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ABSTRACT

THE PERCEPTIONS OF STUDENTS AND UNIVERSITY HOUSING STAFF

REGARDING THE RESIDENCE HALL SERVICES AND PROGRAMS

AT UMM AL-QURA AND KING SAUD UNIVERSITIES

IN SAUDI ARABIA ‘

By

Ali Abdullah B. A. Al-Zahrani

This study was conducted to examine similarities and

differences in the perceptions of residence hall students and staff

regarding dormitory services and programs at Umm Al-Qura and King Saud

Universities in Saudi Arabia. The independent variables were the

respondents' institution. status. gender. age. and nationality. and

size of residence hall.

A questionnaire was distributed to a cross-sectional sample of

982 students and staff. From the 860 usable returns. 551 and 84 were

students and staff. respectively. from King Saud University: T98 and

27 were students and staff. respectively. from Umm Al-Qura University.

In the analysis of the data. means and standard deviations

were used to estimate the average and variation in responses to the

questionnaire. Analysis of variance and Tukey's test were used to

determine pair-wise significant differences among various group means.

The results indicated that the quality of most dormitory

services and programs was perceived as satisfactory by residence hall
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students and staff at both Umm Al-Qura and King Saud Universities.

However. respondents perceived accommodations for the disabled. safety

orientation for residence hall staff and students. and provision of

storage rooms. emergency exits. and emergency ambulance services as

unsatisfactory.

Staff and students at King Saud University perceived

relatively higher satisfaction than those at Umm Al-Qura University

with the provision of religious activities. quiet study areas. rooms

for parties. television rooms. elevators. and fire extinguishers. The

results also indicated that students perceived the quality of

dormitory services and programs to be lower than did staff members.

Comparisons according to nationality. age. gender. and

residence hall size revealed that. generally. non-Saudi students were

more satisfied than Saudi students; younger students were more

satisfied than older Students; female students were more satisfied

than male students; and students living in smaller residence halls

were more satisfied than those living in larger residence halls with

regard to dormitory services and programs.

Based on the study findings. rec0mmendations for program

implementation and for further research were suggested.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

W

The post-World War II college enrollment boom and the

resultant increase in campus housing created a demand for personnel to

assist with counseling and programming. The literature of the 19505

consequently reflected an increasing concern with topics related to

residence hall staff. including their selection (Brady. 1955). train-

ing (Orme. 1950). and duties (Ricker. 1965).

Limited research on residence hall evaluation was conducted

during the late 1940s and the 19505. Early efforts included Sefferd's

(1949) evaluation of a residence hall counseling program. Since the

late 19505. Educational Facilities Laboratories is probably the only

American organization that has consistently conducted research and

published reports regarding campus housing. dealing exclusively with a

single issue (Shaker. 1984).

Beginning in the early 1960s. several studies of on-campus

student housing were conducted to determine the factors affecting

Students' preferences regarding such housing. Gonyea and Harman

(1962). in a study of student perceptions of dormitory counselors.

found that counselors were not striving to be or to do what students.

head residents. and administrators wanted or expected of them.





Academic level and number of years spent in college have been found to

be major determinants of students' opinions about campus housing

(Duvall. 1969: Katz. 1968; Keller. 1979: Korn. 1968; Smail. DeYoung. &

Moose. l974; Sommer. 1968). The lack of systematic study led Stoner

and Yokie (1969) to designate research as the greatest Single need in

the area of student housing.

A search of the literature indicated that few attempts have

been made to ascertain the effectiveness of residence hall programs or

to evaluate students‘ residence hall experience. Yet program evalua—

tion is essential in assessing the strengths and weaknesses of and

improving educational programs.

A residence hall program can be evaluated in a number of ways.

One way to measure a program and its effects is to compare it to

generally agreed upon outside standards. This method assumes such

standards are readily available. which is not always the case. In

addition. using one general set of standards as a criterion for

judging the effectiveness of a residence hall program presupposes all

programs have similar objectives.

A second method is self-evaluation. in which students evaluate

their perceptions of the actual program as compared to their expecta-

tions of what their hall experiences would be like. This approach

could not be used in the present study because there was no way to

determine the students' previous expectations. However. such an

approach could be used in a longitudinal study.





A third method of evaluation would be to compare what students

say actually happened to them in their residence hall experience with

what residence hall staff and student personnel administrators believe

happens to most students living in the residence hall. This type of

evaluation method was chosen for the present inquiry for two reasons.

First. the present perceptions of students and staff members

concerning the residence hall experience could be measured and

statistically compared with each other. Second. if such a measure was

valid. it would indicate to staff members whether the program is

succeeding as they perceive it to be.

Statement of the Problem

Almost all four-year colleges and universities provide some

type of residence hall facility for their students. Public and

private. large and small. residential. and even urban institutions of

higher education are increasing both the number and the proportion of

students housed in college- and university-owned group-living accommo-

dations. Figures compiled by the United States Office of Education in

1960 indicated that public institutions housed 33.3% of their students

and private institutions housed 42.3%. In these institutions. 31.9%

of the men and 46.6% of the women were housed by the colleges. Of all

institutions. 66% had housing for men and 71.4% had housing for women

(Rork. 1962).

College and university catalogues and residence hall handbooks

often contain general statements to the effect that residence hall

living contributes to the student's total educational experience.





Institutions' investment in residence hall facilities and personnel is

based on the premise that a student‘s education is enhanced by living

in a residence hall and that the professional personnel. student

staff. and student leaders have a meaningful influence on that

development. Housing personnel. however. must ask themselves whether

merely providing these environmental ingredients ensures that student

development occurs.

In student personnel services today. as in all of higher

education. much emphasis is placed on accountability. Student person-

nel specialists are continually being asked to justify the need for

their services on college campuses. "College housing officers are

being bombarded by suggestions as to what would be the most desirable

administrative structure to meet the needs of students living in resi-

dence halls“ (Gifford. 1974. p. 133).

Apartment housing for students has become increasingly common

on college campuses. Some of these apartments have been newly

constructed and specially designed to meet the contemporary living-

learning needs of college students. Others have been remodeled from

conventional dormitories to provide a choice of residential life

styles. Still others have been acquired by institutions from private

owners in an attempt to supply living spaces for students on housing

waiting lists. Whatever the reasons for their acquisition. styles of

construction and their suitability for students' living and meaningful

educational experiences are as diverse as their origins.



 



University housing program personnel believe that evaluative

data can assist and guide program improvement. test new ideas. keep

the needs of students in residence halls in focus. and generate

information necessary to help the residence hall system meet its

defined goals. Furthermore. evaluation is helpful for improving the

motivation and performance of residence hall staff. identifying their

training needs. providing constructive feedback. and making future

placement. promotion. and other employment decisions (Kuh. 1979).

To provide the needed information. the residence hall

experiences need to be evaluated in terms of what happens to students

who live in university housing and how residence hall staff contribute

to the students' total educational experience. To what extent does

dormitory life contribute to students' total educational experience?

What do students say is actually happening in the residence halls?

What do the residence hall staff and student personnel supervisors

believe is happening to most students in the residence halls? To what

extent are the perceptions of residence hall managers similar to or

different from those of students who are living in the residence

halls?

Although student affairs professionals have recognized the

importance of the physical environment to students' total development

and have implemented strategies to enhance the educational experiences

of dormitory students. no formal research has been undertaken to

assess the effectiveness of residence hall programs in Saudi Arabian

colleges and universities. Regardless of the ever-increasing concern





expressed by students concerning residence hall services. no study has

been conducted to evaluate dormitory effectiveness or to identify the

attitudes and opinions of students and residence hall staff in Saudi

Arabian universities concerning what types of residence hall services

are needed to enhance occupants' total educational experience.

Purpose of the Study

The primary purpose of the study was to examine the similari-

ties and differences in the perceptions of staff members and students

in university housing programs at two universities in Saudi Arabia

regarding various components of residence hall services. A second

purpose was to provide a basis for university housing program planners

to make decisions about whether to continue and/or alter the current

residence hall services and programs. A third purpose was to obtain

information that can be used to inform current and prospective stu-

dents of the kinds of services and programs available in residence

halls and to make recommendations for further research.

Importance of the Study

Evaluating university residence hall programs is essential in

determining the strengths and weaknesses of educational programs.

Evaluation is important because it influences decision making regard-

ing a program. “An evaluation is both a judgment on the worth or

impact of a program. procedure. or individual. and the process whereby

that judgment is made" (Dressel. 1978. p. 1). Evaluating university

residence hall programs and services at the beginning of the academic





.year can help in determining appropriate changes to enhance the educa-

tional environment.

Given the current economic. educational. and student-

development emphasis of most residence halls. it is important to

understand students' perceptions of residence hall services and

programs. The study findings may provide a basis for understanding

residence hall students' and staff members' perceptions of the

residence hall experience. as well as their recommendations for

program improvement. Furthermore. the results of the study may help

in initiating residence hall programs that are pertinent to the needs

of those living in university housing. The findings of this study

might also have implications for the activities. services. administra-

tive organization. and policies of dormitories in the Saudi universi-

ties under investigation.

The Development of Higher Education in Saudi Arabia

Education is a time-intensive process that takes place in both

formal and informal settings (Bashshur. 1973). Higher education in

Saudi Arabia began with the advent of Islam about 1.400 years ago.

Since that time. Makkah and Medina. two of Islam's holy cities. have

assumed importance as centers of learning. and places from which

knowledge was disseminated. particularly to the Islamic world.

For centuries. millions of pilgrims would flock to Makkah and

Medina each year: the two cities constantly experienced an influx of

knowledge from these visitors. Moslems from the world over would come

together. exchanging ideas and knowledge. Sometimes pilgrims stayed





and became teachers. spending their time writing books. learning from

other scholars. and teaching.

The history of higher education in Saudi Arabia is a study of

educational progress almost unparalleled in history. Since the estab-

lishment of the Ministry of Education in 1953. the Saudi educational

system has expanded significantly. University education as it is

known today began in 1957 with a single institution having an enroll-

ment of 21 students and a staff of nine (King Saud University. 1982).

By 1982. higher education had grown to include seven universities with

an enrollment of 63.563 students and a teaching staff of 6.906. (See

Table 1.1.) Saudi Arabia's public expenditure per student for higher

education is one of the highest in the world (Ministry of Higher Edu-

cation. 1980). In Riyadh. the capital. the Saudi government is build-

ing one of the largest and most modern university complexes in the

world.

The Study,Setting

The setting of the study was King Saud University (KSU) and

Umm Al-Qura University (UQAU) in Saudi Arabia. A brief description of

each university follows.

King,Saud University

Founded in 1957. King Saud University is the oldest and

largest of Saudi Arabia's universities. The other Six universities in

Saudi Arabia were patterned on its framework. The enrollment at King

Saud University has increased immensely due to the expansion of higher
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education in Saudi Arabia. The 1984 report of the Ministry of Higher

Education indicated that King Saud University's enrollment increased

fr0m 21 students in 1957-58 to 22.153 students in 1983—84.

The growth of King Saud University is reflected in the

increased number of students living in residence halls between 1974

and 1985. Table 1.2 shows the annual increase in the number of

residence hall students at King Saud University. Currently. King Saud

University has 34 residence halls on the new campus and 10 on the old

campus.

Table l.2.--Number of residence hall students at King Saud University.

1974 to 1985.

 

 

01d Campus New Campus

Year Residence Hall Year Residence Hall

Students Students

1974 903 1980 6.193

1975 2.287 1981 6.606

1976 3.616 1982 7.000

1977 4.057 1983 7.857

1978 4.986 1984 9.569

1979 5.587 1985 9.558

 

Source: Deanship of Student Affairs. Office of Student Housing

Director. King Saud University. 1986.

Umm Al-Qura University

Umm Al—Qura University began in 1948. nine years earlier than

King Saud University. as the College of Shar'ia and Islamic studies.

the first institution of higher education in Saudi Arabia. Its





purpose was to prepare students to become Moslem judges or teachers at

intermediate schools and high schools.

In 1960-61. the College of Shar'ia and Islamic Studies was

integrated with the College of Teacher Training. Two years later. the

institution was divided: the College of Teacher Training was renamed

the College of Education. whereas the College of Shar'ia and Islamic

Studies maintained its status under the umbrella of the Ministry of

Education.

A decade later. both the College of Education and the College

of Shar'ia and Islamic studies became affiliated with King Abdul Aziz

University in Jeddah. The colleges maintained their distinct identi-

ties despite that integration (Umm al-Qura University. 1985). In

1980-81. King Khalid Iban Abdul Aziz issued a decree in response to a

recognized need for additional colleges and universities. and the two

colleges became Umm Al-Qura University. Saudi Arabia's seventh state

University.

Currently. Umm Al-Qura University includes seven colleges:

(a) the College of Education in Taif. (b) the College of Shar'ia and

Islamic Studies. (c) the College of Education in Makkah. (d) the

College of Arabic Language and Its Arts. (e) the College of Social

Studies. (f) the College of Dawa and USUL-Al-Dean. and (g) the College

of Applied Science and Engineering. The university also has four

leading research centers: (a) the World Center for Islamic Education.

(b) the Pilgrimage Research Center. (c) the Center for Scientific
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Research and Revival of the Islamic Heritage. and (d) the Center for

Research in Education and Psychology (Jan. 1983).

Umm Al-Qura University is one of the smallest universities in

Saudi Arabia. It offers several fields of study and programs for

undergraduate and graduate students. It also provides residence hall

services to both males and females. The university rents all of these

residence halls from private owners. As shown in Table 1.3. the

number of students living in residence halls at Umm Al-Qura University

has increased dramatically between 1981 and 1987.

Table 1.3.--Number of residence halls and residence hall students at

Umm Al-Qura University. 1980-81 to 1986-87.

 

 

Year Number of Number of

Residence Halls Residence Hall Students

1980-81 3 30

1981-82 5 900

1982-83 8 1.400

1983-84 10 1.700

1984—85 13 2.100

1985-86 17 2.500

1986—87 18 3.000

 

Source: Deanship of Student Affairs. Office of Student Housing

Director. Umm Al-Qura University. 1986.

Research Questions

The following research questions were posed to guide the

collection of data for this study:
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1. What are the perceptions of residence hall students and

estaff at Umm Al-Qura and King Saud Universities concerning the kinds

crf services students are now experiencing in their dormitories?

2. What similarities and differences exist between residence

Iiall students and staff at Umm Al-Qura University and between resi-

dence hall students and staff at King Saud University concerning their

perceptions of the types of services and programs available to stu-

dents in the dormitories?

3. What Similarities and differences exist between

students/staff at Umm Al-Qura University and students/staff at King

Saud University concerning their perceptions of the types of services

and programs available to students in the dormitories?

4. What similarities and differences exist in the perceptions

of residence hall students at both Umm Al Qura and King Saud Univer-

sities according to their nationality. gender. age. and size of resi-

dence hall?

Null Hypotheses

Seven null hypotheses were formulated to test the data col-

lected for this investigation. They are as follows:

Hypothesis 1: There is no statistically significant difference

between residence hall students and staff at Umm Al-Qura Univer-

sity concerning their perceptions of the types of services and

programs available to students in the dormitories.

Hypothesis 2: There is no statistically significant difference

between residence hall students and staff at King Saud University

concerning their perceptions of the types of services and

programs available to students in the dormitories.
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Hypothesis 3: There is no statistically significant diffe

between students/staff at Umm Al-Qura University and stud-

staff at King Saud University concerning their perceptions 0

types of services and programs available to students ir

dormitories.

Hypothesis 4: There is no statistically significant diffe

among students of different nationalities concerning t

perceptions of the types of services and programs availabl

students in the dormitories.

Hypothesis 5: There is no statistically significant diffe]

between male and female students concerning their perceptior

the types of services and programs available to students 11

dormitories.

Hypothesis 6: There is no statistically significant diffe:

among students in different age groups concerning their pel

tions of the types of services and programs available to stu.

in the dormitories.

Hypothesis 7: There is no statistically significant diffe!

among students living in various sizes of residence h

concerning their perceptions of the types of services

programs available to students in the dormitories.

Data-Analysis Procedures

Descriptive statistics were used to identify participa

perceptions about residence hall programs and services. Analysi

variance was used to examine the similarities and differences be'

stIJdents' and residence hall staff members' perceptions concerninq

residence hall services and programs.

Limitations and Generalizability of the Study

Any study that involves individuals' perceptions of t

PEPSonal experience. and their feelings in particular. is subject

number of limitations. Those that pertained to the present res:

are as follows:
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1. Individuals react to what is uppermost in their minds at

particular time. and their perceptions may change rapidly as a resu

of"various 'factors. Likewise. an individual's responses could

biased. depending on his/her mood and attitudes.

2. The questionnaire method of data gathering is subject

limitations. even when appropriate principles of test constructi

have been employed to elicit accurate information.

3. The study was delimited to fourth-year students living

university housing and residence hall staff at King Saud and Umm A

Qura Universities in Saudi Arabia. Although the fourth-year studen

were assumed to have lived longer and experienced more in t

residence halls than other college students. this assumption is diff

cult to substantiate. The residence hall staff may also have h

varying amounts of experience in university housing. The study w

further delimited to describing existing residence hall programs a

services as the study participants perceived them.

4. The Islamic culture does not allow unrelated males a

females to intermingle. Thus the researcher. being a male. was 1i

ited in distributing the questionnaire among females and could n

answer any questions those respondents may have had.

5. The sample of residence halls. staff members. and studen

was obtained from both on-campus housing (built by the university a

designed for students) and off-campus facilities (rented by t

university and not necessarily designed for students). Hence it was

biased cluster sample. Inferences derived from the study results c
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therefore be generalized only to similar populations. Howeve

certain generalizations may be made about procedures that can

undertaken to determine the effectiveness of a a particular resider

hall program.

Definition of Terms

The following key terms are defined in the context in whi

they are used in this dissertation.

Fourth-year students. Male and female students in the

fourth year of college and who had lived in university residence hal

three to four years at the time of the study.

Off-campus residence halls. Residence halls rented by t

university off campus. These facilities usually were not original

intended for student lodging but provide services and programs f

youths as they pursue their studies.

On-campus residence halls. University-owned residence hal

built on campus and intended to accommodate students during the

college experience.

Perceptions. Self-reported attitudes and opinions regardi

personal experiences with university residence hall programs a

services.

Residence hall staff members. Personnel and managers w

carried out residence hall rules and regulations that direct

involved the welfare of the resident students.
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Residence hall students. Male and female fourth-year college

students who were residing in on- and off-campus university housing at

the time of this study.

Organization of the Study

Chapter I contained the background of the study. statement of

the problem and purposes of the study. importance of the study. the

development of higher education in Saudi Arabia. and a description of

the study setting. Research questions and hypotheses. limitations and

sgeneralizability of the study. and definitions of key terms were also

'included. Chapter II contains a review of literature on various

Elspects of residence hall services and functions. In Chapter III. the

sstudy design and procedures are explained. Findings of the data

ainaiysis are elaborated in Chapter IV. A summary of the study. major

f"indings. conclusions based on the findings. and recommendations for

further research may be found in Chapter V.

 



 



CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

Very little literature was found regarding college and u

versity student housing services and programs in Saudi Arab

Therefore. the results of studies done in the United States and G1

where regarding university residence hall services and experiences

reported in this chapter.

The literature on residence hall experiences is discus

under the following headings: the educational. social. and econo

aspects of residence hall experiences: related research on reside

ha‘ll experiences: the advantages of living in college residence hal

residence hall staff members; and goals and objectives of reside

halls.

Several writers have indicated that the primary purpose

Student housing is not merely to provide a "home base" for educatio

aetivities. Rather. I‘student housing relates directly and indirec

'60 the entire experience. be it academic. social. intellectual. e

rlomic. or cross-cultural" (McCullough. 1977. p. 2).

Colleges and universities. whether in developing or develo

COuntries. must respond to the pressing challenges posed by '

educational. social. and economic aspects of residence he

18
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experiences. These three major issues are discussed in the following

section.

The Educational. Social. and Economic Aspects

of Residence Hall Experiences

Educational Aspects

A number of authorities have asserted that residence halls are

a vital part of the learning process (Adams. 1968; Mueller. 1961:

Ricker. 1965). As part of the educational process. living in resi-

dence halls furnishes various opportunities for learning in areas as

essential to the student's development as classroom work. Some such

opportunities are:

1. To gain from the educational possibilities of group

living.

2. To adapt to student living in ways that will enhance the

learning experience.

3. To experience companionship in a group small enough that

one remains a person rather than a commodity to be housed.

4. To learn some of the amenities of living.

5. To enhance one's values. attitudes. and academic

achievement.

As Pulley (1953) noted. “residence halls are an important part

of the total functioning of the university in its education and

development of the whole individual'I (p. 9).

Residence hall programs in which classroom and extracurricular

activities are coordinated through the medium of well-supervised
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housing and recreational facilities contribute to educational group

living and development of the student as an individual and as a member

of society. Many writers have viewed residence halls as an integral

part of living and learning in college (Williams 81 Reilley. 1972).

One student who lived in a residence hall commented:

I have met many new people and experienced things I never experi-

enced in the traditional dorms. I have become friends with fac-

ulty members and their families: they further enhanced the

learning-living center as a community. It cfifered many advan-

tages with speakers. workshops. etc. Students in my entry

enabled me to form strong friendships that might have been absent

in other dorms. Finally. the members of my suite were all part

of an experiential living: they helped me to learn how much I was

willing to sacrifice for others and how strongty I held to nw

convictions. I developed some ‘very strong friendships. ones

which will not be easily extinguished. After living in the resi-

dence hall for a year. it is hard to imagine living anywhere

else. (Magnarella. 1975. p. 303)

Magnarella (1975) concluded that students living and working together

because of their mutual commitment to develop common educational

interests are more likely to attain their personal educational

objectives. experience intellectual growth. engage iri serious

discussions. participate in extracurricular activities. and discover

new ideas than are students who reside together by chance or for

social reasons only.

Rand and Carew (1970) estimated that residence halls and peer

groups are responsible for stimulating and facilitating from three to

five times more of the college student's learning than are his/her

classes. Much of the learning of students in residence halls

involves. directly or indirectly. their roommates. residence hall

assistants. and university housing personnel.
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Living-learning residents have shown significantly better

personal adjustment. intellectual growth. and attitudes toward their

college experience than students in other types (fl: housing (Gordon.

1974: Nosow. 1975). Residence hall students also are more likely to

complete their college programs than are students who do not live in

residence halls (Gordon. 1974: Pascarella & Terenzini. 1980). In

addition. faculty-student relations are enhanced by this living

arrangement (DeCoster. 1969: Pascarella & Terenzini. 1980).

Researchers concerned specifically with first-year students have indi-

cated that dormitory students tend to perform better academically than

do apartment residents (Langley. 1965: Jones. McMichael. & McPherson.

1973). According to Graff and Cooley (1970). "the commuter misses the

on-campus and dormitory life. [and] his/her educational and personal

development is said to be impeded“ (p. 54).

Based on research concerning the effect of living-learning

residence hall experiences on students. the following conclusions can

be drawn. First. living-learning halls are effective in reducing the

cold. impersonal atmosphere that characterizes the traditional

residence halls at many large universities (Centra. 1968). Second.

according to Pemberton's (1968) findings. living-learning centers make

important contributions to one of the primary goals of higher educa-

tion enumerated by Mueller (1961): the preservation. transmission.

and enrichment of the culture. Third. although no research has defi-

nitely substantiated that living-learning halls provide a more intel-

lectual environment ‘than traditional halls. Brown (1968) concluded
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that intellectual discussions in a residence hall had at significant

effect on the intellectual attitudes and activities of the students.

Social Aspects

Increasing numbers of student enrollees with diverse goals and

objectives have created concern among residence hall administrators.

In addition. rapid social changes are forcing redefinition of the role

of college and university residence halls. Some of the major concerns

are college residence. the residential social-life experience. and its

contribution to higher education.

Since World War II. the college residence hall has become an

important aspect of the educational program. A residence hall is no

longer merely an accumulation of sleeping and dressing quarters. With

the development of the concept of living and learning centers. a

commitment has been made to studying how the residence hall's social

setting and environment affect the college students.

The two primary functions of college housing are (a) to

provide a satisfactory place for students to live and (b) to help

students learn and grow by providing an environment that facilitates

related learning experiences because such housing is part of the

educational institution. Each college and university must specify

these functions according to its unique needs. However. in terms of

student housing generally. living is to be defined as more than a bed

and learning as more than a desk. They are part of the total process.

the student's entire experience on the campus. To contribute favor-

ably and consistently to this experience. the living and learning that
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occur in student housing should be stimulated and sustained by planned

programs.

When students leave home to attend college. one of the many

differences between their new life and the old one is that they will

share a room and often a good portion of the college experience with

persons they have never met before arriving at college.

Through gradual processes of mutual selection they found room-

mates. hallmates. and others. who were compatible: they created

relatively closed and stable friendship groups with whom they

spent most of their time . . . which brought "brothers" and

"sisters'I together in closed living situations for three or more

years. (Chickering. 1974. p. 3)

A student's satisfaction or dissatisfaction with his roommate often

influences his attitudes toward the rest of the collegiate experience.

as well as his academic achievement (Lozier. 1970. p. 256).

Along with the informal activities that occur from time to

time. planned programs and activities are designed to nurture the

social development of residence hall students. According to

sociologists Clark and Trow (1978). students' emotional ties to the

institution are forged through contact with certain faculty members

and peers who share their interests and orientation.

Astin (1973) found that dormitory residents had more

cunnortunity for social interaction than did apartment residents.

Ankele and Sommer (1973) reported a lack of cohesion among apartment

residents. compared to students in dormitories. Apartment residents

also reported greater difficulty in making friends within their living
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units: many complained that their acquaintanceships rarely extended

beyond those living in their entry or building wing.

We do have sufficient opportunity to meet other people if we go

about it intentionally. But. there are few opportunities to meet

new people in a casual way on your own turf--in and around your

suite. People who don't live there just don't pass by. So it is

easy to simply stay within your own small. self-sufficient. iso-

lated group. (Magnarella. 1975. p. 304)

Many on-campus students have commented that living in a

residence hall is like having one's own apartment. One student

assessed her residence hall experiences as follows:

[It] afforded us the opportunity to get to know each other. as

well as ourselves. . . . We have shared ideas on many varied sub-

jects and have had each other to share special things with. . . .

That's what always made life so exciting and interesting there.

(Magnarella. 1975. p. 303)

Case studies and statistical research have documented the

importance of friendships during college residence hall years. Davie

(1958) noted the influence of close friends on overall development.

particularly on autonomy and identity. Dressel and Lehmann (1965)

analyzed the influence of roommates and residence hall associates on

students' attitudes and values. Newcomb (1961. 1962) and Newcomb and

Feldman (1968) studied the forces generated by shared interests and

values. hi a similar vein. White (1958) wrote (H: the influence of

friends on students' vocational plans and aspirations. and on freeing

interpersonal relationships. Wallace (1966) found that close friend-

ships not only influence the fundamental development of students in

college. but also affect youths' orientation to life in general. to

adulthood. life goals. parents. religion. sex. and politics.
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In large universities with increasing specialization of

knowledge and enormous classes. it is unusual for two students who

share common academic interests to meet outside the classroom.

Commenting on colleges and universities' role in planning and

organizing the residence hall environment. Brown (1967) stated:

A situation which throws people together in a university but

provides little shared intellectual experience will quite

naturally lead the students to seek ways of interacting that are

not necessarily congruent lNlth the purpose of 'the university.

Therefore. the university should consider new ways of grouping

students in the curriculum. in the residential arrangements. and

in schooling so that large numbers will have common shared

intellectual life which will serve as function for intellectual

and social interactions. (p. 101)

The residential environment can make a valuable contribution

to students' basic educational experiences. The most effective

learning occurs in situations in which persons come to know each other

personally.

Research indicates that most changes in attitudes. values. future

plans and aspirations. and intellectual interests at college

occur . . . as resident students come to grips with fellow stu-

dents to spend large blocks of time in college dormitories

throughout their college career. (Chickering. 1974. p. 10)

Economfic Aspects

Students' financial concerns have become an increasingly

important issue for all personnel on today's campuses. from trustees

to residence hall advisors. "As the financial pinch gets tighter. we

can even expect greater attention to be paid to what makes a student

want to remain at or leave a college. Residence halls often play a

crucial role in this decision" (Sank. Smrekar. & Debeal. 1975. p.

405). According to Pmslow (1954) humans' primany need is shelter.
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Yet as students approach the end of their academic careers. "they

become increasingly unhappy with the shelter provided by their

residence hall environment" (Duvall. 1969).

Residence hall environments are especially in need of

examination on campuses where dormitory fees are an important source

of financial support. where dormitory living is required for certain

students. or where alternative housing is unavailable. According to

Ricker (1966). buildings that house students account for 36% of the

total physical plant of higher educational institutions. This fact.

as well as the large sum of money being spent annualty to build and

maintain student residences. establishes the economic significance of

residence halls in achieving the student-development objectives of

higher education.

Many experts consider residence halls an integral part of

living/learning lfl colleges and universities (Williams & Reilley.

1972). However. many administrators' short-term considerations do not

rest on questions of the living-learning environment. but rather on a

fear of half-empty residence halls draining already scarce economic

resources (Brownell. 1969).

During the late 1950's and 1960's. spurred by low interest

federal loans. major building programs increased dramatically the

dormitory space available for the rapidly growing college popula-

tion. Today. under the gun of inflation and rising costs. of

decreasing federal and foundation support. and cfi’ decelerating

tax support. many state and many private institutions have ceased

or sharply curtailed new construction and are looking toward new

non-residential approaches to higher education. (Chickering.

1974. p. 2)
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Too often. decisions are made in light of evidence concerning

the costs of the building. and of maintaining and sustaining college

residence halls. without analyzing the educational benefits that

accrue from those facilities. For instance. students who. because of

economic constraints. are denied access to residential facilities do

not have an educational Opportunity equal to that of students who are

able to live in college residence halls. As Chickering (1974) stated.

"highly able and affluent students are much more likely to live in

dormitories during the college years than are the less able and less

affluent students" (p. x).

If residence halls are to provide students sufficient housing

facilities of a reasonable quality at rates they can afford. every

possible means must be employed to reduce room rates. and meals must

be made available at a reasonable cost. Much advice has been offered

on how in) reduce residence hall construction costs. Perkins (1953)

suggested that:

It is rather generally the opinion of those responsible for

operating residence halls. that building materials. particularly

finish materials. should be selected which will require a minimum

of maintenance. even though initial costs of construction are

increased by doing so. It is considered better to borrow more

money originally and be able to direct a larger percentage of

income toward debt retirement than to have a slightly lower

initial cost. necessitating diversion of a large portion of

income to maintenance. Not only can the debt thus be retired

more rapidly. but after retirement. more of the income would be

available for expanding the housing program. (p. 15)

Research on Residence Hall Experiences

Research concerning the influence of residence hall living on

students has confirmed that such experience enhances the quality of
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the educational-developmenta1 process (Upcraft. 1982) and the

probability of graduation (Astin. 1977). This is especially true in

those settings where students are encouraged to believe that they are

important and belong (Tinto. 1975) and to feel integrated with their

peers into the social and academic aspects of campus life (Pascarella

& Chapman. 1983).

Various authors have described the educational potential of

residence halls in terms of a hierarchy of functions. First. resi-

dence halls provide an environment for individuals with needs for

security. friendship. and "belongingness." Second. they supply infor-

mation and models necessary to conduct an effective program of selec-

tion. training. and supervision.

This is not just a matter of trading successes among colleges and

universities. Educational residence halls require the stimula-

tion of personal involvement in the exchange of ideas: residence

assistants provide personalization and assistance: group manage-

ment and facilitation: social. recreational. and educational pro-

grams: referral and informational resources; and the maintenance

of secure and orderly environments with appropriate regulations.

(Mable. 1984. p. 110)

In college and university residence halls. many opportunities

exist for students to share their skills and interests. Sharing

interests gives students a greater awareness of different perspectives

(Miser. 1977). One effective means of fostering such sharing is

through special-interest residence halls. in which students help each

other learn various skills. Thereby. a stronger sense of community is

fostered because students residing together share a common focus from
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the start. Furthermore. this type of environment encourages the for-

mation of friendships (Jennings. 1977).

In March 1979. the ad hoc committee on the quality of

residential life at Indiana University recommended further directions

for the residence hall system (Bourassa & Wilson. 1985). One recom-

mendation involved creation of a unit with enforced 24-hour quiet

regulations. Students were asked to use headphones for stereos and

television. and typing in rooms was confined to certain hours of the

day and relegated to lounge areas otherwise. Second. a cooperative

programming effort was established in which each resident was required

to present a cultural or educational program to the unit sometime dur-

ing the year. The programs could be on any topic the student chose.

as long as they were not strictly social.

At the end of the year. residents evaluating the unit stressed

three major advantages: (a) the 24-hour quiet hours fostered a better

atmosphere for studying. (b) the program gave them a chance to learn

about areas they might not have otherwise. and (c) residents got to

know each other on a deeper level. Through discussion and participa-

tion in the programs. residents had a chance to hear divergent View-

points and opinions. thus increasing their interest in others'

opinions and ideas and often forming closer friendships.

Schleman (l974) administered an informal questionnaire to 600

women in a Big Ten university residence hall to see what they expected

the hall experiences to contribute to their education and what

possible gains they thought dormitory living could provide. In both
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areas. respondents placed great value on learning to get along with

others and on the Opportunity to meet new and different people.

Ballou (1985) surveyed freshman students' perceptions of the

living environment. behavior. and academic achievement in the resi-

dence hall systems of 12 colleges and universities. Results of the

study indicated that freshmen perceived significant differences among

the environments of six residence hall types. No significant rela-

tionships were found between residence hall types and freshman stu-

dents' behavior patterns or academic performance.

Latta (1984) administered a residence hall environment ques-

tionnaire to 9.595 dormitory residents to measure their perceptions

about the residence halls and provide feedback to housing staff mem-

bers. The results indicated that most students characterized their

residence halls as supportive. active. and educational environments.

0n the whole. respondents were satisfied with their living conditions.

Triplet (1984) assessed the effect of residence halls'

judicial policies on attitudes toward rule-Violating behavior. The

results showed that students who were given control over their

dormitory judicial system expressed attitudes that were less tolerant

of rule-violating behaviors (destructive and cHsruptive activities)

than did students who had no control over enforcement of rules and

regulations. The findings provided evidence that attitudes can be

affected through modeling the social environment and fostering a sense

of personal control.
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McCullough (1977) conducted a survey of students' opinions

concerning the residence hall living environment at the University of

Tennessee. The purpose of the study was to (a) obtain a representa-

tive view of students' attitudes toward residence hall life. (b)

assess the level of satisfaction with specific areas. (c) evaluate the

areas of concern most related to general residence hall satisfaction.

and (d) provide information leading to corrective action in weak

areas. A representative sample of 960 students was surveyed by the

questionnaire. The results indicated that (a) student orientation

procedures were good. (D) students' performance was high. (c)

opportunities for meeting people in residence halls were satisfactory.

and (d) general satisfaction was high. The findings also indicated

that communication of housing and living problans to residence hall

staff was not satisfactory.

Bourassa and Wilson (1985) conducted an environmental assess-

ment of college residence halls to identify issues students felt

strongly about and to recommend actions the university might take to

enhance or rectify particular situations. The study results showed

that students approved of available services. felt they had an oppor-

tunity to participate in student government. and had adequate informa-

tion to meet their needs. However. students reported that study

conditions in the dormitories needed improvement.

The American Council of Education's (1949) statement regarding

the services provided by student housing stated that "housing and food

services shall not only provide for the physical comforts of the
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students but Shall also contribute positively to education in group

living and social grace" (cited by Johnson. 1965. p. 13). In a later

publication of this same group. Strozier (1950) emphasized that

“student housing . . . should be recognized as an opportunity for

educational achievementII (cited by Johnson. 1965. p. 13).

Williamson (1958) identified several possible functions of

student housing: controlling student behavior. providing better sani-

tary and living standards. giving a financial return on an investment.

furnishing a "student union." and providing a place to learn social

graces. Social education in the residence hall helps students gain

poise and maturity through social experience. provides experience in

leadership and the development of democratic attitudes. and helps stu-

dents find personal fulfillment and develop a satisfactory self-

concept.

Advantages of Living in a Residence Hall

Numerous studies of residence hall experiences have focused on

the social. economic. educational. and developmental advantages asso-

ciated with living in college and university housing versus commuting

to college (Astin. 1968. 1973. 1977. 1982: Chickering. 1974: George.

1971). Such research generally has shown that students living on cam-

pus are more likely to become involved in educational. social. and

cultural experiences in college than are commuter students. Living in

residence halls was significantly and positively associated with stu-

dent involvement in the social system of the institution and with the

degree of developmental growth during the college experience.





33

Chickering (1974) stated that residential living had a strong positive

effect on social interaction with peers and faculty.

In a college atmosphere. students have many opportunities to

Share their skills and interests. and to gain an increased awareness

of different perspectives (Miser. 1977). Furthermore. it is generally

accepted that residence hall students fare better academically than

their counterparts who do not live in residence halls (Moos. 1978;

Potter. 1978). Research has shown that students living in residence

halls obtained higher year-end grade point averages than those living

in off-campus student housing (Ludeman. 1940: Matson. 1963; Peterson.

1943: Stickler. 1958). Other researchers. controlling for initial

differences. also indicated that residence hall students obtained

significantly better grade point averages than off-campus students

(Alfert. 1966: Freed. 1965: Smallwood & Klas. 1974; Welty. 1974).

However. several writers analyzing academic achievement of residence

hall and nonresidence hall students obtained contradictory results

(Dollar. 1966: Graff & Cooley. 1970).

Residence Hall Staff Members

The residence hall staff position entails a variety of

functions. ranging from discipline to counseling. Frierman and

Frierman (1981) compared the role of the residence hall staff member

to that of the industrial manager. They identified the following

rol es: figurehead. liaison. monitor. disseminator. spokesperson.

entrepreneur. disturbance handler. resource allocator. negotiator. and

=1
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motivator. In a survey conducted in 1966. Brown and Zunker found

that. in 40% of their sample of American colleges and universities.

residence hall assistants were involved in counseling functions.

Educational potential itself. particularly in college and

university residence halls. requires the stimulation of personal

involvement in the exchange of new ideas. The residence hall

assistants and staff provide personalization and assistance: group

management and facilitation: social. recreational. and educational

programs: referral and informational resources; maintenance of

resources: and orderly environments with appropriate regulations.

Mable (1984). who Spent nearly ten years developing. testing. and

refining residence hall models. discovered that:

An institution's influence is transmitted to its residence halls

largely through the residence hall staff. Consequently. the way

resident assistants are selected. trained. and supervised can

have an important influence on what happens to the students in

the residence halls. (p. 111)

Wise (1958) believed that the staff member's emphasis deter-

mines the purpose and orientation of the hall program. The managerial

attitude emphasizes cooperation. is a good control measure. reduces

conduct problems. and gives the staff member an opportunity to exer-

cise leadership skills. Also. the staff member can provide psycho-

logical services for students who need them.

Goals and Objectives of Residence Halls

Investigations reviewed in the preceding sections used similar

Peseearch methods in examining the goals. purposes. and objectives of

resi dence halls. However. in discussing the goals and objectives of
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residence halls. Ricker (1965) analyzed more comprehensively the wide

range of possibilities for residence hall programming. He stated that

the following four assumptions regarding residence halls are required

for a delineation of purposes:

1. The residence hall is a part of the college and university

plant.

2. The plant is especially designed for processing exceed-

ingly valuable material--the students.

3. The process is learning. which is change through living

and growing in an environment.

4. The preferred product of a college plant is the individual

who has changed in a desired way.

Assuming that the purposes established for the residence hall

program will bring about desired changes in the students. Ricker

(1965) developed six categories of residence hall purposes. which he

drew from an extensive review of pamphlets and brochures describing

student housing and from questionnaires and personal interviews

employed in his study. The six major purposes are elaborated in the

following paragraphs.

1. Instructional support. To broaden intellectual interests

and aesthetic appreciation: provide social training: develop better

recreational habits: improve standards of living: promote citizenship

education: provide educational counseling: assist in improvement of

study habits: implement college orientation: coordinate class and
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extra-class activities: and make possible total. optimum. rich. broad

educational experiences.

2. Developmept of the individual. To foster personal growth

of the student physically. socially. spiritually. and culturally:

provide opportunities. to learn poise. maturity. social competence.

personal confidence in social situations. self-reliance. independent

judgment. tolerance. sharing. cooperation. self-discipline. and

respect for others: and create opportunities iRN‘ the enrichment of

personality and for the sharing of ideas by which men and women grow

and reach new understanding.

3. Experience in group living. ‘To develop a: sense of

personal responsibility for the community's welfare: provide training

in leadership. group discussion. and decision making: provide opportu-

nities to practice human relationship skills: and provide group living

in a democratic setting.

4. Provision of atmosphere. To maintain an intimate.

personalized atmosphere: cultivate a climate of good taste. good

social manners. and "gracious living": and promote an cwderly envi-

ronment conducive to academic pursuits.

5. Satisfaction of physical needs. To provide at a

reasonable cost a place to eat. sleep. and spend leisure time: an

environment for quiet study: and a place that is comfortable. conveni-

ent. healthful. and safe.

6. Supervision of conduct. To provide security. protection.

and administrative control over residential life and to encourage
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self-discipline and planned activities that give direction and support

to student life.

These six functions or categories cover most of the goals and

objectives of residence hall living. The items developed for the

questionnaire used in the present study were based on the specific

goals and objectives of university residence halls in Saudi Arabian

universities as reported by deans of student affairs (Office of the

Dean of Student Affairs. King Abdul-Aziz University. 1980). The goals

and objectives of university lodging are:

--To provide a convenient residential environment for males and

females

--To provide national and international news. sports. and music

--To provide meaningful social life and brotherhood in residence

halls

--To accommodate international students regardless of socioeco

nomic status

--To provide cultural and recreational programs

--To provide Islamic principles. laws. and culture in daily life

--To provide open communication between staff and students

--To provide good care of the handicapped

--To provide solutions to students' group and personal problems

--To provide orientation for newcomers

--To assist residential students to develop self-discipline

--To provide health care for resident students

--To direct students to Islamic religious practices

--To provide athletic facilities

--To provide a variety of food at each meal
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--To provide kitchen facilities

--To provide an information services center in each residence

hall

--To provide sufficient light. water supply. air conditioning.

etc.

--To provide telephone. first-aid kits. and fire extinguisher

--To provide strong security for the residence hall students

--To provide adequate health care facilities

--To provide a transportation system and parking facilities





 

CHAPTER III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Introduction

The purpose of the study was to explore the similarities and

differences in perceptions of residence hall students and staff

regarding dormitory services and programs at Umm Al-Qura and King Saud

Universities in Saudi Arabia. In this chapter. the study population.

development and pretesting of the questionnaire. research questions

and hypotheses. independent and dependent variables. and data-

collection and data-analysis procedures are described.

The Study Population

The study population comprised fourth-year male and female

college students who were living in residence halls at Umm Al-Qura and

King Saud Universities during the first term of the 1986-87 academic

year. The population also included all residence hall staff members

at those universities who had three or more years of residence hall

experience. The total population comprised 1.817 students and 139

staff members.

Lists of all fourth-year residence hall students (males and

females) were obtained through the assistance of university housing

personnel at Umm Al-Qura and King Saud Universities. Lists of

39
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residence hall staff with three or more years of residence hall

experience were obtained from the housing offices at Umm Al-Qura and

King Saud Universities.

All residence hall staff from both universities. all fourth-

year students from Umm AJ-Qura. and all fourth-year female students

from King Saud were included in the study. To obtain a more propor-

tionate representation from the two universities. one-third (487) of

the 1.461 fourth-year male students at King Saud were randomly

selected for the study.

The target group comprised 982 individuals--843 students and

139 staff members. 0f the 982 students and staff in the target group.

860 returned usable questionnaires. for a response rate of 87.5%.

Table 3.1 shows the number of usable responses and the percentage of

response from each group. Distribution of usable responses by univer-

sity is shown in Table 3.2.

Table 3.l.--Number in target group. usable responses. and percentage

of response for each group.

 

 

Target Usable Percentage

Group Group Responses of Response

Students 843 749 88.8%

Staff 139 111 79.8%

Total 982 860 87.5%

—_
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Table 3.2.--Number in target group. usable responses. and percentage

of response by university.

 

 

Target Usable Percentage

University Group Group Responses of Response

Umm Al-Qura Students 212 198 93.3%

Staff 32 27 84.3%

King Saud Students 631 551 87.3%

Staff 107 84 78.5%

Total 982 860 87.5%

 

Development of the Questionnaire

Because no instrument was available with which to collect the

data needed for this study. the researcher adopted and modified

appropriate items from questionnaires used by various researchers in

the area. Especially useful were the questionnaires by Ricker (1956).

Rork (1962). Chick (1960) and Johnson (1965). The researcher also

devised several new items that were specifically suited to the Saudi

Arabian situation and incorporated them irflxn the questionnaire. A

research consultant ‘hi the College of Education at Michigan State

University reviewed the instrument to make sure each question was con-

sistent with current assumptions in educational research. The instru-

ment was then translated into Arabic by colleagues who are experts in

Arabic.

The questionnaire comprised two parts. (See Appendix A for a

copy of the instrument.) Part one sought demographic and personal
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information on the respondents. The 12 items in this section

concerned staff and students' university. nationality. gender. marital

status. age. and status (student or staff): students' college. resi-

dence hall. number of students in residence hall. and number of years

in residence hall: and staff members' level of education and position

in the residence hall.

Part two was designed to ascertain staff and students'

perceptions regarding six areas of services or programs in the

residence halls. These six areas were (a) general services. (b)

information and communication services. (c) facility services. (d)

safety services. (e) food services. and (f) social interaction.

As a pretest. the researcher administered the questionnaire to

15 Saudi graduate students at Michigan State University and asked for

their comments and suggestions. Appropriate modifications were made.

based on their recommendations.

In June 1986. when the researcher arrived in Saudi Arabia. he

submitted the English and Arabic versions of the questionnaire to six

professors in the College of Education and the College of Arabic

Language at Umm Al-Qura University to compare the original version

with the Arabic translation and ensure that both versions conveyed the

identical meaning. The professors made some recommendations to

improve the clarity of the instrument. and the researcher made the

necessary final modifications in both versions. Reliability testing

of the instrument resulted in a: Cronbach alpha of 0.94. indicating

that the questionnaire was reliable for use in this study.
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Data-Collection Procedures 

On May 29. 1986. the researcher's doctoral committee approved

the proposal for this study. A letter from the researcher's academic

advisor and two copies of the proposal were sent to Dr. Henry Bredeck.

Chairman of the University Committee for Research Involving Human

Subjects (UCRIHS). who reviewed the materials and granted approval to

conduct the study as it was designed (see Appendix B).

To obtain permission to conduct research on the Umm Al-Qura

University campus. the researcher presented an explanatory letter from

his academic advisor at Michigan State University and two copies of

the approved proposal to the College of Education at Umm Al-Qura

University. Personnel in the College of Education reviewed the

materials and granted permission to carry out the research.

In mid-October 1986. the researcher met with the Dean of

Student Affairs. the Director of Student Housing. and the Managers of

Food Services at Umm Al-Qura University. He furnished them copies of

a letter from the Dean of the College of Education seeking their

cooperation and assistance in collecting the data. This they agreed

to provide.

Three weeks later. the researcher administered the

questionnaire to residence hall students and staff at Umm Al-Qura.

The staff for male and female residence halls were given a list of

fourth-year students in each unit. to whom they distributed the

questionnaires. The researcher gave specific examples to ensure that

the students and staff understood how to respond to the questionnaire

‘
1
1
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items. The researcher was available to answer questions concerning

the questionnaire by telephone or in person. No time limit was set

for completing the questionnaire. The data were collected at Umm Al-

Qura University within a three-week period.

The President of Umm Al-Qura University wrote a letter to

personnel at King Saud University. requesting their cooperation in

allowing the researcher to conduct the research at King Saud. After

this permission was granted. the researcher met with the Dean of

Student Affairs. the Director of Student Housing. and Food Service

Managers and gave them a copy of the letter from the President of Umm

Al-Qura. seeking their full cooperation and assistance with data

collection.

The researcher obtained lists of male and female fourth-year

residence hall students and of staff members with three or more years

of residence hall experience through the University Housing Office at

King Saud University. Male and female dormitory staff were given a

list of students in each unit to whom questionnaires should be

distributed. The researcher gave specific examples to ensure that the

students and staff understood how to respond to the questionnaire

items. He also provided a phone number at which he could be reached

to answer any questions. No time limit was set for completing the

questionnaire.

Respondents at both universities were assured that the

information they provided would be kept confidential and would be used

solely for purposes of the research.
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Research uestions

Four research questions were posed in this study. They are as

follows:

1. What are the perceptions of residence hall students and

staff at Umm Al-Qura and King Saud Universities concerning the kinds

of services students are now experiencing in their dormitories?

2. What similarities and differences exist between residence

hall students and staff at Umm Al-Qura University and between resi-

dence hall Students and staff at King Saud University concerning their

perceptions of the types of services and programs available to stu-

dents in the dormitories?

3. What similarities and differences exist between

students/staff at Umm Al-Qura University and students/staff at King

Saud University concerning their perceptions of the types of services

and programs available to students in the dormitories?

4. What similarities and differences exist in the perceptions

of residence hall students at both Umm Al-Qura and King Saud Univer-

sities according to their nationality. gender. age. and size of resi-

dence hall?

Null Hypotheses

The following seven null hypotheses were formulated to test

the data collected for this investigation.

Hypothesis 1: There is no statistically significant difference

between residence hall students and staff at Umm Al-Qura Univer-

sity concerning their perceptions of the types of services and

programs available to students in the dormitories.
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Hypothesis 2: There is no statistically Significant difference

between residence hall students and staff at King Saud University

concerning their perceptions of the types of services and

programs available to students in the dormitories.

Hypothesis 3: There is no statistically significant difference

between students/staff at Umm Al-Qura University and students/

staff at King Saud University concerning their perceptions of the

types of services and programs available to students in the

dormitories.

Hypothesis 4: There is no statistically significant difference

among students of different nationalities concerning their

perceptions of the types of services and programs available to

students in the dormitories.

Hypothesis 5: There is no statistically significant difference

between male and female students concerning their perceptions of

the types of services and programs available to students in the

dormitories.

Hypothesis Q: There is no statistically significant difference

among students in different age groups concerning their percep-

tions of the types of services and programs available to students

in the dormitories.

Hypothesis 7: There is no statistically significant difference

among students living in various sizes of residence halls

concerning their perceptions of the types of services and

programs available to students in the dormitories.

Dependent and Independent Variables

Dependent Variables

The dependent variables in the study were students' and staff

members' perceptions of the services and programs available to stu-

dents in their dormitories. Perceptions were measured using a five-

point Likert scale to which participants responded for each of the 50

questionnaire items related to dormitory services and programs. The

scale was as follows:
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strongly disagree

disagree

moderately agree

agree

strongly agree0
1
$
d
e
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II

II
II

II

The researcher assumed that strongly agree and agree responses

indicated satisfaction with dormitory services. moderately agree

indicated average satisfaction with dormitory services. and strongly

disagree and disagree indicated dissatisfaction with dormitory serv-

ices. In reporting the results. the response means were categorized

as follows:

l.OO-2.33 = unsatisfactory

2.34-3.66 = satisfactory

3.67-5.00 = very satisfactory

The measures were not aggregated to form a composite score but

were treated as separate outcomes in the data analysis.

Independent Variables

To determine whether students' and staff's perceptions of

dormitory services and programs \were related 'to their demographic

characteristics. the following independent variables were included in

this study: (a) institution. (b) status of respondent. (c) national-

ity. (d) gender. (e) age. and (f) size of residence hall. Institution

referred to the university where the students/staff were studying/

working. Status referred to whether the respondent was a student or a

staff member. Nationality referred to whether the respondent was a

Saudi citizen or a non-Saudi. Size of residence hall was measured

according to the number of students living in the hall.
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Data-Analysis Procedures

Frequency distributions and percentages were used in describ-

ing the personal characteristics of the respondents. Means and stand-

ard deviations were used in reporting the average responses and the

variations in responses to each item in the descriptive analysis of

the data. One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was employed to deter-

mine if statistically significant differences existed in respondents'

perceptions concerning the dormitory services and programs according

to their institution. status. nationality. gender. age. and size of

residence hall. Tukey's test was used to determine pairwise differ-

ences when the ANOVA showed statistically significant differences in

the means.

Chapter IV contains the results of the data analysis.

Findings are reported in both narrative and tabular form for each

research question and hypothesis posed in the study.



 



 

CHAPTER IV

RESULTS OF THE DATA ANALYSIS

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to explore the similarities and

differences in perceptions of residence hall students and staff

members concerning the university housing programs and services at Umm

Al-Qura and King Saud Universities in Saudi Arabia. Specifically. the

writer intended to answer the following research questions:

1. What are the perceptions of residence hall students and

staff at Umm Al-Qura and King Saud Universities concerning the kinds

of services students are now experiencing in their dormitories?

2. What similarities and differences exist between residence

hall students and staff at Umm Al-Qura University and between resi-

dence hall students and staff at King Saud University concerning their

perceptions of the types of services and programs available to stu-

dents in the dormitories?

3. What similarities and differences exist between

students/staff at Umm Al-Qura University and students/staff at King

Saud University concerning their perceptions of the types of services

and programs available to students in the dormitories?

49
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4. What similarities and differences exist in the perceptions of

residence hall students at both Umm Al-Qura and King Saud Universities

according to their nationality. gender. age. and Size of residence

hall?

In this chapter. the results of the data analysis are reported

in five sections. The first section contains demographic and personal

characteristics of the respondents: frequency distributions are used

to report these data. In section two. staff and students' perceptions

are examined. using means and standard deviations. In the third sec-

tion. similarities and differences in perceptions between students and

staff at Umm Al-Qura and students and staff at King Saud are reported.

In section four. similarities and differences in perceptions between

students/staff at Umm Al-Qura and students/staff at King Saud are

examined. In the fifth section. students' perceptions are examined

according to their nationality. gender. age. and size of residence

hall in which they lived.

Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

Routine demographic information about the respondents was

sought to provide a background for the study findings. The demo-

graphic characteristics of the study participants are discussed in the

following paragraphs.

The total number of respondents was 860. of whom 749 (87.1%)

were students and 111 (12.9%) were residence hall staff members at Umm

Al-Qura and King Saud Universities.
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As shown in Table 4.1. 62.1% (123) of the students at Umm Al-

Qura University were Saudis. and 37.9% (75) were non-Saudis. Seventy-

two percent (395) of the students at King Saud University were Saudis.

whereas 28.3% (156) were non-Saudis.

Table 4.1.-~Distribution of students by nationality.

 

 

Umm-Al-Qura King Saud Total

Nationality

N % N % N %

Saudi 123 62.1 395 71.7 518 69.2

Non-Saudi 75 37.9 156 28.3 231 30.8

 

Table 4.2 shows that 75.3% (564) of the students in the sample

were males and 24.7% (185) were females. 0f the students from Umm Al-

Qura. 70.7% (140) were males and 29.3% (58) were females. Of those

from King Saud. 77% (424) were males and 23% (127) were females.

Table 4.2.--Distribution of students by gender.

 

 

Umm-Al-Qura King Saud Total

Gender

N % N % N %

Male 140 70.7 424 77.0 564 75.3

Female 58 29.3 127 23.0 185 24.7
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Eighty-nine percent (177) of the students from Umm Al-Qura

were single and 10.6% (21) were married. 0f the students from King

Saud University. 91.3% (503) were single and 8.7% (48) were married.

(See Table 4.3.)

Table 4.3.--Distribution of students by marital status.

 

 

Umm-Al-Qura King Saud Total

Marital Status

N % N % N %

Single 177 89.4 503 91.3 680 90.8

Married 21 10.6 48 8.7 69 9 2

 

As shown in Table 4.4. the majority of students from both

universities were between 19 and 24 years of age: those who were under

18 or between 37 and 42 were in the minority. Seventy percent (138)

of the students from Umm Al-Qura and 85.3% (470) of those from King

Saud were between 19 and 24: 24.7% (49) from Umm Al-Qura and 12.2%

(67) from King Saud were between 25 and 30: and 4.0% (8) from Umm Al-

Qura and 1.3% (7) from King Saud were between the ages of 31 and 36.

At both universities. less than 1.3% of the students were under 18 or

between 37 and 42 years of age.
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Table 4.4.--Distribution of students by age.

 

 

Umm-Al-Qura King Saud Total

Age

N % N % N %

Under 18 2 1.0 7 l 3 9 1.2

19-24 138 69.7 470 85.3 608 81.2

25-30 49 24.7 67 12.2 116 15.5

31-36 8 4.0 7 1.3 15 2.0

37-42 1 0.5 -- -- l 0.1

 

Table 4.5 shows the distribution of students according to

their college (major area of study). Students' responses indicated

that Umm Al-Qura University concentrates more on Islamic studies. such

as Islamic law and religion. and less on scientific pursuits. King

Saud University specializes in a wider range of subjects than does Umm

Al-Qura.

At Umm Al-Qura University. 32.8% (65) of the students were in

the College of Shar'ia and Islamic studies: none was in the College of

Business. In contrast. the highest percentage of students from King

Saud University (21.8% or 120) was in the College of Business. and

none was in the College of Shar'ia and Islamic Studies. The second

highest percentage of students at Umm Al-Qura (16.7% or 33) was in the

College of Dawa and Usul Al-Dean. At King Saud. the second highest

percentage of students (17.1% or 94) was in the College of Arabic

Language and Arts.



 



54

Table 4.5.--Distribution of students by college (major area of study).

 

 

Umm-Al-Qura King Saud Total

College

N % N % N %

College of Agriculture -- -- 52 9.4 52 6.9

College or Arabic

Language & Arts 25 12.6 94 17.1 119 15.9

College of Business -- -- 120 21.8 120 16.0

College of Education 24 12.1 78 14.2 102 13.6

College of Engineering -- -- 48 8.7 48 6.4

College of Pharmacy -- -- 22 4.0 22 2.9

College of Associate

Medicine -- -- 12 2.2 12 1.6

College of Architecture

& Planning -- -- 12 2.2 12 1.6

College of Computer

Science -- -- 10 1.8 10 1.3

College of Dawa &

Usul Al-Dean 33 16.7 -- -- 33 4.4

College of Applied

Engineering & Science 25 12.6 -- -- 25 3.3

College of Social Science 26 13.1 -- -- 26 3.4

College of Medicine -- -- 29 5.3 29 3.9

College of Shar'ia &

Islamic Studies 65 32.8 -- —- 65 8.7

College of Science -- -- 49 8.19 49 6.6

(Zollege of Dentistry -- -- 18 3.3 18 2.4

Center of Teaching

Arabic Language -- -- 7 1.3 7 0.9
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The overwhelming majority (H’ students from lhmn Al-Qura

University (97% or 198) lived in off-campus residence halls. None

lived on campus. In contrast. a large majority of students from King

Saud (85.1% or 469) lived on campus: only 14.9% (82) lived off campus.

(See Table 4.6.)

Table 4.6.--Distribution of students by location of residence halls.

 

 

Umm-Al-Qura King Saud Total

Type of Residence Hall

N % N % N %

On campus -- -- 469 85.1 469 63.4

Off campus 198 97.0 82 14.9 280 36.6

 

As shown in Table 4.7. most of the students in the study

(64.9% or 486) had lived in residence halls between three and four

years: 33.9% (254) had lived in residence halls more than four years.

In the total sample. just nine students (1.2%) had lived in residence

halls between one and three years. The distribution was almost

identical at the two universities.

As shown in Table 4.8. 68.5% (76) of the total staff from the

'two Infiversities were non-Saudis. Sixty-seven percent (18) (H: the

staff at Umm Al-Qura were Saudis. whereas only 20.2% (17) of the staff

at: King Saud were Saudis. The proportion of non-Saudi staff at Umm

Al-Qura (33.3% or 9) was lower than that at King Saud (79.8% or 67).

 





 

56

Table 4.7.--Distribution of students by number of years they had

lived in residence halls.

 

 

Umm-Al-Qura King Saud Total

Number of Years

N % N % N %

1-2 years 2 1.0 -- -- 2 0.3

2-3 years 4 2.0 3 0.5 7 0.9

3-4 years 132 66.7 354 64.2 486 64.9

Over 4 years 60 30 3 194 35.2 254 33.9

 

Table 4.8.--Distribution of staff by nationality.

 

 

Umm-Al-Qura King Saud Total

Nationality

N % N % N %

Non-Saudi 9 33.3 67 79.8 76 68.5

Saudi 18 66.7 17 20.2 35 31.5

 

More male (71.2% or 79) than female (28.8% or 32) staff mem-

bers were employed at both universities. (See Table 4.9). Sixty-

three percent (17) of the staff from Umm Al-Qura were males. and 37%

(10) were females. At King Saud. 73.8% (62) of the staff were males.

and only 26.2% (22) were females.

The overwhelming majority of residence hall staff (83% or 92)

yvere married: only 17.1% (19) were single. Seventy-eight percent (21)

(of the staff at Umm Al-Qura and 84.5% (71) of the staff at King Saud
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were married. Conversely. 22.5% (6) of the staff at Umm Al-Qura and

15.5% (13) of the staff at King Saud were single. (See Table 4.10.)

Table 4.9.--Distribution of staff by gender.

 

 

 

 

 

Umm-Al-Qura King Saud Total

Gender

N % N % N %

Male 17 63.0 62 73.8 79 71.2

Female 10 37.0 22 26.2 32 28.8

Table 4.10.--Distribution of staff by marital status.

Umm-Al-Qura King Saud Total

Marital Status

N % N % N %

Married 21 77.8 71 84.5 92 82.9

Single 6 22.2 13 15.5 19 17.1

 

As shown in Table 4.11. 73.9% (82) of the staff members were

residence hall supervisors. 14.4% (16) were residence hall managers.

9.9% (11) were residence hall staff. and only 1.8% (2) were residence

hall managers' assistants. Fifty-nine percent (16) of the staff from

Umm Al-Qura were residence hall supervisors. and 78.6% (66) from King

Saud University performed that role.
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Table 4.11.--Distribution of staff by position in residence hall.

 

 

Umm-Al-Qura King Saud Total

Position

N % N % N %

Supervisor 16 59.3 66 78.6 82 73.9

Manager 7 25.9 9 10.7 16 14.4

Staff 3 11.1 8 9.5 11 9.9

Manager's assistant 1 3.7 l 1.2 2 1.8

 

Table 4.12 shows that 30.6% (34) of the total residence hall

staff were between the ages of 37 and 42. 24.3% (27) were between 31

and 36. and 18% (20) were between 25 and 30. All five (4.5%) of the

staff members over 48 years of age were from King Saud University.

The majority of the staff from Umm Al-Qura (40.7% or 11) were between

25 and 30. At King Saud. the majority (32.1% or 27) were between 37

and 42.

Table 4.12.--Distribution of staff by age.

 

 

Umm-Al-Qura King Saud Total

Age

N % N % N %

19-24 years 1 3.7 8 9.5 9 8.1

25-30 years 11 40.7 9 10.7 20 18.0

31-36 years 6 22.2 21 25.0 27 24.3

37-42 years 7 25.9 27 32.1 34 30.6

43-48 years 2 7.4 14 16.7 16 14.4

Over 48 years -- -- 5 6.0 5 4.5
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As shown in Table 4.13. the overwhelming majority of staff

members at both universities (76.6% or 85) had a bachelor's degree:

8.1% (9) had a high school education. 6.3% (7) had a secondary-school

education. 5.4% (6) had a master's degree. and 3.6% (4) had a doctor-

ate. At Umm Al-Qura. 59.3% (16) of the staff had a bachelor's degree:

at King Saud. 82.1% (69) had a bachelor's degree.

Table 4.13.--Distribution of staff by level of education.

 

 

Umm-Al-Qura King Saud Total

Level of Education

N % N % N %

Secondary school 2 7.4 5 6.0 7 6.3

High school 4 14.8 5 6.0 9 8.1

Bachelor's degree 16 59.3 69 82.1 85 76.6

Master's degree 3 11.1 3 3.6 6 5.4

Doctorate degree 2 7.4 2 2.4 4 3.6

 

Findings Pertaining to Research Question 1

Research Question 1: What are the perceptions of residence hall

students and staff at Umm Al-Qura and King Saud Universities con-

cerning the kinds of services students are now experiencing in

their dormitories?

In the following pages. the findings pertaining to the first

research question are discussed. The reader is reminded that the

response means with respect to students' and staff members' satisfac-

tion with dormitory services were categorized as follows:

1.00-2.33 = unsatisfactory

2.34-3.66 = satisfactory

3.67-5.00 = very satisfactory
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General Services

In the category of general services. students and staff at

both Umm Al-Qura and King Saud Universities perceived air-conditioning

as very satisfactory. Students and staff at Umm Al-Qura disagreed

with their counterparts at King Saud regarding residence hall

concentration. Students and staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived residence

hall concentration as satisfactory. whereas those at King Saud

perceived it as very satisfactory. Students and staff at King Saud

perceived the location of the residence hall as very satisfactory.

whereas students at Umm Al-Qura disagreed. Other general services

were perceived as satisfactory: none was perceived as unsatisfactory.

(See Tables 4.14 and 4.15.) Perceptions of each general service

category are discussed in the following paragraphs.

Table 4.14.--Means and standard deviations for staff members' percep-

tions of general services.

 

Umm Al-Qura King Saud Total

Item

Mean 5.0. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

 

Air conditioning 4.56 0.75 4.38 0.68 4.42 0.70

Residence hall concentration 3.33 1.27 4.35 0.74 4.09 0.99

Residence hall location 3.67 1.07 4.08 0.75 3.98 0.85

Elevator availability 3.04 1.09 3.66 1.29 3.51 1.27

Laundry machines 2.89 1.60 3.24 1.14 3.15 1.27

Quality of maintenance 3.44 1.22 3.00 1.09 3.11 1.13

Transportation 3.67 1.21 2.76 1.39 2.98 1.40

Access to parking 3.15 1.32 2.89 1.15 2.96 1.19

General feeling about 3.22 1.12 2.87 1.00 2.96 1.04

operation & maintenance

Employee to student ratio 3.30 1.27 2.58 1.31 2.76 1.33
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Table 4.15.--Means and standard deviations for students' perceptions

of general services.

 

Umm Al-Qura King Saud Total

Item

Mean 5.0. Mean 5.0. Mean S.D.

 

Air conditioning 4.39 0.93 3.87 1.05 4.01 1.05

Residence hall concentration 2.46 1.41 4.24 0.86 3.77 1.30

Residence hall location 3.22 1.40 3.90 1.05 3.72 1.19

Elevator availability 2.40 1.33 3.48 1.38 3.20 1.45

Employee to student ratio 3.20 1.21 2.77 1.09 2.89 1.14

Quality of maintenance 3.05 1.15 2 81 1.03 2.87 1.07

Transportation 3.23 1.40 2.73 1.24 2.86 1.30

General operation 2.97 1.09 2.75 0.99 2.81 1.02

Access to parking 2.72 1.44 2.49 1.23 2.55 1.29

Laundry machines 2.40 1.52 2.35 0.56 2.37 1.29

 

Air conditioning. General agreement existed between students

and staff at both universities regarding air conditioning services.

Such services were perceived as very satisfactory by students at Umm

Al-Qura (mean = 4.39). students at King Saud (mean = 3.87). staff at

Umm Al-Qura (mean = 4.56). and staff at King Saud (mean = 4.38).

Residence hall concentration. General disagreement was found

between students and staff concerning residence hall concentration.

Students and staff at Umm Al-Qura (means = 2.46 and 3.33. respec-

tively) perceived residence hall concentration as satisfactory.

However. students and staff at King Saud (means = 4.24 and 4.35.)

perceived residence hall concentration as very satisfactory.

Residence hall location. Staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 3.67).

staff at King Saud (mean = 4.08). and students at King Saud (mean =

3.90) perceived the residence hall location as very satisfactory.
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Only students at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 3.22) perceived the residence

hall location as satisfactory.

Transportation. Students at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 3.23) and

students and staff at King Saud (means = 2.73 and 2.76. respectively)

perceived transportation services as satisfactory. Only staff at Umm

Al-Qura (mean = 3.67) perceived transportation services as very

satisfactory.

Elevator availability. Students and staff at both universi-

ties agreed that elevator availability was satisfactory. Students at

Umm Al-Qura and King Saud (means = 2.40 and 3.48. respectively) and

staff at Umm Al-Qura and King Saud (means = 3.04 and 3.66. respec-

tively) perceived these services as satisfactory.

Employee to student ratio. Students at Umm Al-Qura and King

Saud (means = 3.20 and 2.77. respectively) agreed with staff members

from both universities (Umm Al-Qura mean = 3.30: King Saud mean =

2.58) that the employee to student ratio was satisfactory.

Quality of maintenance. Students at Umm Al-Qura and King Saud

(means = 3.05 and 2.81. respectively) agreed with staff at Umm Al-Qura

and King Saud (means = 3.44 and 3.00. respectively) in their percep-

tion that quality of maintenance was satisfactory.

General feeling about operation and maintenance. Students at

Umm Al-Qura (mean = 2.97) and those at King Saud (mean = 2.75) agreed

with staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 3.22) and at King Saud (mean = 2.87)

in their perception that the general operation of residence halls at

their universities was satisfactory.
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Access to parking. The perceptions of students at Umm Al-Qura

and King Saud (means = 2.72 and 2.49. respectively) agreed with those

of staff at Umm Al-Qura and King Saud (means = 3.15 and 2.89. respec-

tively) that residence hall students' access to parking was very

satisfactory.

Laundry machines. Students at Umm Al-Qura and King Saud

(means = 2.40 and 2.35. respectively) agreed with staff members at Umm

Al-Qura and King Saud (means = 2.89 and 3.24. respectively) in per-

ceiving the availability of laundry machines as satisfactory.

Information and Communication Services

Concerning information and communication services. students

and staff at Umm Al-Qura and King Saud Universities disagreed in their

perceptions of student orientation. Staff members perceived student

orientation as very satisfactory. whereas students perceived it as

satisfactory. Students at King Saud agreed with staff at both

universities that postal services were satisfactory. but students at

Umm Al-Qura perceived such services as unsatisfactory. Students

perceived information and communication services as unsatisfactory.

whereas staff at both universities perceived those services as

satisfactory. (See Tables 4.16 and 4.17.)

Student orientation. Students and staff at both universities

disagreed in their perceptions of student orientation. Staff at Umm

Al-Qura (mean = 4.22) and at King Saud (mean = 4.07) perceived student

orientation as very satisfactory. However. students at Umm Al-Qura
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(mean = 3.22) and at King Saud (mean =

orientation as satisfactory.

2.54) perceived student

Table 4.16.--Means and standard deviations for staff members'

perceptions of information and communication services.

 

 

 

 

 

 

Umm Al-Qura King Saud Total

Item

Mean 5.0. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Student orientation 4.22 0.75 4.07 0.85 4.11 0.83

General satisfaction with 3.41 1.08 3 55 0.96 3.51 0.99

information/communication

Disciplinary rules 3.56 1.89 3 36 1.05 3.41 1.08

Adequacy of information 2.56 1.22 2 92 1.23 2.83 1.24

Communication services 3.26 1.23 2 67 1.24 2.81 1.25

Postal services 2.55 1.34 2 83 1.24 2.81 1.27

Table 4.17.--Means and standard deviations for students' perceptions

of information and communication services.

Umm Al-Qura King Saud Total

Item

Mean 5.0. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Disciplinary rules 3.24 1.21 2.85 1.05 2.95 1.11

Student orientation 3.22 1.32 2.54 1.08 2.72 1.18

General satisfaction with 2.77 1.21 2.60 0.94 2.65 1.02

information/communication

Postal services 2.16 1.43 2.74 1.21 2.59 1.30

Adequacy of information 1.99 1.22 2.15 0.99 2.11 1.06

Communication services 2.24 1.45 1.78 1.08 1.90 1.20

General satisfaction with information/communication. Students
 

and staff at both universities agreed in their perceptions of
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information/communication services. Students at Umm Al-Qura (mean =

2.77) and at King Saud (mean = 2.60) agreed with staff at Umm Al-Qura

(mean = 3.41) and at King Saud (mean = 3.55) that the information/com-

munication services were satisfactory.

Disciplinary rules. Students and staff also agreed in their

perceptions of disciplinary rules. Students at Umm Al-Qura (mean =

3.24) and at King Saud (mean = 2.85) agreed with staff members at Umm

Al-Qura (mean = 3.56) and at King Saud (mean = 3.36) that disciplinary

rules were satisfactory.

Adequacy of information. Students and staff at both

universities disagreed in their perceptions of the adequacy of

information given to students. Students at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 1.99)

and at King Saud (mean = 2.15) perceived that the adequacy of informa-

tion was unsatisfactory. However. staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 2.56)

and at King Saud (mean = 2.92) perceived adequacy of information as

satisfactory.

memunication services. Students and staff at both

universities disagreed in their perceptions of communication services.

Students at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 2.24) and at King Saud (mean = 1.78)

perceived communication services as unsatisfactory. However. staff at

Umm Al-Qura (mean = 3.26) and at King Saud (mean = 2.67) perceived

such services as satisfactory.

Postal services. Staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 2.55) and at

King Saud (mean = 2.83). as well as students at King Saud (mean =

2.74). perceived postal services as satisfactory. Only students at
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Umm Al-Qura (mean = 2.16) perceived postal services as unsatisfactory.

Facility Services

Concerning facilities provided by the residence halls. both

students and staff at Umm Al-Qura and King Saud Universities agreed in

their perceptions that provision of furniture was very satisfactory

and that the accommodation of disabled students was unsatisfactory.

Students at both universities and staff at King Saud agreed that

provision of storage rooms was unsatisfactory. Staff at Umm Al-Qura

differed from their counterparts at King Saud regarding the provision

of rooms for parties. Space for belongings. and space for televisions.

(See Tables 4.18 and 4.19.)

Table 4.18.--Means and standard deviations for staff members'

perceptions of facility services.

 

Umm Al-Qura King Saud Total

Item

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

 

Provision of furniture 4.07 0.54 3.67 1.06 3.92 1.05

Rooms for parties 2.89 1.60 4.18 0.73 3.87 1.15

Space for television 2.57 1.28 4.05 0.92 3.69 1.20

General feeling about 3.41 0.93 3.17 1.00 3.23 0.99

facilities

Guest rooms for visitors 2.44 1.28 3.24 1.28 3.05 1.32

General satisfaction 3.22 1.12 2.87 1.08 2.96 1.10

with buildings

Quiet areas for study 2.67 1.41 3.01 1.28 2.93 1.31

Space for belongings 3.70 1.14 2.39 1.21 2.71 1.32

Storage rooms 3.56 1.12 2.25 1.25 2.57 1.34

Accommodations for disabled 2.30 1.44 2.05 1.14 2.11 1.22

 





67

Table 4.19.--Means and standard deviations for students' perceptions

of facility services.

 

 

Umm Al-Qura King Saud Total

Item

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Provision of furniture 4.26 0.98 3.93 0.95 4.02 0.97

Rooms for parties 2.38 1.45 3.43 1.15 3.15 1.32

Space for television 1.99 1.36 3.37 1.17 3.01 1.37

General satisfaction 2.86 1.09 2.61 1.06 2.68 1.08

with buildings

General feeling about 2.65 1.08 2.59 0.99 2.61 1.02

facilities

Quiet areas for study 2.67 1.50 2.61 1.32 2.51 1.38

Space for belongings 3.00 1.35 2.03 1.18 2.29 1.30

Guest rooms for visitors 1.93 1.30 2.26 1.09 2.17 1.16

Storage rooms 2.24 1.35 1.96 1.16 2.03 1.22

Accommodations for disabled 2.12 1.41 1.92 1.10 1.97 1.19

 

Provision of furniture. Students at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 4.26)

and at King Saud (mean = 3.93) agreed with staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean

= 4.07) and at King Saud (mean = 3.67) that provision of furniture was

very satisfactory.

Rooms for parties. Students at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 2.38) and

at King Saud (mean = 3.43) agreed with staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean =

2.89) that the provision of rooms for parties was satisfactory. In

contrast. staff at King Saud (mean = 4.18) perceived the provision of

rooms for parties as very satisfactory.

Space for television. Staff and students at both universities

disagreed in their perceptions of the provision of space for

television. Staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 2.57) perceived the

provision of space for television as satisfactory. whereas students at
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Umm Al-Qura (mean = 1.99) perceived it as unsatisfactory. Staff at

King Saud (mean = 4.05) perceived the provision of television space as

very satisfactory. but students at that university (mean = 3.37)

perceived it as satisfactory.

General feeling about facilities. Students at Umn1 Al-Qura

(mean = 2.65) and at King Saud (mean = 2.59) perceived that their

general feelings about the facilities were satisfactory. Staff at Umm

Al-Qura (mean = 3.41) and at King Saud (mean = 3.17) agreed with the

students in their general feelings about the facilities.

Guest rooms for visitors. Students disagreed with staff

regarding the provision of guest rooms for visitors. Students at Umm

Al-Qura (mean = 1.93) and at King Saud (mean = 2.26) perceived that

the provision of guest rooms for visitors was unsatisfactory. How-

ever. staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 2.44) and at King Saud (mean =

3.24) perceived the provision of guest rooms for visitors as

satisfactory.

Ggpgral satisfaction with buildipgp. Students at Umm Al-Qura

(mean = 2.86) and at King Saud (mean = 2.61) agreed with staff at Umm

Al-Qura (mean = 3.22) and at King Saud (mean = 2.87) in perceiving

their general satisfaction with residence hall buildings as

satisfactory.

Quiet areas for study. Students at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 2.67)

and at King Saud (mean = 2.61) agreed with staff at Umm Al-Qura and at

King Saud (means = 2.67 and 3.01. respectively) that provision of

quiet areas for study was satisfactory.
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Space for belongings. Staff at King Saud (mean = 2.39)

perceived the provision of space for belongings as satisfactory.

whereas students at the same university (mean = 2.03) perceived such

space as unsatisfactory. Staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 3.70) perceived

the provision of space for belongings as very satisfactory. but

students at the same university (mean = 3.00) perceived that space as

satisfactory.

Storage rooms. Staff and students at King Saud (means = 2.25

and 1.96. respectively) and students at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 2.24)

perceived the provision of storage rooms as unsatisfactory. Only

staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 3.56) perceived the provision of storage

rooms as satisfactory.

Accommodations for disabled. Students at Umm Al-Qura (mean =

2.12) and at King Saud (mean = 1.92). as well as staff at Umm Al-Qura

(mean = 2.30) and at King Saud (mean = 2.05). perceived accommodations

for the disabled as unsatisfactory.

Safety Services

With respect to safety services. students at Umm Al-Qura and

staff at both universities perceived that the lighting of rooms was

very satisfactory: only students at King Saud disagreed. The provi-

sion of fire extinguishers was perceived as satisfactory by students

at King Saud and staff at both universities; students at Umm Al-Qura

disagreed. Staff at King Saud disagreed with students and staff at

Umm Al-Qura on ambulance services. The provision of emergency exits

was perceived as unsatisfactory by all groups except staff at Umm
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Al-Qura. Staff and students at both universities perceived safety

orientation as unsatisfactory. (See Tables 4.20 and 4.21.)

Table 4.20.--Means and standard deviations for staff members'

perceptions of safety services.

 

 

Umm Al-Qura King Saud Total

Item

Mean 5.0. Mean S.D. Mean 5.0.

Room lighting 4.22 0.80 3.95 0.85 4.02 0.84

Fire extinguishers 2.74 1.46 3.56 1.09 3.36 1.23

Safety and security 3.67 1.11 3.16 1.17 3.28 1.17

First-aid availability 2.56 1.48 3.31 1.23 3.13 1.33

Ambulance services 2.22 1.53 3.24 1.28 2.99 1.41

General satis. with safety 2.89 1.42 2.92 1.03 2.91 1.13

and security measures

Emergency exits 2.74 1.61 1.87 1.19 2.08 1.35

Safety orientation 2.15 1.35 1.85 1.09 1.92 1.16

 

Table 4.21.--Means and standard deviations for students' perceptions

of safety services.

 

 

Umm Al-Qura King Saud Total

Item

Mean 5.0. Mean 5.0. Mean S.D.

Room lighting 3.90 1.04 3.63 1.03 3.70 1.04

Safety and security 3.38 1.30 2.76 1.18 2.92 1.24

Fire extinguishers 1.99 1.36 2.72 1.14 2.53 1.24

General satis. with safety 2.43 1.23 2.41 1.07 2.41 1.11

and security measures

First-aid availability 2.26 1.49 2.25 1.15 2.25 1.25

Ambulance services 1.10 1.39 2.21 1.18 2.13 1.25

Emergency exits 2.08 1.36 1.47 0.94 1.63 1.09

Safety orientation 1.81 1.24 1.44 0.93 1.53 1.02

 

Room lighting. Staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 4.22). staff at

King Saud (mean = 3.95). and students at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 3.90)
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perceived room lighting as very satisfactory. Only students at King

Saud (mean = 3.63) perceived room lighting as satisfactory.

Fire extinguishers. Staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 2.74). staff

at King Saud (mean = 3.56). and students at King Saud (mean = 2.72)

perceived the provision of fire extinguishers as satisfactory. Only

students at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 1.99) perceived the provision of fire

extinguishers as unsatisfactory.

Safety ppg_security. Students at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 3.38)

and at King Saud (mean = 2.76) perceived safety and security as

satisfactory. Staff at Umm Al-Qura and at King Saud (means = 3.67 and

3.16. respectively) agreed with students' perceptions in this area.

First-aid availability. Students and staff at both

universities agreed on the availability of first-aid services. Stu-

dents at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 2.26) and at King Saud (mean = 2.25)

agreed with staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 2.56) and at King Saud (mean

= 3.31) that the availability of first aid was satisfactory.

Ambulance services. Students at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 1.10) and

those at King Saud (mean = 2.21) agreed with staff at Umm Al-Qura

(mean = 2.22) that ambulance services were unsatisfactory. Only staff

from King Saud (mean = 3.24) perceived ambulance services as

satisfactory.

General satisfaction with safety and security measures. Stu-

dents at staff at both universities agreed in their perceptions of

satisfaction with safety. Students at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 2.43) and

at King Saud (mean = 2.41) agreed with staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean =
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2.89) and at King Saud (mean = 2.92) that satisfaction with safety was

satisfactory.

Emergency exits. Staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 2.74) perceived

the provision of emergency exits as satisfactory. On the other hand.

staff at King Saud (mean = 1.87). students at Umm Al-Qura (mean =

2.08). and those at King Saud (mean = 1.47) all perceived the

provision of emergency exits as unsatisfactory.

Safety orientation. Students at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 1.81) and

at King Saud (mean = 1.44) agreed with staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean =

2.15) and at King Saud (mean = 1.85) that safety orientation was

unsatisfactory.

Food Services

Concerning food services. staff at both universities perceived

the provision of economical meals. daily food services. and opportu-

nity for suggestions as very satisfactory: they viewed cooking

facilities in married housing as satisfactory. However. staff at Umm

Al-Qura disagreed with staff at King Saud about students preparing

their own meals. variety of food. eating outside the residence hall.

and general satisfaction with food services. Students at Umm Al-Qura

and King Saud agreed in their perceptions of food services but

disagreed with staff about cooking facilities in married housing.

opportunities to make suggestions. daily meal services. and provision

of economical meals. Students also disagreed with staff at King Saud

on the preparation of their own meals. variety of food. eating outside

the residence halls. and general satisfaction with food services.

(See Table 4.22 and 4.23.)
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Table 4.22.--Means and standard deviations for staff members'

perceptions of food services.

 

 

 

 

 

Umm Al-Qura King Saud Total

Item

Mean 5.0. Mean 5.0. Mean S.D.

Students not preparing 3.33 1.18 4.07 0.89 3.89 1.01

own meals

Economical meals 4.00 0.78 3.86 1.01 3.89 0.96

Daily meal services 3.74 1.10 3.93 1.10 3.83 1.09

Opportunities to make 3.78 1.09 3.70 0.97 3.72 0.99

suggestions

Variety of food 3.52 1.05 3.70 1.03 3.66 1.03

Students not eating out- 3.30 1.14 3.73 0.99 3.66 1.04

side the residence hall

General satisfaction with 3.44 0.97 3.93 0.93 3.41 0.94

food services

Cooking facilities in 2.59 1.42 2.71 1.28 2.69 1.31

married housing

Table 4.23.--Means and standard deviations for students' perceptions

of food services.

Umm Al-Qura King Saud Total

Item

Mean 5.0. Mean 5.0. Mean S.D.

Economical meals 3.58 1.21 3.45 1.14 3.49 1.16

Daily meal services 3.00 1.41 3.56 1.14 3.41 1.24

Students not preparing 2.88 1.29 3.45 1.18 3.30 1.24

own meals

Variety of food 2.61 1.42 2.62 1.22 2.62 1.28

Students not eating out- 2.58 1.46 2.55 1.29 2.55 1.34

side the residence hall

Opportunities to make 2.75 1.39 2.39 1.19 2.49 1.25

suggestions

General satisfaction 2.41 1.17 2.43 1.14 2.47 1.15

with food services

Cooking facilities in 2.29 1.44 2.29 1.21 2.29 1.27

married housing
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Students not preparing own meals. Staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean

= 3.33) and students at both universities (means = 2.88 for Umm Al-

Qura and 3.45 for King Saud) perceived the tendency for not preparing

one's own meals as satisfactory. Only staff at King Saud (mean =

4.07) perceived the tendency for not preparing one's own meals as very

satisfactory.

Economical meals. Staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 4.00) and at

King Saud (mean = 3.86) perceived the provision of economical meals as

very satisfactory. However. students at both universities (means =

3.58 for Umm Al-Qura and 3.45 for King Saud) perceived such provision

as satisfactory.

Variety of food. Staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 3.52) and

students at both universities (means = 2.61 for Umm Al-Qura and 2.62

for King Saud) agreed that the variety of food was satisfactory. Only

staff at King Saud (mean = 3.70) perceived the variety of food as very

satisfactory.

Students not eating outside the residence hall. Staff at Umm

Al-Qura (mean = 3.30) and students at both universities (means = 2.58

for Umm Al-Qura and 2.55 for King Saud) perceived the tendency not to

eat outside the residence hall as satisfactory. Only staff at King

Saud (mean = 3.73) perceived this tendency as very satisfactory.

Daily meal services. Staff at both universities disagreed

 

Mfith students concerning daily meal services. Staff at Umm Al-Qura

(mean = 3.74) agreed with staff at King Saud (mean = 3.93) that the

daily meal services were very satisfactory. However. students at both
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universities (means = 3.00 for Umm Al-Qura and 3.56 for King Saud)

perceived daily meal services as satisfactory.

Opportunities to mgke suggestions. Staff disagreed with

students at both universities on opportunities to make suggestions

regarding food services. Staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 3.78) and staff

at King Saud (mean = 3.70) perceived such opportunities as very

satisfactory. 0n the other hand. students at both universities (means

= 2.75 for Umm Al-Qura and 2.39 for King Saud) perceived the opportu-

nities to make suggestions as satisfactory.

General satisfaction. Staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 3.44) and

students at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 2.41) and King Saud (mean = 2.43)

perceived general satisfaction with food services as satisfactory.

Only staff at King Saud (mean = 3.93) perceived general satisfaction

with food services as very satisfactory.

Cooking facilities in married housing. Staff and students

from both universities disagreed in their perceptions of the cooking

facilities in married housing. Staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 2.59) and

at King Saud (mean = 2.71) perceived these facilities as satisfactory.

whereas students at Umm Al-Qura and King Saud (both with means = 2.29)

perceived them as unsatisfactory.

Social Interaction

Staff at both Umm Al-Qura and King Saud agreed on the

provision of facilities for social interaction: they differed on the

provision of athletic facilities. Students at Umm Al-Qura and King
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Saud agreed on provision of facilities for social interaction but

disagreed on the provision of athletic facilities and mosque

availability. Both staff and students at Umm Al-Qura perceived the

athletic facilities as unsatisfactory: students and staff at King Saud

viewed them as satisfactory. Only the athletic facilities at Umm Al-

Qura were perceived as unsatisfactory. All other services were

perceived as satisfactory or very satisfactory. (See Tables 4.24 and

4.25.)

Table 4.24.--Means and standard deviations for staff members'

perceptions of social interaction.

 

Umm Al-Qura King Saud Total

Item

Mean 5.0. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

 

Mosque availability 3.82 1.15 4.42 0.66 4.27 0.84

Promotion of religious 4.26 0.71 4.10 0.77 4 14 0.76

values & environment

Brotherhood & friendship 4.19 0.88 3.93 0.80 3.99 0.83

Cultural exchange 4.11 0.89 3.76 1.06 3.85 1.03

Self-discipline 3.85 0.95 3.75 0.89 3.78 0.90

Flexibility of rules 4.00 0.96 3.67 1.07 3.75 1.05

Provision of religious 3.70 1 17 3.73 0.97 3.72 1.02

activities

Athletic facilities 2.00 1.24 2 83 1.18 2.63 1.24
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Table 4.25.--Means and standard deviations for students' perceptions

of social interaction.

 

 

Umm Al-Qura King Saud Total

Item

Mean 3.0. Mean 5.0. Mean S.D.

Mosque availability 3.30 1.55 4.15 0.93 3.93 1.19

Brotherhood & friendship 3.55 1.17 3.49 1.01 3.51 1.05

Promotion of religious 3.42 1.28 3.29 1.09 3.33 1.15

values & environment

Cultural exchange 3.24 1.38 3.08 1.11 3.13 1.19

Self-discipline 3.04 1.32 3.09 1.14 3.08 1.19

Provision of religious 2.65 1.45 3.16 1.14 3.03 1.25

activities

Athletic facilities 1.17 1.34 3.31 1.21 2.90 1.40

Flexibility of rules 2.94 1.29 2.62 1.07 2.70 1.14

 

Mosqueyayailability. Staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 3.82).

staff at King Saud (mean = 4.42). and students at King Saud (mean =

4.15) perceived mosque availability as very satisfactory. In

contrast. students at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 3.30) perceived mosque

availability as satisfactory.

Promptjon of religious values ppd environment. At both

universities. staff and students disagreed on the promotion of

religious values and environment. Staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 4.26)

and at King Saud (mean = 4.10) perceived the promotion of religious

values as very satisfactory. However. students at Umm Al-Qura (mean =

3.42) and at King Saud (mean = 3.29) perceived the promotion of

religious values as satisfactory.

Brotherhood and friendship. At both universities. staff and

students disagreed in their perceptions of brotherhood and friendship.
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Staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 4.19) and at King Saud (mean = 4.10)

perceived brotherhood and friendship as very satisfactory. whereas

students at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 3.55) and at King Saud (mean = 3.49)

perceived brotherhood and friendship as satisfactory.

Cultgral exchange. Staff and students at Umm Al-Qura and King

Saud disagreed on cultural exchange. Staff at lhmn Al-Qura (mean =

4.11) and at King Saud (mean = 3.76) perceived cultural exchange as

very satisfactory. However. students at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 3.24) and

at King Saud (mean = 3.08) perceived cultural exchange as

satisfactory.

Self-discipline. Staff and students at the two universities

disagreed in their perceptions of self-discipline. Staff at Umm Al-

Qura (mean = 3.85) and at King Saud (mean = 3.75) perceived exercise

of self-discipline as very satisfactory. However. students at Umm Al-

Qura (mean = 3.04) and at King Saud (mean = 3.09) saw the exercise of

self-discipline as satisfactory.

Flexibility of rules. Staff and students at Umm Al-Qura and

King Saud disagreed on flexibility of rules. Staff at Umm Al-Qura

(mean = 4.00) and at King Saud (mean = 3.67) perceived flexibility of

rules as very satisfactory. Students at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 2.94) and

at King Saud (mean = 2.62) perceived flexibility of rules as

satisfactory.

Provision of religjousyactivities. Staff and students at Umm

Al-Qura and King Saud disagreed on the provision of religious

activities. Staff at Umm Al-Qura (mean = 3.70) and at King Saud (mean
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= 3.73) perceived the provision of religious activities as very

satisfactory. whereas students at Umm lU-Qura (mean = 2.65) and at

King Saud (mean = 3.16) perceived such provision as satisfactory.

Athletic facilities. Students and staff at King Saud (means =

3.31 and 2.83. respectively) perceived the athletic facilities as

satisfactory. Conversely. staff and students at Umm Al-Qura (means =

2.00 and 1.17. respectively) perceived them as unsatisfactory.

Findings Pertaining to Research Question 2 and

Hypotheses l and 2

Research Question 2; What similarities and differences exist

between residence hall students and staff at Umm Al-Qura Univer-

sity and between residence hall students and staff at King Saud

University concerning their perceptions of the types of services

and programs available to students in the dormitories?

Hypothesis-l: There is no statistically significant difference

between residence hall students and staff at Umm Al-Qura Univer-

sity concerning their perceptions of the types of services and

programs available to students in the dormitories.

Hypothesis 2: There is no statistically significant difference

between residence hall students and staff at King Saud University

concerning their perceptions of the types of services and pro-

grams available to students in the dormitories.

General Services

The ANOVA results for the general services category are

presented in Table 4.26. The results indicated the following

statistically significances in respondents' perceptions of the quality

of general services. The means for staff and students are given in

parentheses.

Staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived a significantly higher quality

than students in the following areas of general services: (a)
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residence hall concentration (staff 3.33. students 2.46) and (b)

elevator availability (staff 3.04. students 2.40).

Staff at King Saud perceived a significantly higher quality

than students in the following areas of general services: (a) air

conditioning (staff 4.37. students 3.88). (b) laundry machines (staff

3.22. students 2.36). and (c) access to parking (staff 2.88. students

2.50).

Information and Communication Services

The ANOVA results for the information and communication

services category are presented in Table 4.27. The results indicated

the following statistically significances in respondents' perceptions

of information and communication services. The means for staff and

students are given in parentheses.

Staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived a significantly higher quality

than students in the following areas of information and communication

services: (a) student orientation (staff 4.22. students 3.22). (b)

communication services (staff 3.26. students 2.24). and (c) general

feeling about information/communication (staff 3.4l. students 2.77).

They perceived a significantly lower quality than students in adequacy

of information (students l.99. staff 1.56).

Staff at King Saud perceived a significantly higher quality

than students in the following areas of information and communication

services: (a) student orientation (staff 4.06. students 2.55). (b)

disciplinary rules (staff 3.34. students 2.85). (c) adequacy of
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information (staff 2.89. students 2.16). and (d) communication serv-

ices (staff 2.64. students l.79). Staff perceived a significantly

lower quality than students regarding general feeling about informa-

tion/communication (staff 3.53. students 3.6l).

Facility Services

The ANOVA results for the facility services category are

presented in Table 4.28. The results indicated the following

statistically significant differences in respondents' perceptions

regarding the adequacy of facility services. The means for staff and

students are given in parentheses.

Staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived a significantly higher quality

than students in the following areas: (a) provision of furniture

(staff 4.70. students 4.26). (b) space for television (staff 2.56.

students 1.99). (c) guest rooms for visitors (staff 2.44. students

l.93). (d) space for belongings (staff 3.70. students 3.00). (e) stor-

age rooms (staff 3.56. students 2.24). and (f) general feeling about

facilities (staff 3.41. students 2.65).

Staff at King Saud perceived a significantly higher quality

than students in the following areas: (a) rooms for parties (staff

4.l7. students 3.43). (b) space for television (staff 4.04. students

3.38). (c) guest rooms for visitors (staff 3.22. students 2.26). (d)

general satisfaction with buildings (staff 2.86. students 2.6l). (e)

quiet areas for study (staff 2.99. students 2.60). (f) space for

belongings (staff 2.40. students 2.04). and (9) general feeling about
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facilities (staff 3.l5. students 2.59). Staff perceived a: signifi-

cantly lower quality than students regarding provision of furniture

(staff 3.65. students 3.93).

Safety Services

The ANOVA results for the safety services category are

presented in Table 4.29. The results indicated the following

statistically significant differences iri respondents' perceptions of

the quality of safety services. The means for staff and students are

given in parentheses.

The staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived a significantly higher

quality than students in the following areas of safety services: (a)

fire extinguishers (staff 2.74. students l.99) and (b) emergency exits

(staff 2.74. students 2.08).

Staff at King Saud perceived a significantly higher quality

than students in the following areas of safety services: (a) room

lighting (staff 3.94. students 3.63). (b) fire extinguishers (staff

3.54. students 2.72). (c) safety and security (staff 3.13. students

2.76). (d) first-aid availability (staff 3.29. students 2.25). (e)

ambulance services (staff 3.22. students 2.22). (f) emergency exits

(staff l.83. students 1.47). (9) safety orientation (staff l.83.

students 1.44). and (h) general satisfaction with safety and security

measures (staff 2.90. students 2.41).
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Food Services

The ANOVA results for the food services category are presented

in Table 4.30. The results indicated the following statistically sig-

nificant differences in respondents' perceptions of the quality of

food services. The means for staff and students are given in paren-

theses.

Staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived a significantly higher quality

than students in the following areas of food services: (a) variety of

food (staff 3.52. students 2.61). (b) daily meal services (staff 3.74.

students 3.00). (c) opportunities to make suggestions (staff 2.78.

students 2.75). and (d) general satisfaction with food services (staff

3.44. students 2.4l). Staff perceived a significantly higher tendency

than students regarding students not eating outside the residence hall

(staff 3.33. students 2.88).

Staff at King Saud perceived a significantly higher quality

than students in the following areas of food services: (a) economical

meals (staff 3.84. students 3.46). (b) variety of food (staff 3.69.

students 2.63). (c) daily meal services (staff 3.92. students 3.56).

(d) opportunities to make suggestions (staff 3.69. students 2.40). (6)

cooking facilities in married housing (staff 2.72. students 2.29). and

(f) general satisfaction with food services (staff 3.37. students

2.49). Staff perceived a significantly higher tendency than students

in (a) students not preparing own meals (staff 4.07. students 3.45)

and (b) students not eating outside the residence hall (staff 3.73.

students 2.55).
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Social Interaction

The ANOVA results for the social interaction category are

presented in Table 4.31. The results indicated the following

statistically significant differences in respondents' perceptions of

social interaction. The means for staff and students are given in

parentheses.

Staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived a significantly higher quality

than students in the following areas of social interaction: (a)

promotion of religious values and environment (staff 4.26. students

3.42). (b) brotherhood and friendship (staff 4.19. students 3.55). (c)

cultural exchange (staff 4.11. students 3.24). (d) self-discipline

(staff 3.85. students 3.04). (e) flexibility of rules (staff 4.00.

students 2.94). and (f) provision of religious activities (staff 3.70.

students 2.65).

Staff at King Saud perceived a significantly higher quality

than students in the following areas of social interaction: (a)

mosque availability (staff 4.41. students 4.16). (b) promotion of

religious values and environment (staff 4.08. students 3.30). (c)

brotherhood and friendship (staff 3.92. students 3.50). (d) cultural

exchange (staff 3.75. students 3.09). (e) self-discipline (staff 3.74.

students 3.10). (f) flexibility of rules (staff 3.65. students 2.62).

and (g) provision of religious activities (staff 3.71. students 3.16).

Staff perceived the athletic facilities to be of significantly lower

quality than did students (staff 2.81. students 3.31).
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Summary of Hypothesis Tests

Statistically significant differences were found between staff

and students at Umm Al-Qura University concerning their perceptions of

25 (50%) of the residence hall services examined in this study.

Statistically significant differences were found between staff

and students at King Saud University concerning their perceptions of

40 (80%) of the residence hall services examined in this study.

Findin s Pertainin to Research uestion 3 and

Hypothesis 3

Research Question 3: What similarities and differences exist

between residence hall students and staff at Umm Al-Qura Univer-

sity and between residence hall students and staff at King Saud

University concerning their perceptions of the types of services

and programs available to students in the dormitories?

Hypothesis 3: There is no statistically significant difference

between students/staff at Umm Al-Qura University and students/

staff at King Saud University concerning their perceptions of the

types of services and programs available to students in the dor-

mitories.

General Services

The ANOVA results for the general services category are

presented in Table 4.32. The results indicated the following

statistically significant differences in perceptions of the quality of

general services between students and staff at Umm Al-Qura and their

counterparts at King Saud. The means for the two groups are given in

parentheses.

 





Table 4.32.--ANOVA results for perceptions of general services:

students/staff at Umm Al-Qura and students/staff at
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King Saud.

Item Group No. Mean S.D. F p

mass- 2:: 2:2: 1:3:

Eszzgszszazln mama. 2:: 2:22 1:2:

$22233: was. 2:: 3:2: 1:3:

5:395:53. 2:: 5:2: 1:32

mass. 23: 2:2; 1:3;

ail-rm 5.295333. 2:: 5:2: 1:12:

. .. 3:: w:

Amt°°""""g 51.193383... 233 3:33 1:33, 5-25 «12*

Laundry machines King Saud 635 2.47 1.23

Umm Al-Qura 225 2.46 1.53 '01 '93

General feeling about EmggAifigSra 2%: 3:33 1:33 8.39 .004**
operation & maint.

 

*Significant at the .05 level.

**Significant at the .01 level.

***Significant at the .001 level.
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Students and staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived a significantly

higher quality than students and staff at King Saud in the following

areas of general services: (a) air conditioning (Umm Al-Qura 4.41.

King Saud 3.94). (b) transportation (Umm Al-Qura 3.28. King Saud

2.73). (c) employee to student ratio (Umm Al-Qura 3.21. King Saud

2.75). (d) quality of maintenance (Umm Al-Qura 3.10. King Saud 2.84).

(e) general feeling about operation and maintenance (Umm Al-Qura 3.00.

King Saud 2.77). and (f) access to parking (Umm Al-Qura 2.77. King

Saud 2.55). Students and staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived a

significantly lower quality than students and staff at King Saud in

the following areas: (a) residence hall concentration (Umm Al-Qura

2.56. King Saud 4.26). (b) residence hall location (Umm Al-Qura 3.28.

King Saud 3.92). and (c) elevator availability (Umm Al-Qura 2.48. King

Saud 3.51).

Information and Communication Services

The ANOVA results for the information and communication

services category are presented in Table 4.33. The results indicated

the following statistically significant differences in perceptions of

the quality of information and communication services between students

and staff at Umm Al-Qura and their counterparts at King Saud. The

means for the two groups are given in parentheses.

Students and staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived a significantly

higher quality than students and staff at King Saud in the following
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areas of information and communication services: (a) student orienta-

tion (Umm Al-Qura 3.34. King Saud 2.75). (b) disciplinary rules (Umm

Al-Qura 3.28. King Saud 2.92). and (c) communication services (Umm Al-

Qura 2.36. King Saud 1.90). Respondents from Umm Al-Qura perceived a

significantly lower quality than those at King Saud in the following

areas: (a) adequacy of information (Umm Al-Qura 2.05. King Saud 2.25)

and (b) postal services (Umm Al-Qura 2.20. King Saud 2.76).

Table 4.33.--ANOVA results for perceptions of information and

students/staff at Umm Al-Quracommunication services:

and students/staff at King Saud.

 

 

Item Group No. Mean S.D. F p

Student orientation King Saud 635 2.75 1.17

Umm Al-Qura 225 3.34 1.30 39-85 ~0°°**

Disciplinary rules King Saud 635 2.92 1.07

Umm Al-Qura 225 3.28 1.29 ‘8-00 -000**

Adequacy of infor- King Saud 635 2.25 1.06 5 35 02*

mation Umm Al-Qura 225 2.05 1.23 ° ‘

Communication King Saud 635 1.90 1.14

services Umm Al-Qura 225 2.36 1.45 23°47 °°°°**

Postal services King Saud 635 2.76 1.22

Umm Al-Qura 225 2.20 1.42 32°05 ~°°°**

General satisfaction King Saud 635 2.73 1.00 2 08 15

with information/ Umm Al-Qura 225 2.85 1.21 ° ‘

communication

 

*Significant at the .05 level.

**Significant at the .001 level.
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Facility Services

The ANOVA results for the facility services category are

presented in Table 4.34. The results indicated the following

statistically significant differences in perceptions of the quality of

facility services between students and staff from Umm Al-Qura and

those from King Saud. The means for the two groups are given in

parentheses.

Students and staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived a significantly

higher quality than students and staff at King Saud in the following

areas of facility services: (a) provision of furniture (Umm Al-Qura

4.32. King Saud 3.90). (b) general satisfaction with buildings (Umm

Al-Qura 2.91. King Saud 2.64). (c) space for belongings (Umm Al-Qura

3.08. King Saud 2.09). (d) storage rooms (Umm Al-Qura 2.40. King Saud

2.00). and (e) accommodations for disabled (Umm Al-Qura 2.14. King

Saud 1.93). Umm Al-Qura respondents perceived a significantly lower

quality than the King Saud group in the following areas: (a) rooms

for parties (Umm Al-Qura 2.44. King Saud 3.53). (b) space for

television (Umm Al-Qura 2.06. King Saud 3.46). (c) guest rooms for

visitors (Umm Al-Qura 1.99. King Saud 2.39). and (d) quiet areas for

study (Umm Al-Qura 2.32. King Saud 2.65).
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Table 4.34.--ANOVA results for perceptions of facility services:

students/staff at Umm Al-Qura and students/staff at

 

 

King Saud.

Item Group No. Mean S.D. F p

Provision of King Saud 635 3.90 .97

furniture Umm Al-Qura 225 4.32 .95 31-37 ‘000***

Rooms for parties King Saud 635 3.53 1.13

Umm Al-Qura 225 2.44 1.48 129-15 -0°°***

Space for television King Saud 635 3.46 1.17

Umm Al-Qura 225 2.06 l.36 220-73 ~000***

Guest rooms for King Saud 635 2.39 1.16

visitors Umm Al-Qura 225 1.99 1.30 17-93 ~°°°***

General satisfaction King Saud 635 2.64 1.07

with buildings Umm Al-Qura 225 2.91 1.10 9-85 ~°°2**

Quiet areas for study King Saud 635 2.65 1.32

Umm Al-Qura 225 2.32 1.50 10-05 -0°2**

Space for belongings King Saud 635 2.09 1.19

Umm Al-Qura 225 3.08 1.34 108-38 ~0°0***

Storage rooms King Saud 635 2.00 1.17

Umm Al-Qura 225 2.40 1.39 17-92 °°°°***

Accommodations for King Saud 635 1.93 1.10 5 28 02*

disabled Umm Al-Qura 225 2.14 1.41 ‘ '

General feeling King Saud 635 2.67 1.01 94 33

about facilities Umm Al-Qura 225 2.74 1.09 ‘ '

 

*Significant at the .05 level.

**Significant at the .01 level.

***Significant at the .001 level.
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Safety Services

The ANOVA results for the safety services category are pre-

sented in Table 4.35. The results indicated the following statisti-

cally significant differences in perceptions of the quality of safety

services between students and staff at Umm Al-Qura and their counter-

parts at King Saud. The means for the two groups are given in paren-

theses.

Table 4.35.--ANOVA results for perceptions of safety services:

students/staff at Umm Al-Qura and students/staff at

 

 

King Saud.

Item Group No. Mean S.D. F p

Room lighting King Saud 635 3.67 1.01

Umm Al-Qura 225 3.94 1.02 11 92 ~0°l*

Fire extinguishers King Saud 635 2.83 1.16

Umm Al-Qura 225 2.08 1.39 62-04 °°°°*

Safety & security King Saud 635 2.81 1.19

Umm Al-Qura 225 3.41 1.28 41:37 ~00°*

First-aid availa- King Saud 635 2.39 1.21 83 36

bility Umm Al-Qura 225 2.30 1.49 ' '

Ambulance services King Saud 635 2.35 1.24

Umm Al-Qura 225 1.95 1.41 15-95 ~°°°*

Emergency exits King Saud 635 1.52 .98

Umm Al-Qura 225 1.16 1.40 55-54 -000*

Safety orientation King Saud 635 1.49 .95

Umm Al-Qura 225 1.85 1.25 20°08 ~°°°*

General satis. with King Saud 635 2.47 1.08 04 84

safety & security Umm Al-Qura 225 2.49 1.26 ' °

measures

 

*Significant at the .001 level.
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Students and staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived a significantly

higher quality than those from King Saud in the following areas of

safety services: (a) room lighting (Umm Al-Qura 3.94. King Saud

3.67). (b) safety and security (Umm Al-Qura 3.41. King Saud 2.81). and

(c) safety orientation (Umm Al-Qura 1.85. King Saud 1.49). Umm Al-

Qura respondents perceived a significantly lower quality than the King

Saud group in the following areas: (a) fire extinguishers (Umm Al-

Qura 2.08. King Saud 2.83). (b) ambulance services (Umm Al-Qura 1.95.

King Saud 2.35). and (c) emergency exits (Umm Al-Qura l.l6. King Saud

1.52).

Food Services

The ANOVA results for the food services category are presented

in Table 4.36. The results indicated the following statistically

significant differences in perceptions of the quality of food services

between students and staff from Umm Al-Qura and students and staff

from King Saud. The means for the two groups are given in

parentheses.

Students and staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived a significantly

higher quality than students and staff at King Saud regarding opportu-

nities to make suggestions (Umm Al-Qura 2.87. King Saud 2.57).

Students and staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived a significantly lower

quality than those at King Saud in daily meal services (Umm Al-Qura

3.08. King Saud 3.61); they perceived a lower tendency for students

not preparing own meals (Umm al-Qura 2.93. King Saud 3.53).

 



  



Table 4.36.--ANOVA results for perceptions of food services:

students/staff at Umm Al-Qura and students/staff at

King Saud.
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Item Group No. S.D. p

Students not prepr- King Saud 635 3.53 1.17 000**

ing own meals Umm Al-Qura 225 2.93 1.29 '

Economical meals King Saud 635 3.51 1.13 6

Umm Al-Qura 225 3.63 1.17 -1

Variety of food King Saud 635 2.77 1.25 61

Umm Al-Qura 225 2.72 1.41 °

Students not eating King Saud 635 2.71 1.32 66

outside the residence Umm Al-Qura 225 2.66 1.45 '

hall

Daily meal services King Saud 635 3.61 1.14 000**

Umm Al-Qura 225 3.08 1.39 °

Opportunities to King Saud 635 2.57 1.24 002*

make suggestions Umm Al-Qura 225 2.87 1.40 '

Cooking facilities King Saud 635 2.35 1.22 8

in married housing Umm Al-Qura 225 2.32 1.44 ° 4

General satisfaction King Saud 635 2.61 1.16 46

with food services Umm Al-Qura 225 2.54 1.19 °

 

*Significant at the .01 level.

**Significant at the .001 level.

Social Interaction

The ANOVA results for the social interaction category are

presented in Table 4.37.

statistically significant differences

The results indicated the following

in the perceptions of social

interaction between students and staff from Umm Al-Qura and their
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counterparts from King Saud. The means for the two groups are given

in parentheses.

'Table 4.37.--ANOVA results for perceptions of social interaction:

students/staff at Umm Al-Qura and students/staff at

King Saud.

 

Item Group No. Mean S.D. F p

 

90Mosque availability K109 Saud 635 1:52 95.18 .000*
Umm Al-Qura 225

19

36

Promotion of religious King Saud 635 40 1.09 1 86 17

values & environment Umm Al-Qura 225 52 1.25 ° °

Brotherhood and King Saud 635 .55 .99 81 37

friendship Umm Al-Qura 225 .62 1.16 ° '

Cultural exchange King Saud 635 8 1.13

5Umm A'I-Qura 225 1.36 3.46 .05

1.13Self-diSCipline King Saud 635 1.30 .29 .59

Umm Al-Qura 225

‘
0
0

N
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D

D
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N
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0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
%

O
O

O
O

O
O

O
O

O
O

O

_
.
n
_
a

0
0
.
.
.
;

w
o
o

Flexibility of rules King Saud 635 75 1.12

Umm Al-Qura 225 .07 1.30 11-83 ~001*

Provision of King Saud 635 23 1.13

religious activities Umm Al-Qura 225 78 1.46 23°05 '000*

Athletic facilities King Saud 635 24 1.20

Umm Al-Qura 225 80 1.33 227-76 -000*

 

*Significant at the .001 level.

Students and staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived a significantly

higherfquality than students and staff at King Saud in the flexibility

of rules (Umm Al-Qura 3.07. King Saud 2.75). The Umm Al-Qura group

perceived a significantly lower quality than did King Saud respondents
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in the following areas of social interaction: (a) mosque

availability (Umm Al-Qura 3.36. King Saud 4.19). (b) provision of

religious activities (Umm Al—Qura 2.78. King Saud 3.23). and (c)

athletic facilities (Umm Al-Qura 1.80. King Saud 3.24).

Summaryaof Hypothesis Tests

Statistically significant differences were found between

students/staff at Umm Al-Qura University and students/staff at King

Saud University concerning their perceptions of 36 (72%) of the

residence hall services examined in this study.

Findings Pertaining to Research Question 4 and

Hypotheses 4 Through 7

Research Question 4: What similarities and differences exist in

the perceptions of residence hall students at both Umm Al-Qura

and King Saud Universities according to their nationality.

gender. age. and size of residence hall?

Hypothesis 4: There is rui statistically significant difference

among students of different nationalities concerning their per-

ceptions of the types of services and programs available to stu-

dents in the dormitories.

Hypothesis 5: There is no statistically significant difference

between male and female students concerning their perceptions of

the types of services and programs available to students in the

dormitories.

Hypothesis 6: There is no statistically significant difference

among students in different age groups concerning their percep-

tions of the types of services and programs available to students

in the dormitories.

Hypothesis 7: There is no statistically significant difference

among students living in various sizes of residence halls con-

cerning their perceptions of the types of services and programs

available to students in the dormitories.

In the analysis of the data. the ages of students were cate-

gorized into two classes (19-24 and 25-30 years old). and size of
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residence halls was also categorized into two classes (200 or less and

more than 200). These classes were chosen for the purpose of having a

reasonable number of subjects in each group.

General Services

The differences in the means of students' perceptions of

general services according to nationality. gender. age. and size of

residence hall were compared by using ANOVA. The results of that

analysis (F and p values) are shown in Table 4.38. In the following

paragraphs. only those specific areas are discussed in which

statistically significant differences between groups were found.

Air conditioning. As shown in Table 4.39. students' percep-

tions of air conditioning services differed significantly according to

age group. Students in the 25-30 year group (mean = 4.21) perceived

the air conditioning services to be significantly better than did stu-

dents in the 19-24 year group (mean = 3.97).

Residence hall concentration. Students' perceptions of resi-

dence hall concentration differed significantly according to national-

ity. gender. age. and size of residence hall. (See Table 4.39).

Residence hall concentration was perceived a significantly better by

3.56).Saudi students (mean = 3.87) than by non-Saudi students (mean

by male students (mean = 3.92) than by female students (mean 3.33).

by students 19-24 years old (mean = 3.82) than by students 25-30 years

old (mean = 3.56). and by students who lived in residence halls with

more than 200 people (mean = 4.12) than by students who lived in resi-

dence halls with 200 or fewer people (mean = 3.39).
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Residence hall location. .As shown it: Table 4.39. students'

perceptions of residence hall location differed significantly

according to gender and size of residence hall. Residence hall

location was perceived as significantly better by male students (mean

= 3.91) as compared to female students (mean = 3.12) and by students

who lived in residence halls with more than 200 people (mean = 3.91)

as compared to students who lived in residence halls with 200 or fewer

people (mean = 3.50).

Iaapsportation. The results shown in Table 4.39 indicate that

students' perceptions of transportation services differed signifi-

cantly according to gender. age. and size of residence hall. Trans-

portation services were perceived as significantly better by female

students (mean = 3.51) as compared to male students (mean = 2.65). by

students in the 19-24 year age group (mean = 2.91) as compared to

those in the 25-30 year age group (mean = 2.63). and by students who

lived in residence halls with 200 or fewer people (mean == 2.98) as

compared to those who lived in residence halls with more than 200

people (mean = 2.75).

Eleyatoriayajlability. Students' perceptions of elevator

availability differed significantly according to nationality. gender.

and size of residence hall. (See Table 4.39). Elevator services were

perceived as significantly better by Saudi students (mean = 3.28) than

by non-Saudi students (mean = 3.01). by male students (mean = 3.60)

than by female students (mean = 1.97). and by students who lived in

residence halls with more than 200 people (mean = 3.78) than by
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students who lived in residence halls with 200 or fewer people (mean =

2.56).

Access to_parking. As shown in Table 4.39. students'

perceptions of access to parking differed significantly according to

size of residence hall. Access to parking was perceived as signifi-

cantly better by students who lived in residence halls with 200 or

fewer people (mean = 2.65) than by students who lived in residence

halls with more than 200 people (mean = 2.46).

Laundry machines. Students' perceptions of laundry machines

differed significantly according to gender. age. and size of residence

hall. Laundry machines were perceived as significantly better by

female students (mean = 3.18) as compared to male students (mean =

2.10). by students in the 19-24 year age group (mean = 2.41) as

compared to those in the 25-30 year age group (mean = 2.15). and by

students who lived in residence halls with 200 or fewer people (mean =

2.57) as compared to those who lived in residence halls with more than

200 people (mean = 2.18).

Information and Communication Services

The differences in means of students' perceptions of

information and communication services according to nationality.

gender. age. and size of residence hall were compared by using ANOVA.

The results of that analysis (F and p values) are shown in Table 4.40.

§Ladent orientation. Students' perceptions of student

orientation differed significantly according to age. (See Table

4.41). Student orientation was perceived as significantly better by
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students in the 25-30 year age group (mean = 2.98) than by students in

the l9-24 year age group (mean = 2.67).

General satisfaction with information/commgflication. As shown

in Table 4.4l. students' general satisfaction with information/commu-

nication differed significantly according to nationality. This gen-

eral satisfaction was perceived as significantly better by non-Saudi

students (mean = 2.78) than by Saudi students (mean = 2.59).

Disciplinary rules. The results shown in Table 4.4l indicate

that students' perceptions of disciplinary rules differed signifi-

cantly according to size of residence hall. Disciplinary rules were

perceived as significantly better by students who lived in residence

halls with 200 or fewer people (mean = 3.l4) as compared to those who

lived in residence halls more than 200 people (mean = 2.78).

Communication services. As shown iri Table 4.41. students'

perceptions of communication services differed significantly according

to nationality. gender. and size of residence hall. Communication

services were perceived as significantly better by non-Saudi students

(mean = 2.l0) as compared to Saudi students (mean = l.8l). by female

students (mean = 2.40) as compared to male students (mean = 1.74). and

by students who lived in residence halls with 200 or fewer people

(mean = 2.13) as compared to those who lived in residence halls with

more than 200 people (mean = l.69).

Postal services. Students' perceptions of postal services

differed significantly according to gender. (See Table 4.4l.) Postal

services were perceived as significantly better by female students

(mean = 2.82) than by male students (mean = 2.5]).
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Facility Services

The differences in means of students' perceptions of facility

services according to nationality. gender. age. and size of residence

hall were compared by using ANOVA. The results of that analysis (F

and p values) are shown in Table 4.42.

Provision of furniture. The results shown in Table 4.43

indicate that students' perceptions of provision of furniture differed

significantly according to gender and size of residence hall.

Provision of furniture was perceived as significantly better by female

students (mean = 4.18) as compared to male students (mean = 3.97) and

by students who lived in residence halls with 200 or fewer people

(mean = 4.l7) as compared to students who lived in residence halls

with more than 200 people (mean = 3.89).

Rooms for parties. Students' perceptions of rooms for parties

differed significantly according to gender and age. (See Table 4.43.)

The provision of rooms for parties was perceived as significantly

better by female students (mean = 3.78) as compared to male students

(mean = 2.94) and by students in the l9-24 year age group (mean =

3.23) as compared to those in the 25-30 year age group (mean = 2.78).

Space for television. The results shown in Table 4.43

indicate that students' perceptions of space for television differed

significantly according to gender. age. and size of residence hall.

Space for televisioru was perceived as significantly better by male

students (mean = 3.08) as compared to female students (mean = 2.77).

by students in the l9-24 year age group (mean = 3.05) as compared to
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those in the 25-30 year age group (mean = 2.79). and by students who

lived in residence halls with more than 200 people (mean = 3.31) as

compared to those who lived in residence halls with 200 or fewer

people (mean = 2.67).

Guest rooms for visitors. Students' perceptions of provision

of guest rooms differed significantly according to gender and size of

residence hall. (See Table 4.43.) Guest rooms for visitors were

perceived as significantly better by female students (mean = 1.99) as

compared to male students (mean = 1.23) and by students who lived in

residence halls with more than 200 people (mean = 2.27) as compared to

those who lived in residence halls with 200 or fewer people (mean =

2.06).

figflgral satisfaction with buildings. As shown in Table 4.43.

students' perceptions of general satisfaction with residence hall

buildings differed significantly according to gender and size of

residence hall. Such satisfaction was perceived as significantly

better by female students (mean = 2.91) as compared to male students

(mean = 2.60) and by students who lived in residence halls with 200 or

fewer people (mean = 2.80) as compared to those who lived in residence

halls with more than 200 people (mean = 2.57).

Quiet areas for study. Students' perceptions of the provision

of quiet areas for study differed significantly according to size of

residence hall. (See Table 4.43.) The provision of quiet areas for

study was perceived as significantly better by students who lived in

residence halls with 200 or fewer people (mean = 3.39) than by
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students who lived in residence halls with more than 200 people (mean

= 2.62).

Space for belongings. As shown in Table 4.43. students'

perceptions of provision of space for belongings differed signifi-

cantly according to nationality. gender. and size of residence hall.

Provision of space for belongings was perceived as significantly

better by non-Saudi students (mean = 2.49) as compared to Saudi

students (mean = 2.20). by female students (mean = 2.88) as compared

to male students (mean = 2.10). and by students who lived in residence

halls with 200 or fewer people (mean = 2.67) as compared to students

who lived in residence halls with more than 200 people (mean = 1.95).

Storage rooms. Students' perceptions of provision of storage

rooms differed significantly according to gender and size of residence

hall. (See Table 4.43.) Provision of storage rooms was perceived as

significantly better by female students (mean = 3.38) as compared to

male students (mean = 1.92) and by students who lived in residence

halls with 200 or fewer people (mean = 2.19) as compared to those who

lived in residence halls with more than 200 people (mean = 1.89).

Accommodations for disabled. Students' perceptions of the

availability of accommodations for disabled differed significantly

according to gender. Accommodations for disabled were perceived as

significantly better by male students (mean = 2.02) than by female

students (mean = 1.82).

General feeliflg_gbgut facilities. The results shown in Table

4.43 indicate that students' perceptions of their general feeling
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about facilities differed significantly according to nationality.

General feelings about facilities \uere perceived as significantly

better by non-Saudi students (mean = 2.77) than by Saudi students

(mean = 2.53).

ngety Services

Differences in means of students' perceptions of safety serv-

ices according to nationality. gender. age. and size of residence hall

were compared by using ANOVA. The results of the analysis (F and p

values) are shown in Table 4.44.

Fire extinguishers. Table 4.45 shows that students' percep-

tions of the provision of fire extinguishers differed significantly

according to size of residence hall. Provision of fire extinguishers

was perceived as significantly better by students who lived in resi-

dence halls with more than 200 people (mean = 2.63) than by students

who lived in residence halls with 200 or fewer people (mean = 2.41).

Safety 3nd security. Students' perceptions cfl’ provision of

safety and security differed significantly according to gender and

size of residence hall. (See Table 4.45.) Provision of safety and

security was perceived as significantly better by female students

(mean = 3.18) as compared to male students (mean = 2.84) and by

students who lived in residence halls with 200 or fewer people (mean =

3.16) as compared to those who lived in residence halls with more than

200 people (mean = 2.71).

First-aid gvailability. Students' perceptions of first-aid

availability differed significantly according to gender. (See Table
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4.45.) First-aid availability was perceived as significantly better

by female students (mean = 2.41) than by male students (mean = 2.20).

Emergency exits. The results shown in Table 4.45 indicate

that students' perceptions of the provision of emergency exits

differed significantly according to gender and size of residence hall.

Provision of emergency exits was perceived as significantly better by

female students (mean = 2.01) as compared to male students (mean =

1.50) and by students who lived in residence halls with 200 or fewer

people (mean = 1.84) as compared to students who lived in residence

halls with more than 200 people (mean = 1.43).

Safety orientation. As shown in Table 4.45. students'

perceptions of staff orientation differed significantly according to

size of residence hall. Staff orientation was perceived as signifi-

cantly better by students who lived in residence halls with 200 or

fewer people (mean = 1.66) as compared to those who lived in residence

halls with more than 200 people (mean = 1.42).

Food Services

Differences in means of students' perceptions of food services

according to nationality. gender. age. and size of residence hall were

compared by using ANOVA. The results of the analysis (F and p values)

are shown in Table 4.46.

Students not preparing own meals. As shown in Table 4.47.

students' perceptions of tendency not to prepare one‘s own meals dif-

fered significantly according to gender. Such a tendency was
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perceived as significantly lower by female students (mean = 3.14) than

by male students (mean = 3.35).

Economical meals. Students' perceptions of economical meals

differed significantly according to gender and age. (See Table 4.47.)

Meals were perceived as significantly more economical by male students

(mean = 3.58) than by female students (mean = 3.22) and by students in

the 25-30 year age group (mean = 3.70) than by those in the 19-24 year

age group (mean = 3.44).

Variety of food. The results shown in Table 4.47 indicate

that students' perceptions of variety of food differed significantly

according to gender and size of residence hall. Variety of food was

perceived as significantly better by female students (mean = 2.99) as

compared to male students (mean = 2.50) and by students who lived in

residence halls with 200 or fewer people (mean = 2.79) as compared to

those who lived in residence halls with more than 200 people (mean =

2.47).

Daily meal services. Students' perceptions of daily meal

services differed significantly according to nationality and gender.

(See Table 4.47.) Daily meal services were perceived as significantly

better by non-Saudi students (mean = 3.56) than by Saudi students

(mean = 3.34) and by female students (mean = 3.76) than by male

students (mean = 3.28).

Opportunities to make suggestions. Table 4.47 shows that

students' perceptions of opportunities to make suggestions differed

significantly according to gender and size of residence hall.
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Opportunities to make suggestions were perceived as significantly

better by female students (mean = 3.00) as compared to male students

(mean = 2.32) and by students who lived in residence halls with 200 or

fewer people (mean = 2.72) as compared to those who lived in residence

halls with more than 200 people (mean = 2.28).

figpgral satisfactipp with food services. Students' percep-

tions of general satisfaction with food services differed signifi—

cantly according to nationality. gender. and size of residence hall.

(See Table 4.47.) General satisfaction with food services was per-

ceived as significantly better by non-Saudi students (mean = 2.62) as

compared to Saudi students (mean = 2.40). by female students (mean =

2.76) as compared to male students (mean = 2.37). and by students who

lived in residence halls with 200 or fewer people (mean = 2.62) as

compared to those who lived in residence halls with more than 200

people (mean = 2.33).

Social Interaction

Differences in means of students' perceptions of social

interactions according to nationality. gender. age. and size of

residence hall were compared by using ANOVA. The results of the

analysis (F and p values) are shown in Table 4.48.

Mosque availability. Students' perceptions of mosque

availability differed significantly according to age and size of

residence hall. (See Table 4.49.) Mosque availability was perceived

as significantly better by students in the 19-24 year age group (mean

= 4.00) as compared to those in the 25-30 year age group (mean = 3.59)
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and by students who lived in residence halls with more than 200 stu-

dents (mean = 4.12) as compared to those who lived in residence halls

with 200 or fewer students (mean = 3.72).

Promotion of religious values and environment. As shown in

Table 4.49. students' perceptions of promotion of religious values and

environment differed significantly according to size of residence

hall. Promotion of religious values and environment was perceived as

significantly better by students who lived in residence halls with 200

or fewer people (mean = 3.43) than by students who lived in residence

halls with more than 200 people (mean = 3.23).

Brotherhood and friendship. Students' perceptions of feelings

of brotherhood and friendship differed significantly according to age.

(See Table 4.49.) Such feelings were perceived as significantly

better by students in the 19-24 year age group (mean = 3.55) than by

students in the 25-30 year age group (mean = 3.31).

Cultural exchange. The results in Table 4.49 show that

students' perceptions of opportunities for cultural exchange differed

significantly according to nationality and age. Such opportunities

were perceived as significantly better by Saudi students (mean = 3.19)

as compared to non-Saudi students (mean = 2.99) and by students in the

19-24 year age group (mean = 3.17) as compared to those in the 25-30

year age group (mean = 2.91).

Self-discipline. Students' perceptions of opportunities for

self-discipline differed significantly according to gender. as shown

in Table 4.49. Self-discipline was perceived as significantly better

by female students (mean = 3.27) than by male students (mean = 3.01).
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Flexibility of rules. Students' perceptions of flexibility of

rules differed significantly according to gender and age. (See Table

4.49.) Flexibility of rules was perceived as significantly better by

male students (mean = 2.80) as compared to female students (mean =

2.41) and by students in the 25-30 year age group (mean = 3.01) as

compared to those in the 19-24 year age group (mean = 2.64).

Athletic facilities. As shown in Table 4.49. students' 

perceptions of athletic facilities differed significantly according to

nationality. gender. and size of residence hall. Athletic facilities

were perceived as significantly better by Saudi students (mean = 2.97)

as compared to non-Saudi students (mean = 2.74). by male students

(mean = 3.08) as compared to female students (mean = 2.36). and by

students who lived in residence halls with more than 200 people (mean

= 3.19) as compared to those who lived in residence halls with 200 or

fewer people (mean = 2.58).

Provision of religious activities. Students perceptions of

provision of religious activities differed significantly according to

gender. (See Table 4.49.) Provision of religious activities was

perceived as significantly better by female students (mean = 3.19)

than by male students (mean = 2.97).

Summary of Hypothgsis Tests

Statistically significant differences were found between Saudi

and non-Saudi students concerning their perceptions of 11 (22%)

services available to students in the residence halls.
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Statistically significant differences were found between male

and female students concerning their perceptions of 28 (56%) services

available to students in the residence halls.

Statistically significant differences were found among

students in various age groups concerning their perceptions of 12

(24%) services available to students in the residence halls.

Statistically significant differences were found between

students living in residence halls with 200 or fewer people and those

living in residence halls with more than 200 people concerning their

perceptions of 25 (50%) services available to students in the

residence halls.

Chapter V contains a summary of the study. major findings.

conclusions based on the study findings. and recommendations for

practice and for further research.





CHAPTER V

SUMMARY. FINDINGS. CONCLUSIONS. RECOMMENDATIONS. AND

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Summary

The purpose of this study was to discover the similarities and

differences in the perceptions of students and staff members in

university housing programs at Umm Al-Qura and King Saud Universities

in Saudi Arabia. More specifically. the study was designed to answer

the following research questions:

1. What are the perceptions of residence hall students and

staff at Umm Al-Qura and King Saud Universities concerning the kinds

of services students are now experiencing in their dormitories?

2. What similarities and differences exist between residence

hall students and staff at Umm Al-Qura University and between

residence hall students and staff at King Saud University concerning

their perceptions of the types of services and programs available to

students in the dormitories?

3. What similarities and differences exist between students/

staff at Umm Al-Qura University and students/staff at King Saud

University concerning their perceptions of the types of services and

programs available to students in the dormitories?

4. What similarities and differences exist in the perceptions

of residence hall students at both Umm Al-Qura and King Saud

128

 





129

Universities according to their nationality. gender. age. and size of

residence hall?

Study Population

The target population for the study comprised 1.817 fourth-

year male and female residence hall students and 139 residence hall

staff at Umm Al-Qura and King Saud Universities in Saudi Arabia. All

residence hall staff from both universities. all fourth-year students

from Umm Al-Qura. and all fourth-year female students from King Saud

were included in the study. To obtain a more proportionate

representation from the two universities. one-third (487) of the 1.461

fourth-year male students at King Saud were randomly selected for the

study. A total of 860 individuals (198 students and 27 staff from Umm

Al-Qura University; 551 students and 84 staff from King Saud

University) responded to the questionnaire.

Characteristics of Respondents

Sixty—nine percent of the students were Saudis and 31% were

non-Saudis; 75% were male and 25% were female. Single students

constituted 91% of the sample; only 9% were married. Eighty-two

percent of the students were between 18 and 24 years old. and 18% were

between 25 and 42 years old.

The distribution of students according to college major was as

follows: Sixteen percent were from the College of Business. 15.9%

from the College of Arabic Language and Arts. 13.6% from the College

of Education. 8.7% from the College of Sharia and Islamic Studies.
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6.9% from the College of Agriculture. 6.6% from the College of

Science. 6.4% from the College of Engineering. 4.4% from the College

of Dawa and Usul-Al-Dean. 3.9% from the College of Medicine. 3.4% from

the College of Social Science. 3.3% from the College of Applied

Engineering and Science. 2.9% from the College of Pharmacy. 2.4% from

the College of Dentistry. 1.6% from the College of Associate Medicine.

1.6% from the College of Computer Science. and only 0.9% from the

Center of Teaching Arabic Language.

Sixty-three percent of the students lived in on-campus

residence halls. whereas 37% lived in off-campus residence halls.

Sixty-six percent of the students had lived in residence halls four

years or less. and 34% had lived in residence halls more than four

years.

Seventy-one percent of the residence hall staff were male and

29% were female; 68.5% were non-Saudis and 31.5% were Saudis. Eighty-

three percent of the residence hall staff were married. and 17% were

single. Seventy-four percent of the staff were residence hall super-

visors. 14.4% were residence hall managers. 9.9% were residence hall

staff. and 1.8% were residence hall managers' assistants.

Twenty-six percent of the residence hall staff were between 19

and 30 years old. 24% were between 31 and 36. 31% were between 37 and

42. and 19% were over 43. Fourteen percent of the residence hall

staff had completed either secondary or high school education. 71% had

a bachelor's degree. 5.4% had a master's degree. and 3.6% held a

doctorate degree.





131

Methodology

Frequency distribution and percentage were used to describe

the personal characteristics of the respondents. Means and standard

deviations were used to indicate the average responses and variations

in responses on each item in the descriptive analysis of the data.

One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was employed to determine

whether there were statistically significant differences in

respondents' perceptions concerning the dormitory services and

programs according to their institution. status. nationality. gender.

age. and size of residence hall. Tukey's test was used to determine

pairwise differences when the ANOVA showed significant differences in

the means.

Major Findings

In this section. the study findings regarding specific

dormitory services and programs are reported. The results of the

descriptive and inferential analyses are included. Six major types of

services and programs were examined in this research: (a) general

services. (b) information and communication services. (c) facility

services. (d) safety services. (e) food services. and (f) social

interaction.

General Services

Ten services were classified under general services. These

are: (a) air conditioning. (b) residence hall concentration. (c)

residence hall location. (d) elevator availability. (e) laundry
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machines. (f) quality of maintenance. (9) transportation. (h) access

to parking. (i) general feeling about operation and maintenance. and

(j) employee to student ratio.

Air conditioning. All respondents perceived the provision of

air conditioning in dormitory rooms as very satisfactory. However.

students and staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived provision of air

conditioning to be relatively better than did their counterparts at

King Saud University. Also. at King Saud University. the staff

perceived provision of air conditioning to be relatively better than

did students at that university.

Residence hall concentration. Residence hall concentration

was perceived as satisfactory by students and staff at Umm Al-Qura

University and as very satisfactory by students and staff at King Saud

University. At Umm Al-Qura. staff were more satisfied than students

with residence hall concentration. The overall perception of

residence hall concentration was relatively better for male than for

female students and for students living in residence halls with more

than 200 people as compared to those living in residence halls with

200 or fewer people.

Residence hall location. Students and staff at King Saud 

University perceived the residence hall location as very satisfactory

in terms of convenience of movement. whereas students and staff at Umm

Al-Qura University perceived the location as satisfactory. The

location was also perceived to be relatively better by male as

compared to female students and by students living in residence halls
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with more than 200 people as compared to those living in residence

halls with 200 or fewer people.

Transportation. Although the overall perception of the

availability of transportation services was satisfactory at both

universities. students and staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived the

availability of such services to be relatively better than did

students and staff at King Saud. Also. transportation services were

perceived to be relatively better by female than by male students and

by students living in residence halls with 200 or fewer people as

compared to those living in residence halls with more than 200 people.

Elevator availability. All respondents perceived the

provision of elevators in residence halls as satisfactory. However.

students and staff at King Saud perceived provision of elevators to be

relatively better than did students and staff at Umm Al-Qura. Also.

staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived such provision to be relatively better

than did students from that university. Elevator availability was

also perceived to be relatively better by male as compared to female

students and by students living in residence halls with more than 200

people as compared to those living in residence halls with 200 or

fewer people.

Employee to student ratio. All respondents perceived that the

ratio of employees to students in residence halls was satisfactory.

However. this ratio was perceived to be relatively better by students

and staff at Umm Al-Qura as compared to their counterparts at King

Saud.
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_g_ajity offlaintenance. All respondents perceived that the

provision of immediate maintenance was satisfactory at both

universities. However. the quality of maintenance was perceived to be

relatively better at Umm Al-Qura University as compared to King Saud

University.

Access to parking. All respondents perceived students' access

to parking spaces as satisfactory. However. access to parking was

perceived to be relatively better at Umm Al-Qura as compared to King

Saud. Also. staff at King Saud perceived access to parking to be

relatively better than did students at that lufiversity. Access to

parking was also perceived to be relatively better by students living

in residence halls with 200 or fewer people as compared to those liv-

ing in residence halls with more than 200 people.

Laundny machines. All respondents perceived the provision of

laundry machines in residence halls as satisfactory. However. staff

at King Saud perceived the provision of laundry machines to be

relatively better than did students at that ("fiversity. Also. the

provision of laundry machines was perceived to be relatively better by

female than by male students and by students living in residence halls

with more than 200 people as compared to those living in residence

halls with 200 or fewer people.

General feeling about operation and maintenance. All respond-

ents perceived the overall quality of operation and maintenance of

residence halls as satisfactory. However. students and staff at Umm
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Al-Qura perceived the quality of overall operation and maintenance to

be relatively better than did students at staff at King Saud.

Information and Communication Services

Six services were classified under the information and

communication services category. These are: (a) adequacy of informa-

tion. (b) communication services. (c) postal services. (d) disciplin-

ary rules. (e) student orientation. and (f) general satisfaction with

information and communication.

Adequacy of information. Students at both universities

perceived the adequacy of information services as unsatisfactory.

whereas staff at both universities perceived such adequacy as

satisfactory. Also. students and staff at King Saud perceived the

information services to be relatively better than did students and

staff at Umm Al-Qura. Staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived the adequacy of

information services to be relatively lower than did students at that

university. However. staff at King Saud perceived the information

services to be relatively better than did students at that university.

Non-Saudi students perceived the information services to be relatively

better than did Saudi students.

Communication services. Students at both universities per-

 

ceived the availability of communication services as unsatisfactory.

whereas staff at both universities perceived the availability of such

services as satisfactory. Students and staff at Umm Al-Qura. however.

perceived the availability of communication services to be relatively

better than did students and staff at King Saud. Staff at both Umm
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Al—Qura and King Saud Universities perceived such services to be rela-

tively better than did students at each respective university. Also.

the availability of communication services was perceived to be rela-

tively better by non-Saudi as compared to Saudi students. by female as

compared to male students. and by students living in residence halls

with 200 or fewer people as compared to those living in residence

halls with more than 200 people.

Postal services. Students and staff at King Saud University

and staff at Umm Al-Qura University perceived the postal services as

satisfactory. whereas students at Umm Al-Qura perceived such services

as unsatisfactory. Overall. students and staff at King Saud perceived

postal services to be relatively better than did their counterparts at

Umm Al-Qura. Also. postal services were perceived to be relatively

better by female as compared to male students.

Disciplinary rules. All respondents perceived the communi-

cation of disciplinary rules and regulations to students as

satisfactory. However. students and staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived

such communication to be relatively better than did their counterparts

at King Saud. Staff at King Saud perceived such communication to be

relatively better than did students at that university. The

communication of disciplinary rules and regulations was also perceived

to be relatively better by students living in residence halls with 200

or fewer people as compared to those living in residence halls with

more than 200 people.
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Student orientation. Staff at both universities perceived the

provision of orientation to new students as very satisfactory. whereas

students at both universities perceived such provision as

satisfactory. Overall. students and staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived

the provision of orientation to new students to be relatively better

than did their counterparts at King Saud. Also. staff at both

universities perceived the provision of such orientation to be

relatively more satisfactory than did students at each respective

university.

General satisfaction with information/communication. All

respondents indicated their general satisfaction with information and

communication services was satisfactory. Staff at Umm Al-Qura

indicated higher general satisfaction as compared to students. whereas

students at King Saud indicated relatively higher general satisfaction

than did staff at that university. Also. non—Saudi students indicated

relatively higher general satisfaction with information and communica-

tion than did Saudi students.

Facility Services

Ten services were classified under facility services. These

are: (a) general satisfaction with buildings. (b) provision of furni-

ture. (c) space for television. (d) guest rooms for visitors. (e)

quiet areas for study. (f) space for belongings. (g) storage rooms.

(h) rooms for parties. (i) accommodations for disabled. and (j) gen-

eral feeling about facilities.
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Student orientation. Staff at both universities perceived the

provision of orientation to new students as very satisfactory. whereas

students at both universities perceived such provision as

satisfactory. Overall. students and staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived

the provision of orientation to new students to be relatively better

than did their counterparts at King Saud. Also. staff at both

universities perceived the provision of such orientation to be

relatively more satisfactory than did students at each respective

university.

General satisfaction with information/communication. All

respondents indicated their general satisfaction with information and

communication services was satisfactory. Staff at Umm Al-Qura

indicated higher general satisfaction as compared to students. whereas

students at King Saud indicated relatively higher general satisfaction

than did staff at that university. Also. non-Saudi students indicated

relatively higher general satisfaction with information and communica-

tion than did Saudi students.

Facility Services

Ten services were classified under facility services. These

are: (a) general satisfaction with buildings. (b) provision of furni-

ture. (c) space for television. (d) guest rooms for visitors. (e)

quiet areas for study. (f) space for belongings. (9) storage rooms.

(h) rooms for parties. (i) accommodations for disabled. and (j) gen-

eral feeling about facilities.
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Ggpgral satisfaction with buildipg_. All respondents per-

ceived the quality of residence hall buildings as satisfactory.

However. students and staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived the quality of

buildings to be relatively better than did their counterparts at King

Saud. Staff at King Saud perceived the quality of buildings to be

relatively better than did students at that university. The quality

of residence hall buildings was perceived to be relatively better by

female as compared to male students and by students living in resi-

dence halls with 200 or fewer people as compared to those living in

residence halls with more than 200 people.

Provision of furniture. All respondents indicated that the

provision of furniture was very satisfactory. However. students and

staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived such provision to be relatively better

than did their counterparts at King Saud. Also. staff at Umm Al-Qura

perceived the provision of furniture to be relatively better than did

students at that university. Conversely. staff at King Saud perceived

such provision to be relatively less satisfactory than did students at

that university. Female students perceived the provision of furniture

to be relatively better than did male students. Also. students living

in residence halls with 200 or fewer people perceived provision of

furniture to be relatively better than did those who lived in resi~

dence halls with more than 200 people.

Space for television. Staff at King Saud perceived the provi-

sion of space for television as very satisfactory. but students at

that university perceived such provision as satisfactory. Staff at
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Umm Al-Qura perceived the provision of space for television as satis-

factory. whereas students at that (”fiversity perceived it: as

unsatisfactory. Overall. staff and students at King Saud perceived

the provision of space for television to be relatively better than did

their counterparts at Umm Al-Qura. Also. the provision of space for

television was perceived to be relatively better by male than by

female students. by students living in residence halls with more than

200 people as compared to those living in residence halls with 200 or

fewer people. and by students 19 to 24 years old as compared to those

25 to 30 years old.

Guest rooms for visitors. Staff at both universities per-

ceived the provision of guest rooms as satisfactory. whereas students

at both universities perceived such provision as unsatisfactory. How-

ever. staff and students at King Saud perceived the provision of guest

rooms to be relatively better than did their counterparts at Umm Al-

Qura. Also. the provision of guest rooms was perceived to be rel a-

tively better by female than by male students and by students living

in residence halls with more than 200 people as compared to those

living in residence halls with 200 or fewer people.

Quiet preas for study. All respondents perceived the provi-

sion of quiet study areas as satisfactony. However. staff and stu-

dents at King Saud perceived such provision to be relatively better

than did their counterparts at Umm Al-Qura. At King Saud. staff per-

ceived the provision of quiet areas to be relatively better than did

students at that university. Also. the provision of such areas was
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perceived to be relatively better by students living in residence

halls with 200 or fewer people as compared to those living in resi-

dence halls with more than 200 people.

Space for belongings. Staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived the pro-

vision of space for belongings as very satisfactory. whereas students

at that university perceived such provision as satisfactory. Staff at

King Saud perceived the provision as satisfactory. but students per-

ceived it as unsatisfactory. Overall. staff and students at Umm Al-

Qura perceived the provision of space for belongings to be relatively

better than did staff and students at King Saud. Such provision was

also perceived to be relatively better by female than by male students

and by students living in residence halls with 200 or fewer people as

compared to those living in residence halls with more than 200 people.

Storage rooms. Only staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived the provi-

sion of storage rooms as satisfactory; staff and students at King Saud

and students at Umm Al-Qura perceived such provision as unsatisfac-

tory. Overall. staff and students at Umm Al-Qura perceived the provi-

sion of storage rooms to be relatively better than did staff and

students at King Saud. The provision of storage rooms was perceived

to be relatively better by female than by male students and by stu-

dents living in residence halls with 200 or fewer people as compared

to those living in residence halls with more than 200 people.

Rooms for parties. Students at both universities and staff at

Umm Al-Qura perceived the provision of rooms for parties as satisfac-

tory. but staff at King Saud perceived such provision as very

‘5
1
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satisfactory. Overall. staff and students at King Saud perceived the

provision of rooms for parties to be relatively better than did their

counterparts at Umm Al-Qura. Also. staff at King Saud perceived such

provision to be relatively better than did students at that univer-

sity. The provision of rooms for parties was perceived to be rela-

tively better by female than by male students and by students 19 to 24

years old as compared to those 25 to 30 years old.

Accommpdations for disabled. All respondents at both univer-

sities perceived the provision of accommodations for the disabled as

unsatisfactory. However. staff and students at Umm Al-Oura perceived

such provision to be relatively better than did their counterparts at

King Saud. Also. the provision of accommodations for the disabled was

perceived to be relatively better by male than by female students.

General feelipg about facilities. All respondents agreed that

their general feeling about facilities was satisfactory. However.

staff at both universities indicated relatively higher satisfaction

than did students. The general feeling of satisfaction was perceived

to be relatively higher by non-Saudi as compared to Saudi students.

Safety Services

Eight services were classified under safety services. These

are: (a) room lighting. (b) safety and security. (c) first-aid avail-

ability. (d) ambulance services. (e) fire extinguishers. (f) emergency

exits. (9) safety orientation. and (h) general satisfaction with

safety and security measures.
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Room lighting. Staff and students at Umm Al-Qura and staff at

King Saud perceived the room lighting as very satisfactory: students

at King Saud perceived it as satisfactory. CWerall. staff and stu-

dents at Umm Al-Qura perceived the room lighting to be relatively

better than did their counterparts at King Saud.

Safety and security. All respondents perceived the safety and

security in residence halls as satisfactory. However. staff and

students at Umm Al-Qura perceived the safety and security to be rela-

tively better than did staff and students at King Saud. At King Saud.

staff perceived the safety and security to be relatively better than

did students at that university. Safety and security were perceived

to be relatively better by female than by male students and by stu-

dents living in residence halls with 200 or fewer people as compared

to those living in residence halls with more than 200 people.

First-aid availability. All respondents perceived the availa-

bility of first-aid as satisfactory. However. staff at King Saud per-

ceived such availability to be relatively better than did students at

that university. First-aid availability was also perceived to be

relatively better by female than by male students.

Ambulance services. Staff and students at lhmn al-Qura and

students and King Saud perceived the ambulance services as unsatisfac-

tory. On the other hand. staff at King Saud perceived such services

as satisfactory.

Fire extinggjshers. Staff and students at King Saud and staff

at Umm Al-Oura perceived the provision of fire extinguishers as
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satisfactory. whereas students at Umm Al-Qura perceived such provision

as unsatisfactory. Overall. staff and students at King Saud perceived

the provision of fire extinguishers to be relatively better than did

their counterparts at Umm Al-Qura. Staff at both universities per-

ceived such provision to be relatively better than did students at

those universities. Also. the provision of fire extinguishers was

perceived to be relatively better by students living in residence

halls with more than 200 people as compared to those living in resi-

dence halls with 200 or fewer people.

Emerggncy exits. Staff and students at King Saud and students

at Umm Al-Qura perceived the provision of emergency exits in residence

halls as unsatisfactory. whereas staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived such

provision as satisfactory. Overall. staff and students at King Saud

perceived the provision of emergency exits to be relatively better

than did their counterparts at Umm Al-Qura University. Staff at both

universities perceived such provision to be relatively better than did

students at those universities. Also. the provision of emergency

exits was perceived to be relatively better by female than by male

students and by students living in residence halls with 200 or fewer

people as compared to those living in residence halls with more than

200 people.

Safety orientation. All respondents perceived the safety

orientation on first-aid and fire extinguishers for staff and students

as unsatisfactory. However. students and staff at Umm Al-Oura per-

ceived such orientation to be relatively better than did their
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counterparts at King Saud. Also. staff at King Saud perceived the

safety orientation to be relatively better than did students at that

university. Safety orientation was also perceived to be relatively

better by students living in residence halls with 200 or fewer people

than by students living in residence halls with more than 200 people.

Generg] satisfaction with safety and security measures. All

respondents perceived their general satisfaction with safety and secu-

rity measures as satisfactory. However. staff at King Saud perceived

such satisfaction to be relatively better than did students at that

university.

Food Services

Eight services were classified under food services. These

are: (a) daily meal services. (b) variety of food. (c) economical

meals. (d) students not preparing own meals. (e) opportunities to make

suggestions. (f) students not eating outside the residence hall. (9)

cooking facilities in married housing. and (h) general satisfaction

with food services.

Daily meal services. Staff at Umm Al-Qura and King Saud per-

ceived the provision of daily meals as very satisfactory. whereas

students at those universities perceived such provision as satisfac-

tory. Overall. staff and students at King Saud perceived the provi-

sion of daily meal services to be relatively better than did their

counterparts at Umm Al-Oura. Also. the provision of daily meals was

perceived to be relatively better by non-Saudi than by Saudi students

and by female as compared to male students.
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Variety of food. Staff and students at Umm Al-Qura and stu-

dents at King Saud perceived the variety of food as satisfactory.

whereas staff at King Saud perceived the variety of food as very

satisfactory. Staff at both universities perceived the variety of

food to be relatively better than did students at those universities.

Also. the variety of food was perceived to be relatively better by

female than by male students and by students living in residence halls

with 200 or fewer people as compared to those living in residence

halls with more than 200 people. I

Economipal meals. Staff at both universities perceived the

provision of economical meals as very satisfactory. whereas students

at those universities viewed such provision as satisfactory. The

meals were perceived to be relatively more economical by male as com-

pared to female students and by students 25 to 30 years old as com-

pared to those 19 to 24 years old.

Students not preparing own meals. Staff and students at Umm

Al-Oura and students at King Saud perceived the tendency for students

not to prepare their own meals as satisfactory. whereas staff at King

Saud perceived such a tendency as very satisfactory. Overall. staff

and students at King Saud perceived this tendency to be relatively

greater than did their counterparts at Umm Al-Qura. Staff at King

Saud perceived the tendency to be relatively greater than did students

at that university. Also. male students perceived this tendency to be

relatively greater than did female students.
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Opportunities to page sqggestions. Staff at both universities

perceived the opportunities to make suggestions related to food serv-

ices as very satisfactory. but students at those universities per-

ceived such opportunities as satisfactory. Overall. staff and

students at Umm Al-Qura perceived the opportunities to be relatively

better than did those at King Saud. Also. opportunities to make

suggestions were perceived to be relatively better by female than by

male students and by students living in residence halls with 200 or

fewer people as compared to those living in residence halls with more

than 200 people.

Students not eating outside the residence hall. Staff and

students at Umm Al-Qura and students at King Saud perceived the

tendency for students not to eat outside the residence halls as satis-

factory. whereas staff at King Saud perceived such tendency as very

satisfactory. Staff at both universities perceived this tendency to

be relatively greater than did students at those universities.

Cooking facilities in married housing. Staff at both univer-

sities perceived the provision of cooking facilities in married hous-

ing as satisfactory. On the other hand. students at the two

universities perceived such provision as unsatisfactory.

General satisfaction with food services. Staff and students

at Umm Al-Qura and students at King Saud perceived their general

satisfaction with food services as satisfactory. whereas staff at King

Saud perceived such satisfaction as very satisfactory. However. staff

at both universities perceived their general satisfaction with food
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services to be relatively better than did students at those

universities. General satisfaction with food services was perceived

to be relatively better by non-Saudi than by Saudi students. by female

as compared to male students. and by students living in residence

halls with 200 or fewer people as compared to those living in resi-

dence halls with more than 200 people.

Social Interaction

Eight services or programs were classified under social inter-

action among residence hall students. ‘These are: (a) promotion of

religious values and environment. (b) provision of religious activi-

ties. (c) mosque availability. (d) self-discipline. (e) flexibility of

rules. (f) brotherhood and friendship. (g) athletic facilities. and

(h) cultural exchange.

Promotion of religious values and environment. Staff at both

universities perceived the promotion of religious values and environ-

ment as very satisfactory. whereas students at the two universities

perceived it as satisfactory. Also. the promotion of religious values

and environment was perceived to be relatively better by students

living in residence halls with 200 or fewer people as compared to

those living in residence halls with more than 200 people.

Provision of religjpys_activities. Staff at both universities

perceived the provision of religious activities as very satisfactory.

but students at the two universities perceived such provision as

satisfactory. Overall. staff and students at King Saud perceived the

provision of religious activities to be relatively better than did
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their counterparts at Umm Al-Qura. This provision was perceived to be

relatively better by female than by male students.

Mosque_ayailability. Staff and students at King Saud and

staff at Umm Al-Qura perceived the mosque availability for each resi-

dence hall as very satisfactory. whereas students at Umm Al-Qura

perceived such provision as satisfactory. Overall. staff and students

at King Saud perceived the mosque availability to be relatively better

than did their counterparts at Umm Al-Qura. At King Saud. staff per-

ceived such availability to be relatively better than did students at

that university. Mosque availability was perceived to be relatively

better by students 19 to 24 years old as compared to those 25 to 30

years old and by students living in residence halls with more than 200

people as compared to those living in residence halls with 200 or

fewer people.

Self-discipline. Staff’ at both universities perceived ‘the

opportunities for self-discipline and maturity as very satisfactory.

whereas students at the two universities perceived such opportunities

as satisfactory. Also. female students perceived such opportunities

to be relatively better than did male students.

Flexibility of rules and gagglations. Staff at both univer-

sities perceived the flexibility of rules and regulations as very

satisfactory. whereas students at the two universities perceived such

flexibility as satisfactory. Students and staff at Umm Al-Qura per-

ceived the flexibility of rules and regulations to be relatively

better than did their counterparts at King Saud. Overall. the
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flexibility of rules and regulations was perceived in) be relatively

better by male as compared to female students and by students 25 to 30

years old as compared to those 19 to 24 years old.

Brotherhood and friendsh;p. Staff at both universities per-

ceived the promotion of brotherhood and friendship among students as

very satisfactory. but students at the two universities perceived such

promotion as satisfactory. The promotion of brotherhood and friend-

ship was perceived to be relatively better by students 19 to 24 years

old as compared to those 25 to 30 years old.

Athletic facilities. Staff and students at King Saud per-

ceived the provision of athletic facilities as satisfactory; their

counterparts at Umm Al-Qura perceived such provision as unsatisfac-

tory. At King Saud. students perceived the provision of athletic

facilities to be relatively better than did staff at that university.

Overall. the provision of athletic facilities was perceived to be

relatively better by Saudi than by non-Saudi students. by male than by

female students. and by students living in residence halls with more

than 200 people than by those living in residence halls with 200 or

fewer people.

Cultural exchang_. Staff at both universities perceived the

promotion of cultural exchange as very satisfactory. whereas students

at the two universities perceived such promotion as satisfactory. The

promotion of cultural exchange was perceived to be relatively better

by Saudi as compared to non-Saudi students and by students 19 to 24

years old as compared to those 25 to 30 years old.
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Conclusions

The following conclusions were drawn from the study findings.

The results may be generalized to residence hall staff and students at

Umm Al-Qura and King Saud Universities.

1. The quality of most dormitory services and programs was

perceived as satisfactory by residence hall staff and students at both

Umm Al-Qura and King Saud Universities. However. respondents indi-

cated high satisfaction with the provision of furniture. room light-

ing. air conditioning. and mosque availability. They showed

dissatisfaction \vith .accommodations for the disabled. safety

orientation for residence hall staff and students. provision of

storage rooms. emergency exits. and emergency ambulance services.

These results contradict the findings of the study conducted by Al-

Haider (1986) at King Faisal University in Saudi Arabia. In his

study. housing. health. and food services received higher ratings of

effectiveness by faculty members. student personnel staff. and

students than they did in the present study.

2. Residence hall location and concentration at King Saud

University were perceived as very satisfactory. whereas at Umm Al-Qura

University they were perceived as satisfactory. Also. at Umm Al-Qura

the provision of athletic facilities in residence halls was perceived

as unsatisfactory. but such provision was perceived as satisfactory at

King Saud University. Residence hall staff at both universities

indicated the dormitory food services and social programs were very

satisfactory. whereas students indicated those services and programs
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were only satisfactory. Residence hall students at both universities

also showed dissatisfaction with information. communication. and

postal services.

3. Residence hall staff and students at Umm Al-Qura Univer-

sity perceived relatively higher satisfaction than those at King Saud

University with flexibility of residence hall rules and regulations.

orientation for new students. communication of disciplinary rules.

employee to student ratio. provision of space for belongings. safety

and security. operation and maintenance. residence hall buildings.

transportation. and access to parking.

4. Residence hall staff and students at King Saud University

perceived relatively higher satisfaction than those at Umm Al-Qura

University with the provision of religious activities. quiet areas for

study. rooms for parties. space for television. fire extinguishers.

and elevators. They also perceived less of a tendency for students to

prepare their own meals than did residence hall staff and students at

Umm Al-Qura University.

5. Residence hall staff at both Umm Al-Qura and King Saud

Universities perceived relatively higher satisfaction than students at

those universities with the flexibility of rules and regulations.

provision of religious activities. promotion of religious values and

environment. self-discipline. brotherhood and friendship. cultural

exchange. student orientation. and communication services. daily meal

services. variety of food. opportunities to make suggestions about

food services. provision of storage rooms and space for belongings.
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space for television. and guest rooms for visitors. They also

perceived a greater tendency for students not to prepare their own

meals. Similar perceptions were reported by Al-Haider (1986). Pinsky

(1978). and Pinsky and Mark (1980). In those studies. students per-

ceived the overall quality of student personnel services to be lower

than did faculty members or student personnel staff.

6. Non-Saudi residence hall students were more satisfied with

their general feeling about food. information and communication

services. and the provision of furniture. and were less satisfied with

the provision of athletic activities and the promotion of cultural

exchange as compared to Saudi students.

73 Older residence hall students were less satisfied with

mosque availability. promotion of tmotherhood and friendship.

religious values and environment. and cultural exchange. but were more

satisfied with the flexibility of rules and regulations and the

provision of economical meals than were younger students. Duval

(1969) had similar results in his study on residence hall environment.

He concluded. "as students approach the end of their academic careers.

they become increasingly unhappy with the shelter provided by their

residence environment."

8. Female students were generally more satisfied with

residence hall services and programs than were male students. They

were more satisfied with regard to the promotion of self-discipline;

the provision (Hi religious activities; food services: the general

feeling of safety and security; the provision of furniture and rooms
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for parties. visitors. and storage; communication and postal services;

and the availability of laundry machines and transportation. However.

female students were less satisfied than male students with residence

hall location and concentration. availability of elevators. the

provision of space for television. the availability of accommodations

for the disabled. the provision of athletic facilities. and the

flexibility of rules and regulations.

9. Students living in smaller residence halls (200 or fewer

people) were generally more satisfied than those living in larger

residence halls (more than 200 people) with regard to dormitory

services and programs. They perceived relatively higher satisfaction

with the availability of transportation. access to parking. communi-

cation services. the provision of furniture. the availability of quiet

areas for study. the provision of space for belongings and storage

rooms. the general feeling of security and safety. food services. and

the promotion of religious values and environment. However. students

living in smaller residence halls were less satisfied than those

living in larger halls with respect to residence hall location and

concentration. the availability of elevators and washing machines. the

provision of rooms for visitors. and the availability of mosque and

athletic facilities.

Recommendations

Based on the findings of this study. the following recommenda-

tions are brought to the attention of residence hall staff members at
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Umm Al-Qura and King Saud Universities in particular. and to those at

other universities in general.

1. A majority of the dormitory services and programs at Umm

Al-Qura and King Saud Universities that were perceived by staff and

students as unsatisfactory need improvement. Special attention should

be given to improving the provision of accommodations for the

disabled. guest rooms for visitors. emergency ambulance services.

safety orientation for staff and students. emergency exits in

residence-hall buildings. storage rooms. athletic 'facilities.

information and communication services. and postal services. These

services are of central importance if residence halls are to

facilitate students' learning experience.

2. Residence hall students should provide input into decision

making regarding the overall dormitory services and programs.

especially with regard to food services. the provision of furniture

and rooms for various activities. safety and emergency services. and

programs promoting socialization. self-discipline. and religious

values. This study found that students were not encouraged to

participate in decision making. which is an important process for

every student to experience.

3. It was found that the cultural exchange between Saudi

students and students fron other countries was limited. Perhaps.

through more integration and interaction between Saudi and foreign

students. cultural exchange could be expanded.
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4. Residence hall location and concentration were perceived

as least satisfactory by female students and by students at Umm Al-

Qura University. where the residence halls are rented. To achieve

better location and concentration. it is recommended that the

university build residence halls to meet the needs of students.

5. This study found that the provision of a majority of

dormitory services was perceived as better in small residence halls.

Therefore. it is recommended that smaller residence halls should be

preferred over larger ones in terms of meeting various needs of

residence hall students.

6. The ratio of staff members to students in residence halls

was found to be unsatisfactory. This ratio should be increased.

Staff members should proportionately represent the two genders and

various nationalities of students. This recommendation is based on a

need for staff to understand and extend help to both male and female

students and those of different nationalities.

Sgggestions for Further Research

Based on the study findings and the review of literature. the

following suggestions are made for further research.

1. Further research on the suitability of academic/profes-

sional qualifications for various staff members in different capaci-

ties should be carried out to ensure that residence hall students are

offered a high quality of services.
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2. Further research on the appropriate number of various

staff members should be carried out to ensure that residence hall

students receive efficient service.

3. Further study should be conducted on university campuses

throughout Saudi Arabia regarding the strengths and *weaknesses of

services and programs and to suggest suitable solutions to these

problems.

4. A more thorough study should be conducted to determine the

factors that contribute to the differences in perceptions of the

quality of dormitory services and programs between staff members and

students. between male and female students. between Saudi and non-

Saudi students. between younger and older students. and between stu-

dents living in smaller residence halls and those living in larger

residence halls.

5. Research should be dedicated to investigating other

programs in detail. especially such programs as students' suggestions

for and participation in planning dormitory programs/services and

student activities.
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Dear participants.

This study is designed to inquire into the attitudes. opinions. and

perceptions of students and staff members concerning the university

housing programs and services at King Saud and Umm Al-Qura Universi-

ties. Your participation is voluntary. and there will be no penalty

for not participating or any adverse influence on your study program.

The research is purely academic and not political. All the informa-

tion you provide will be kept confidential. You do not have to write

your name anywhere on the questionnaire. and your name will not appear

in the manuscript. You can eliminate any individual questions you

find objectionable. To answer all the questions will take a maximum

of 45 minutes of your time.

The questionnaire consists of two sections. In section I. you are

asked to provide some general information. In section 11. there are

50 statements regarding the activities and services the university

residence halls provide their students. You are asked to select one

answer from five options:

. Strongly disagree

. Disagree

. Moderately agree

. Agree

. Strongly agree(
D
A
W
N
-
d

There are no right or wrong answers. An honest expression of your

perception or judgment is the correct answer.

a. Read each statement as many times as you wish.

b. Decide which one of the given choices will best answer the

question.

c. Indicate your choice by placing a check mark ( ).

d. Indicate your answer for each item.

e. Double check to see if you have answered all the questions.

f. Do not write your name anywhere on the item.

9. Your return of the completed questionnaire constitutes your

informed consent.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION IN THIS STUDY.

Sincerely.

Ali Al-Zahrani

Ph.D. candidate at Michigan State University
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SECTION I: GENERALTINFORMATION

Directions: Items 1 through 6 are for students and residence hall

staff. Please put a check mark beside the appropriate answer.

 

1. Your university:

a. King Saud University ( )

b. Umm Al-Qura University (

2. Your nationality:

a. Saudi ( )

b. Non-Saudi ( )

3. Your sex:

a. Male ( )

b. Female ( )

4. Your marital status:

a. Single ( )

b. Married ( )

5. Your age:

a. Under 18 ( )

b. 19-24 ( )

c. 25-30 ( )

d. 31-36 ( )

e. 37-42 ( )

f. 43-48 ( )

9. Over 48 ( )

6. Are you:

a. A student ( )

b. A staff member ( )

 





NOTE:

7.

10.
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Questions 7-10 are for students only. If you are a staff

member. pleaseygo to Questions 11 and 12.

Your collega:

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

g.

h.

i.

j.

k.

l.

m.

n.

o.

p.

q.

College

College

College

College

College

College

College

College

College

College

College

College

College

College

College

College

Other. please specify:

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

Agriculture

Arabic Language

Business

Education

Engineering

Pharmacy

Asst. Medicine

Architecture & Planning

Computer Science

Religion

Applied Engineering

Social Science

Medicine

Islamic Law

Science

Dentistry A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A

V
V
V
V
V
V
V
V
V
V
V
V
V
V
V
V

 

In which university_residence hall do you live:

a.

b.

Off-campus rented residence hall

On-campus university residence hall

( )

( )

What is the number of students in your residence hall:

 

a. 100 or less ( )

b. 101-150 ( )

c. 151-200 ( )

d. 201-249 ( )

e. 250 or more ( )

For how long have you lived in the residence hall:

a. 1 year or less ( )

b. 1-2 years ( )

c. 2-3 years ( )

d. 3-4 years ( )

e. Over 4 years ( )
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NOTE: Questions 11 and lzyage for staff members only.

11. What is your highest degree?

a . Elementary school

b. Secondary school

c. High school

d. Bachelor's degree

e. Master's degree

f. Doctor's degree A
A
A
/
\
A
A

12. What is your position in the residence hall:

a. Residence hall staff

b. Residence hall supervisor

c. Residence hall manager's assistant

d. Residence hall manager

e. Other. please specify:
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W

The following statements describe activities and services the univer-

sity residence hall provides its students. For each statement. num-

bers from 1 to 5 are given at the right. Number 1 represents STRONGLY

DISAGREE. and number 5 STRONGLY AGREE. Please read each statement

carefully and indicate the level of your agreement or disagreement by

making a circle around the appropriate number.

KEX: Strongly Disagree (SD)

Disagree (D)

Moderately Agree (MA)

Agree (A)

Strongly Agree (SA)m
-
h
w
m
fl

II
II

II
II

II

EXAMPLE

SD 0 MA A SA

Every student should stay in a residence

hall for at least two years: 1 2 3 (4) 5

The respondent in this example selected scale number 4 (Agree) to

represent his opinion of the statement.

SD 0 MA A SA

1. The location of the residence hall is

convenient to the library. classrooms.

administration building and bookstores.

etc. 1 2 3 4 5

2. The residence halls are located in one

area rather than scattered all over the

campus. 1 2 3 4 5

3. Residence hall students always have access

to a parking space. 1 2 3 4 5

4. There is a mosque in each residence hall

to practice prayers. l 2 3 4 5

5. Studentsl rooms have adequate furniture.

including bed. reading table. etc. 1 2 3 4 5

6. In the residence halls there are adequate

quiet areas to study. 1 2 3 4 5

 





10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
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Residence halls have guest room units to

accommodate visitors and relatives of the

resident students.

The residence hall has storage rooms avail-

able for students to store extra personal

property items.

The residence hall students have adequate

space to watch TV programs. news and

sports. etc.

The students have adequate room space for

their belongings.

Air conditioning is available in every

residence hall room.

The residence hall has special rooms for

parties and entertainment functions.

Residence halls provide plenty of light

day and night.

There is a general feeling of satisfaction

about the buildings that fit the students'

needs and circumstances.

In residence halls various athletic facili-

ties are available for physical exercise

at various levels.

Transportation services are always avail-

able to the resident students.

The residence halls have a good number of

coin-operated laundry machines for resi—

dents' usage.

Communication services are available in

the residence halls and are of a good

standard.

Good postal services are available at the

residence halls for mailing and receiving

letters.

 

SD MA SA

1 3 5

1 3 5

1 3 5

1 3 5

1 3 5

l 3 5

1 3 5

l 3 5

l 3 5

1 3 5

l 3 5

1 3 5

1 3 5
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21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.
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First-aid facilities are made available

to the students in the halls.

In case of emergency. ambulances are avail-

able at all times for students in the

university residence halls.

Elevators are available at every level in

residence halls.

Housing is available to accommodate the

disabled individuals.

There is a general feeling of satisfaction

regarding the facilities and services of

university housing.

Immediate maintenance is available and of

a good quality.

An appropriate number of employees in manage-

ment. security. etc.. is in proportion to the

number and size of lodging units in residence

halls.

There is a general feeling of satisfaction

regarding operation and maintenance of

residence halls.

Residence hall staff. janitors. and students

are provided annual orientation to get

acquainted with first-aid equipment and use

of fire extinguishers.

The residence halls are designed with

emergency exits in case of fire.

There is a feeling of safety and security

in the residence halls.

Fire extinguishers are readily available at

every residence hall.

There is general satisfaction about safety

and security measures in the residence halls.

SD MA SA

 





33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.
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The residence hall staff provide orienta-

tion services to help new students become

acquainted with university rules and

regulations.

The residence halls have adequate informa-

tion and reception centers.

The students know the disciplinary rules and

regulations well in the residence halls.

The rules and regulations are flexible for

the students at the residence halls.

There is general satisfaction about the

information needed for the student living

in the university housing.

International students are encouraged to

live with Saudi students in residence units

to facilitate cultural exchange.

The residence hall environment teaches

religious values. Islamic laws. and their

practical application.

Residence halls provide an opportunity for

self-discipline and maturity.

Religious activity programs such as prayer

meetings. guest speakers. etc.. help

resident students learn more about Islamic

cultural values.

The residence hall environment helps to

standardize the relationship of brotherhood

and friendship between students in residence.

There are restaurants that provide the

students with daily meals in the residence

halls.

Every university cafeteria serves a variety

of food and a good. substantial meal for

the students.

 

SD MA SA

1 3 5

1 3 5

1 3 5

1 3 5

1 3 5

1 3 5

l 3 5

1 3 5

1 3 5

l 3 5

1 3 5

1 3 5

 





45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.
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Because of the type of food provided in

the university restaurant/cafeteria.

students usually prefer not to eat in

surrounding public restaurants.

Because there are restaurants in the

residence halls. most students do not

prepare their own meals.

Resident students prefer to eat at the

university restaurant/cafeteria because

it is cheaper.

Married students' apartments are available

and have cooking facilities to prepare food.

Students are given opportunities to make

suggestions. comments. and recommendations

related to food services in the residence

hall cafeterias.

There is general satisfaction about the

food services provided in the residence

halls.

 

SD MA SA

1 3 5

1 3 5

1 3 5

l 3 5

1 3 5

1 3 5
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

 

UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON RESEARCH INVOLVING EAST LANSING ' MICHIGAN 0 «IN-l6“

HUMAN SUBJECTS (UCRIHS)

Ill ADMINISTRATION BUILDING

””‘”’““ September 8, 1986

Mr. Ali A. Al-Zahrani

2311-1 E. Jolly Road

Lansing. Michigan 48910

Dear Mr. Al—Zahrani:

Subject: Proposal Entitled, "Attitudes. Opinions and Perceptions

of Students and University Housing Staff Towards the

Residence Hall Services at Two Universities in

Saudi Arabia"

I am pleased to advise that I concur with your evaluation that this

project is exempt from full UCRIHS review, and approval is herewith

granted for conduct of the project.

You are reminded that UCRIHS approval is valid for one calendar year. If

you plan to continue this project beyond one year, please make provisions

for obtaining appropriate UCRIHS approval prior to September 8, 1987.

Any changes in procedures involving human subjects must be reviewed by the

UCRIHS prior to initiation of the change. UCRIHS must also be notified

promptly of any problems (unexpected side effects, complaints, etc.)

involving human subjects during the course of the work.

Thank you for bringing this project to my attention. If I can be of any

future help, please do not hesitate to let me know.

Sincerely,

K

(‘

Henry E. Bredeck

Chairman, UCRIHS

HEB/jms

cc: Dr. Eldon Nonnamaker

MSU is ‘- AI/irmhw Action/Equal Oppoflunl'ty [Hilltulm
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION t \ST LANSING ’ MICHIGAN ' 48814-1054

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION

ERICKSON HALL

May 29, 1986

Department of Education

College of Education

UmmAl-Qura University

Makkah, Saudi Arabia

Dear Sirs:

Mr. Ali A. Al-Zahrani has passed his comprehensive examinations

for the Doctor of Philosophy degree in higher education at Michigan

State University. His doctoral guidance committee has also approved

the research topic for his doctoral dissertation. The title of his

dissertation is "Attitudes, Opinions, and Perceptions of Students and

University Staff Towards the Residence Hall Services at Two Universities

in Saudi Arabia.

Mr. Al—Zahrani plans to collect his research data during the

Fall term, 1986-87 academic year. Any assistance you can provide him

in this endeavor will be appreciated.

Sincerelyyour?

[2,.(/4;,vurtmr All/fl//

Eldon R. Nonnamaker

Professor and Chair of

the Guidance Committee

UNI'n .m If/Irmum-e tum. Equal Uppurrumn (nmrulmn
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College of Social Sciences
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To Whom It May Concern

 

This is a notification of the authenticity of the translation

of the questionnaire prepared by Mr. Ali Al--Zahrani and as a

witness, this letter was accorded to Mr. Al- Zahrani upon his

request .

Dr. Jamal Sheshsha

Chairman,

English Department
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