearning organi-
zation by using CQE TQM see also Clevelind and Phastrik
1993 Finalv-Neumann and Neumann 19935 Hubbard and
Gilmour 1990; Lochr 1991,

Operating principles tor building community (L1 Brown,
smith, and Isaacs 199 8 help bring people together into arich
learnmg environment and develop learming communities:

o Tocus on raad work tqualing fearnimg and instruction,
o Keep it simples

e Pop e tid Lrateratiad of Loarianye Conmpn ity




Act tlearn by doing

see the glass as half fulls not as halt empty .

Seck what unifies:

Do it when people are ready:

Design tand facilitate) space where community can happen:
Find and cultivate the informal leader:

Learn 1o host good gatherings (classesy;

Acknowledge people’s contributions:

Involve the whole person:

Celebrate.

Certin “core processes™ are essential for creating and
sustaining ledarning oraanizations and other learning commu-
nities (Senge et all 19940, The members of learning organiza-
tions tas well as other tvpes of learning communities) mutu-
v encourage learning and improvement among the others,
and wre mutuadly committed 1o continuing and sustaining the

learning community. Al members are avware of how impor-

tant their contributions are o the learning community as a
whole. In addition. members perpetuate the memony: of ts
histore and traditions by sharing relevant <tories with all
new members, and they colliborate effectively in develop-
ing consistent and ongomg interdependence.

These characteristics of an effective learning organization
must abso be true of studert and faculty learning communi-
ties. They are essential if students are o sav, “I'm glad |
expericnead o learming community,” To optimize the etfe-
tiveness of student learning communities, we must deter-
mine effedtive wavs not only 1o bring them together. but
Uso o promote group members” commitment to celebrating
together. mourning together, and risking together,

Faculty Learning Communities

As originadiv conceived, aculty disaplinary associatons are
akin o what we have called “learming communities.” Learning,
communities in this categen may include students, bat tacualty
dre the predominant participants and leaders, Discipline-
based communities niy also include scholams trom outside
cducation. tsees cogl Choi 19930 some professional socictios
fave stidy groups that some people have cadled - awnon com
munities.” For professional and disciphman associtions in
ceneral, we wauld argue for more mtentuonal subcommum-
tes that tacos onanprov g students” Tearmmz, such as those




formed within the American Association tor 1higher Education,
Professional and disciplinan associations should become
more intentional, effective fearning communities in the future,

Too often, such associations-—and Faeulty colteagues—pay lip

service 16 the idea of learning communities but do not engage
in true. boua fide, clfective learning communities,

Institutions of higher education were originadly intended to
be faculty fearning communities (see Brubacher and Rudy
19701 and idealiv Sl should be, but the pressures of organi-
zational structures aned rewurd syvstems have created “stamd-
alone fiefdoms” that have fimited real innovation (Bl 199 4).
The majority of the Tieerature about faculty in learning con-
munities is found in the literature about student learning com-
munities, Virtuwally no literature discusses the specific topic of
faculty learning communities. and the reason is the prevailing
view that faculty work involves conducting and being evalu-
ated for their waching, rescarch scholarship writing, and com-
nunily service. Some commentators discuss faculty work as
discipline-hased or institution-based (Blau 199 1 Fainveather
19901, while athers describe it as discipline-. profession-,
and or institution-based (Dunn, Rouse. and Sett 199 1.

When wsked o identity their learning communitv, facuhy
generally indicute their discipline or their institution, depend-
ing on the mission of the institution that emplovs them. Fac-
ulty ai research universities tend to be more discipline-ased
tand their leaming communitios international 1, while those at
sniad! liberal ans colleges and community colleges tend 1o be
institution-hased. Onen, the professional reward structure (fo-
cused on individuad production). the number of faculty in the
deprimment. and institutional resources, in great measure, de-
termine faculty members” identity with a learning commumity.,

The dey clopment of learning communitios at conmunity
colleges and liberal ants colleges, however, is usually associ-
atedd with the institwion’s instructional mission. These colleges
seem o have created the majonty of strong [eaming conmimi-
ties based on the concept that eachiing is important. For them,
faculty Tearning communitios e an extension of teaching.

Fairw eather's categories of Faculiy hehavion include o
stricction and research:

I Instraction s nof limited 1o essroom teaching, -
ucles time spent workorg with stiedent orgentizalttons,
formal assroone instenction: independent instruction,

Ihe Dodeerfrd Potenttictl of Learama comniie
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noncredit instruction: advising, counseling, cand super-
vising stidents: and grading papers, proparing comnses,
and doeveloping new cunicida.

. Research fnclueles measiires of time spent an resedreh
aid scholarsbip. including proparving for and condct-
ing research, preparing or reviewing articles or hooks.,
atiending professioncl mectings, giving performances in
the fine or applicd arts. and seeking outside fiending for
resedrch (1990, p. 240,

Junior faculty are tsually encouraged Gilmost reguired) 1o

shun involv etent in lewmning communities Gis defined by this
report) i they wish o be promaoted and receive tenure (Fair-
weather 1990y, Moreover. most of the experimental and cluster
colleges tearly learning comumunities) failed because of conflicts
among the faculty regarding the disciplines and undergraduae
cducation tFainveather 19900, One of the most identifiable re-
sults was that faculny involved in those early leaming communi-
ties did not cam tenure because of the institution’s requirement
1o pubtish or persh. It is doubtful that faculy work will change
nurkedly unless the reward structure and support for under-
graduate education tand learning comnuunities) hecome institu-
tionalized into, and rewarded by, the process imvolved in pro-
maoting faculiv and granting tenure. And they must be
institutionalized to the point of making o difference.

Ax shown in the case study discussed in ~Creating and
haplementing Optimal College Studeni Learing Communi-
tes.” true faculty learning communities tocusing on impron -
ing pedagogy can work even in rescarch unis ersities.

Virtual Learning Communitics
“\irtual learning communities™ make up one categon: of
what is referred o in the first section of this monograph as
the “primary form of interaction” dimension of learning com-
munities. Although this discussion could be directly Tinked
with student feaming communitios. it also pertains 1o faculn
learning communities and learning organizations,

Facudty in general are slow 1o adopt the new tedhnologies:

Scaclemic pondits frecquentiv comment that the peace of
pitocatiaon i higher cducation can be nicasured by
Ihe 10 yedars it toak ta got the vrerbead projector ont of
the boreling alley into the classroom The ifew! pienddats




who bucie sonmiething about hoth Dowling and technol-
ogy offen add that facedty cre now fer more likely to
Hnd computerized projection screens in bowling aflevs
than in college classrooms (Green 1996, p. 240,

But information technology ~has finallv emerged as o perma-
nent. respected., and increasingly essential component of the
college experience™ (p 240,

The use of electronic mail, in one instance. created a teue
sense of community in a graduate reading class (Anderson and
Lee 1999). The on-line communication among class members
provided mutual suppon and led to the sharing of ideas and
informaton. risk wiking by individuals and groups, reflection
on learning by individuals and groups, and cooperative fearm-
ing. Compuiers can contribuie 1o collaborative and coopera-
tive fearning (see Crook 199+ Davies 1988: McConnell 1994,

With most facuity and students linked to the Taternet. the
stuge is set for the formation of o multitude of vivtual learmn-
ing communitics among students. faculiv, and others. The
question now becomes one of how learning in vitual leamn-
ing communities can be promoted and maximized.

Some fundamentals of virtual learning communities
Compuiter networks are based on the same concepts as com-
munitics. Moreover, educational networks on the Internet
have been proliterating (Clement and Abrahams 1994, most
calleges have locat-area networks (LANS) and many colleges
and universities are heavily involved in distance education. A
1995 study by the TS Department of Education* found that
one-third of @l colleges and universities offered distance
cducation courses, with another quarter planning o do so in
the next three vears. The University of Marviand, for exam-
ple hid 3,700 distance education college graduates in 19o97
(R. Lucas 1998),

Presumably. maost of the categories and subaategories of
student learning communities discussed in the second sec-
ton ol this monograph could be formed and conducted on-
hine. One regulardy hears about close personal relationships
that result solely from communicaiting with others through
Internet chat rooms, even thotigh no eve contact oceurs ind

“The sty NCES Noo 98302 was released m Febinany B9 s i setom
CH ROM L diskette see the NCES Welvsie baap wncn vices ed won
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body Linguage cannot be observed. Any chat group that i~

formed for the purposes of its members” sharing their learn-

ing with others and for learning together as a group s, in
effect. avirtuad learning community. The variety of virtual
lcarping communities possible is fimitless,

Stadent fearning in virtuad communities is expanding
rapidlv. Sixcinstitutions Gncluding Web addressesy with Web-
based models extend “sudent learning - L and stadent affaies
programming into {studenis’T homes™ (Seabreeze 1997 p.
T2y An instructional svstems design (1S1) model tor ereating
on-line “learning communities” emphasizes both cooperative
and colfuborative Tearmmg (Ravitz 1997y, but users should
note that “when poorly implemented. the redetinition and
blurring ot roles can tead to chaos and confusion™ (. 10y,

Treuer and Belote ¢1997) identify current and emerging
applications that can promote students” imvolvement and
learning ihirough virtual student learning communities, and
then provide a glimpse of the Tuture through a vignete
about o student's academic career. Learning can start with
exploring the options for college when a student is stll in
high school. Tt can continue through graduation, through
virtual learning communitios that are part of a student's
clissroom experiences, such as a first-vear course labeled
Intraduction to College Learning. and residential fife, And-it
can continue through carcer planmimg and placement into
the workpliace as the student estiblishes and develops a
virtial mecting room for the joh, Students are connected
through a worldwide virtual community.

Two principles are important in the devcelopment of vinual
[earning communities: (1) Make certain the learning conunu-
nitics e student-centered and focused on s commaon goal,
and (23 nuake certain that components on prepatiion. plan-
ning. and reflection are included in the plans for learmning
communitics Clreuer and Belote 19970 A number of “pringi-
ples of good practice for electronically offered academic
degree and certificate programs” pertain to curmnculum and
mstruction, institutional context and commivment to role and
mission. faculiy support. resourees Tor learming, students and
student services: commitment o support. and evatuation as-
sessment Cohinstone and Krauth 1996, poghe A prinuiry con-
cern m such programs is the amount and quality of, and the
resources available to support, interaction betw cen students
and faculty and among students




In the vomputer age, the nature of knowledge is chang-
ing from static to fluid (Wolfson 1993, pp, 2:-29), Thus. we
must rethink the purposes of education and the definition of
what is truth, In this new eras taditional clssroom instruc-
ton will no longer be appropriate. and professors with their
students must become “seckers of knowledge™ in o learning
community. As distance learning becomes prominent. in-
structors and thelr students may never meet in person., s
learning communities of the Tuture are tikely 1o become
globual through 1the Interncet and the World Wide Web
(Wolfson 1993).

A definitive study of the virual classroom environment.
although a stady of graduate students involving only one
five-week summer course, may have relevance and meaning
for undergraduate student victual learning communitios.
particularly those focusing on older. emploved stadents
(Powers and Mirchell 1997 The graduate course was of -
fered entirely over the Internet. using electronic mail, list-
serv, chat rooms, Web pages. and so on. During synchro-
nous chat room sessions. the instructor was definitely the
“head of the class.” and during asvinchronous istsen ) cont-
munication. the instrector was a learner in the learning com-
munitv as much as the students, The data colleced included
e-nuil messiages, listsery data records, transcripts of cha
sessions. and an on-site end-of-course group interyiew that
wits videotaped for Lter analvsis. The Toternet does indeed
lend itself o recording archival data.

The authors found four factors o be significandy related
to students” perfornunce and reported perceptions of elec-
tronic learmning communitios: (1) students” support of cach
other: (20 interaction among students: €3) inteniction between
students and Laculty: and €0 tme demands of the course.

Based on the amount of rappont that developed among
students. the amount of support students gave 1o one another.
the quality of interactions among students and the relation-
ships that developed. and the amount and quadity of students’
learning engendered by the virtual leaming communiny. Pow
ers and Mitchell concluded that the viruad dassroom in this
stuey haed become @ genuine leaming community, despite the
Lirge distances separating evenvone throughout the course,
and despite students and instructors not having face-to-face
coniact. The authors concluded it s possible to develop and
maintun positiv e student-studkent and student-facule interacc-
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tions in o virtual classroom that nuy not be possible in a reg-
ular classroom (as students feel freer to share personal mat-
ters). The results also suggest that the asvnchronous tools can
also be used to enrich dialogue and discussion in a class that
Meets 11 Person,

Instructional software designed for individual rather than
group use poses a special challenge for viral learning com-
munities (sullivan 1990, Software packages designed o de-
velop, facilitate, and enhance collaborative learning within
learning communities are needed.

Certain generalizations about virtual learning communitics
apply to the development and implementation of all student
learning communities (Dudgeon 1993). Learning communities
should he organized around specific themes or intellectual
tasks, but before faculty can create effective learning commu-
nities, they must have themselves pasticipated in such o leam-
ing community, Faculy learning communities shoutd he
formed to train faculty in their new roles increating and sus-
wining student Jearning communities. Faculty need to change
their focus from traditional teaching to the teacher sening as
facilitator, manager. and coach of the “interctive environment”
(Hannahn and savenve 1993, and an ideal vision about their
future role (Kouzes dand Posner 1987 must be a driving foree.

Moreover. the college or university should undertake a
pitot project tor the creation of a learning community, apply-
ing a “humanness model™ tLippitt 1981) for bringing about
chuange. before beginning implementation ot learning commu-
nitics on i broad scale. Faculty meeting together as a Laculty
learning community can explore instructors” responsibilities,
students” responsibilities, and instructional models from the
literature. among other topics, “in an environment of trost,
sharing. and collaboration [that willl empower teachers by
giving them the echnological wools for their new teacher
roles, while building relationships with mentors and sponsors”
Dudgeon 1993, pp. 7=18). Faculiy should be charged wits the
development of i plian tor creating and sustaining student
feaming communities, and thev should celebrate all the smadi
suceesses they experience as a group throughout the process
to keep up their energy and momentmum. Paticipants should
hecome mentors for other Tculty . A kev 1o success s devel-
oping i beliet among all participants that student leaming
communttios e important for masimum learning o ocem

12




and that =a climate of trust. collaboration, sharing. and caring
is essential to enable people to leam and grow™ (p. L0
Other authors agree that the same factors important in

establishing and maintaining effective site-based communities
are impaortant for establishing and mainining on-line viral
learning communities (Groft 1996, E-mail is an important
factor that gives students the opportunity 1o interact with and
ask questions of faculty, whether the venue is a virtual com-

munity or a site-based learning community (Freud 19900

Virtual learning communities of the future

Cooperation among colleges and universities through the
use of the Internet and computer technology such as video-
conterencing—that is not limited by proximity of tocation—
could create virtual fearning communities that can lead 1o
improved earollment figures and expanded services to on-
campus students at participating institutions. Significant im-
provements in educational quality and cconomies of scale

could be achieved through such cooperation. especially at

vilues as their special strengths.
Using the Internet and videoconterencing software and
cquipment could help create “virtual academic depart-

colleges leave faculty isokued in terms of dav-to-day colie-
gial interaction, especially with vegard to discipline-based

extremely limited direet exposure to. and onc-on-one inter-

come it academic depariments at smalk colleges with dis-

parate locitions join together to form virtual academic

departiments comprising facutty from different schools of
thought within the discipline.

Al feulty ina virtuad department would be imvolved
through the Internet in several wavs:

shared through the Internet:
e Cooperatn e research of resources on the Internet and

clsewhere for such courses:
e The establishment of policies and procedures tor the

virtual deparmment;

The Perecrpad Poteriial of fearng Commpeniies

diverse small colleges that emphasize personal atention and

ments.” One- and two-person acadenmic departments at small

program planning and evaluation. In addition, stadents have

action with, faculty in their major. This problem can be over-

» Decisions about the areation of coaperative courses to be

Using the
Internet and
videoconfer-
encing
software
and equip-
ment could
help create
“virtual
academic
depart-
ments.”
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Ongoing advice and interaction with students of the vir-
tal department. one on one or in groups:

Schedufed departmental meetings:

A mentor of chat sessions with all students majoring in
the discipline at the participating institutions;
Cooperative faculty professional development. consulta-
tion, and support over the Internet: and

Program planning. evaluation, and review for the virual
department.

Current courses and programs at each of the colleges that
are unavaifable at the other participating colleges would
suddenty become available o students at all participating
schools. Some of these courses and programs could be mod-
ificd into attractive new versions to generate additional re -
enue for all participants. Each participating college undoubit-
cdly knows distinetive courses and programs it would fike 1o
offer. but insufficient demand from students makes it infeasi-
ble o justily offering them. Participating colleges could
jointly create @ cooperative version of such courses and
programs that would be miade available o students at all
participating institutions. as well as otfered through the
Internet to other students,

All institutions participating in the virtual departiments
would receive significant benefits with regard o the recruit-

ment of students, even if they were competing for many of

the same students. Cooperative promotion. in addition to
individual promotion, would lead to increased student en-
rollments wt all the participating institutions. Courses offered
by i virtual departiment could even be made available 1o
others in their homes or offices

A virtual education community could itlso look like the
one suggested by Bertrand €199 0. Communication of sub-
ject matter between professor and learner tends not 1o be
cffectivie beeause the student culture is so disparate from
Lacuity and college institutional caltares, Thus, @ generic
common culture needs to be created so the exchange of
information will not be hindered. A priority: should be
placed on creating an educational communication system
based on a common culture, or a oy et educational com-
munity” (Bertrand 199 0. Although not what he had in mind,
perhuaps the only hope tor such i virtual community is
through the Internet.




Increasingly, the internationat focus is on virtual universi-
ties that emphasize distance learning. the Latest in technol-
ogy and curriculum, and older students. There were a total
of 11 virtual universities in spring 1997, cach serving more
than 100,000 students (Daniel 1997, Those virtual universi-
ties, none of which are located in the United States, served a
total group of 2.8 million students worldwide. The average
annual expenditure per student for these virtual universitios
in 1997-98 was $350—compared with $12.300 per student
for all U.S. colleges and universities (p. 14). With labor costs
and other cconomic factors considered. however, the cost
differential between virtual and vaditional universities was
more on the order of one to ten, The British Open Univer-
sitv, the kargest and most prominent virtual university in the
world, ranks in the top 20 of all British universitios in terms
of learning quality and results (p. 130,

Western Governors University (WGU), the first VS0 vintual
university, had its Smart Catalog on line in 1995, (Midwestern
and middle Adantic stites. and several foreign countries, wre
considering participation in WG Tnitially offering two asso-
ciate degree programs, WG is also serving as a clearing-
house for on-line courses being oftered by colleges and uni-
versities in the 18 participating states, Although it is not vet
clear what form WGU eventually will wke. it is clear that
fearning communities will focus on competencies for learmers
Gt will not offer credit for courses titken): cut across many
state lines, and drasw its courses from a large variety of insti-
witions.* The officially approved principles of good practice
for clectronically offered degree and certificate programs
were designed o guide WGUS development and implemen-
ttion (Johnstone and Krauth 1990). These principles empha-
size overcoming the isolation of students and incorporating
student-faculty interaction as primany problems to address.

Rather than be a part of WGE, Cabifornia chose to fornn s
own California Virtual University ** which is not a vue virtual
university: hecause it will not ofter degrees: it will sernve onh
as an on-line cleadinghouse for courses offered on the inter
net by Calitornia colfeges and universities. The Southem Re:

*ton the Litest ndormation abeat WG comtact it e s e-ie
Psince this repert was watlen m sumer 1998 a0 was announced m Ll
199K it Wt and the Bonsh Open nnersaty woudd mcae

Sthipy wren rotiedd i o et
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gional Education Board piloted its 15-state Southern Regional
Electronic Campus® in spring 1998 and expected o dist over
1000 courses by fall 1998, Arizona Learning Svstems, a coop-
erative etfort of Arizona rural and urban community colleges,
Wil mereate a virtual branch campus of even community
college district”™ in the state (Dailey and Hassler 1997, p. 370,

“Virtual campuses™ and “virtual classrooms™ Chwigg and
Oblinger 1997) are being implemented by colleges and uni-
versities in almost every state. In Oklahoma, for example.
institutions are participating in both WGU and the Southern
Regional Electronic Campus. and will participate in the clec-
tronic campus being developed by the Oklahoma State Re-
gents for Higher Education. Oklahoma community colleges
will also purticipate in the Electronic Community College of
Oklahoma. which is in the carly stages of development.

A comparison of virtual and traditional university educa-
tional processes notes that:

Your instrictional systenn s driven by teaching rather
than by lecoming: by the needs of professors rather than
stidents. e teacher comninnicates with sticlents
i a netieork of classrooms in real time: it is o teachor-
contered forne of cducation, Undder the individieal
leariting scenario. you've created the classroont i
thoutsaneds of bomes, so it bas 1o be a sticcdent-centored
approach. You muist figrre out whal constitiles an
effective bome learning envirorment for the student
(Danict 1997, pp. T=15),

Virtual universities use technology of various Kinds to

assistinstructors to be more caring wnd effective in assisting
students 1o learn, with “learning communities™ being the kes
to educational suceess:

Virtual universitios hare a .. commitment 1o provicd-
ing o “seamless educational continwiom” for lifelong
Jocirners in e collaborative, caring enveronment.
The ey to accomplishing the wew vision of excellence
and quedity in meeting the needs of adult learnes
through alternative computer-based crrmcrelint dolir-

hetp wrcn e sechory
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oAb Porcfud Potcunial of Tearainig Cosniroities

ery cethodologies will be in creating and sustetining
lecarning comnunntics (Dudgeon 1993, pp. 3-0).

In lowa, the Towa Communications Network has semved
as the hasis for sharing courses among colleges and atlow-
ing high school students to ke college-level courses at
their local school via a full-resolution. audiovisual Aber-optic
network, Kirkwood Community Coliege. Towa Central
Community College. and others have extensive distance
ceducation offerings available on the Web that have student
fearning communities as one of their core values. Moreover,
Kirkwood has taken the fead in joining with seven other
leading distance learning community colleges across the
nation (in Arizona. California. Florida, Ohio. and Texas) to
form the Community College Distance Learning Network
(Blumenstyk 1998), which jointy advertised. in 08 Today.

big-citv newspapers, and teatured spots on Yahoo! and other
E \ R} ]

Internet sites, the availability of 300 courses through the
Internet in fall 1908,

Students and professors in a virtual learning community
may never meet in person, because such a learning connnu-
nitv mav have members across a wide geographical area.
Indeed. virtuad fearning communities may have global partic-
ipants. Scientists in particular ficlds. for example, might par-
ticipate in workdwide networks, sharing newly discovered
information and conducting ongoing discussions with one
another over the Internet.

‘The emergence of Internet H should be monitosed for
possible implications for virtual student learning communi-
ties. Along with new technolagies and innovations related to
compressed video and sateliite transmission, these innova-

tions have major implications for creating distinetive kinds of

learning communities. Principles and procedures for creating
and sustaining virtual learning communitios are not only
emerging, but also being refined. 15¢e Groft 1996 for an in-
depth conceptual discussion of establishing and sustaining
on-line communities and their implications for higher educa-
tion, and Freud 1996 for a description of the implications of
the virtual community for community colieges)d

Concluding Remarks
Too often mere Bp service is paid to the coneept of contnu
nitv i higher education  whether one s dealing waith lean




ing organizations. faculty learning communities. or student
learning communitics—which means the powertul potential
of this concept goes unreadized. The result is that whan a
college or university calls ¢ ~learning communine™ often mayv
not be a true learning community. Colleges and universities
need to realize that creative new intentional approaches to
learning commumnities are being developed that can greathy
improve college students™ learning. An anonvimous reviewer
of this report noted that ~building communities as described
in this writing. especially communities of learers, sets the
ambience for life-giving and uplifting experiences necessiry
to advance an individual and a whole societv. A scerious
study of this manuseript nun even lead o a linking of net-
works of societies into a new, ver undiscovered landf un-
nustered connection.”

Colleges and universities need 1o become commitied 1o
selecting the model(s) best for their students and theidr situa-
tion, and learn how to implement it for optimum effective-
ness. Cross-fertitizaton among two or more quite ditferent
learning communities provides arich opportunity for en-
hancing learning through group activities, Only when @ col-
lege or university is atrue learning organization and con-
tains true facubty [earning communitios can it exped 1o
create faculiye tearning communities and student learning
communities that will optimize students” learning and create
other positive outconies.

We have fur to go in the development of optimal fearning
communities of all three basic types, but the powerful po-
tenticl is clear i we commit ourselves to honest examinit-
ton. This powerful potential is true even lor the emerging
concept of virtual learning communities. But good planning
andd assessment must play key roles in their des elopment.,
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ASHE-ERIC HIGHER EDUCATION REPORTS

Since 1983, the Association for the Study of Higher Educa-
tion (ASHE) and the Educational Resources Information
Center (ERIC) Clearinghouse on Higher Education, a spon-
sored project of the Graduate School of Education and
Human Development at The George Washington University.
have cosponsored the ASEHE-ERIC Higher Education Report
series. This volume is the twentyv-sixth overall and the ninth
to be published by the Graduate Schoot of Education and
Human Development at The George Washington University,

Each monograph is the definitive analysis of a tough
higher cducation problem. hased on thorough research of
pertinent literature and institutional experiences. Topics are
identified by a national survey. Noted practitioners and
scholars are then commissioned o write the reports. with
experts providing critical reviews of cach manuscript before
publication.

Eight monogruphs (10 before 1983) in the ASHE-ERIC
Higher Education Report series are published cach vear and
are available on individual and subscription bases. To order.
use the order form on the Last page of this book.

Qualified persons interested in writing @ monograph for
the ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report series are invited o
submit & proposal to the Natonal Advisory Board. As the
preeminent literature review and issue analysis series in
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