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This study compares satisfaction among students living in a
residence center with a traditional staffing structure and Students
living in a residence center with an alternative Staffing pattern,
The satisfaction of students is assessed in relationship to
community, independence and accountability, policy enforcement,
and safety. The researchers also assess the level of importance
students place on different aspects of their living environment in an
effort to determine how different hall environments meet student
needs.

Institutions of higher education have long been involved in the process
of'creating environments that foster student satisfaction.

Given the considerable investment oftime and energy that most
students make in attending college, the student’s perception of
value should be given substantial weight. Indeed, it is difficult to
argue that student satisfaction can be legitimately subordinated
to any other educational outcome, (Astin, 1977, p.1 64)

Generating environments that satisfy a diverse population of students
has become especially important with regard to student housing. “Stu-
dents increasingly are bringing to higher education exactly the same
consumer expectations they have for every other commercial establish-
ments with which they deal” (Levine & Cureton, 1997, p. 14). Inan
im.:reasmgly consumer-based system with growing competition from
private housing developers, colleges and universities must address
1ssues of student satisfaction with regard to the housing environments
offered on their respective campuses.

Inexamining student satisfaction with residence hall environ-
ments, researchers have discovered that “variety in styles and types of
accommodations increases the appeal of residence hall livingto a
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greater number of students” (Grimm, 1993, p.249). Responding to the
changing needs of students, such as privacy, is necessary for the succesg
of residence life programs on university campuses (Grimm, 1 993).

Itis clear that in an effort to increase student satisfaction, and
thus increase student housing retention rates, residence life programs
must make adjustments in both the type of services they provide and the
ways in which they provide these services. This study compares satis-
faction among students living in a residence center with a traditional
staffing structure and students living in a residence center with an
alternative staffing pattern. For the purpose of this research traditional
staffing is defined as a building in which Resident Assistants supervised
by graduate and professional staff live on individual floors. Understand-
ing how these environments are related to student satisfaction will assist
residence life professionals as they look to generate living environments
that will best meet the needs and demands of a changing student popu-

lation,

Literature Review
Facility and Staff Structure Components

Literature focusing on the staffing structure in residence halls is
limited. The emphasis of prior research is on pro gramming design
(Schroeder and Freesh, 1977), academic performance within unique
program designs (Delucchi, 1993) and student satisfaction with differing
programs (Floyd, 1987). It is therefore necessary to utilize a historical
approach to analyze the trends in residential facility design and staffing
structure.

Greenleaf (1969) outlines predictions for residence halls in the
following areas: construction, programs, regulations and staffing.
Structurally, the trend was to modify halls from long corridors to a
grouping of rooms that allows for privacy (Greenleaf, 1969). Greenleaf
points to the growing desire of students, particularly upperclassmen, to
have “the privacy of a single room” (Greenleaf, 1969, p.67).

Rules and regulations were also prevalent issues in the 1970s.
Greenleaf’s 1969 writings suggest, “Administrators must take the lead in
involving students in a thorough and objective reexamination of current
rules and regulations. . ..As young adults, students are gaining support
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for greater freedom, self-responsibility and individual determination of
behavior” (p. 69). It was thought that if student input was not
considered when drafting rules and regulations then campuses would
have difficulty in retaining students (Greenleaf, | 969).

Literature on staffing structure has focused on how departments

of residence life have emphasized the importance for staff “to place

emphasis upon student seif-discipline, sel-responsibility and educationa]

interaction” (Greenleaf, 1969, p. 69). Greenleaf’s (1 969) beliefis that
staff size will decrease while training and preparation of staffwill
increase. Greenleaf (1 969) further posits, residence halls need to
change to fit the students’ needs of the future,

Interestingly, while the nature of students’needs have changed,
the trends that Greenleaf postulates for the 1970s are sill relevant
today. Blimling (1993) submits that it is expected that more students will
want private rooms and will seek to live in residence halls that have
more services. In order to meet the changing needs, student housing
facilities at many universities will require renovation (Blimling, 1993),
Moving towards more privacy-based facilities has “the potential to
fundamentally change the way residence life staffinteract with students
and the magnitude of the influence that residence halls can have on
students” (Blimling, 1993,p.12).

Finally, Grimm (1 993) discusses the multitude of on-campus
living arrangements. While providing several options from apartment-
style with minimal supervision to traditional high-rise corridor housing,
each have been found to provide both benefits and challenges for
students; there is no agreement as to a single design or combination of
concepts for creating a residential hall hybrid (Grimm, 1 993).
Satisfaction with Residence Center Environment

Research focusing on satisfaction with residence environments is
notwidely available, therefore the research presented in this portion of
the literature review focuses on general research relating to the following
areas: community, independence, accountability, policy enforcement,
and personal safety. Astin (1985) asserts that student satisfaction with
campus services is a measure of institutional effectiveness. In response
to this finding, institutions should seek student input in order to increase
effectiveness of services, However Boyer’s (1987) research has found
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that “almost without exception, the role of students in campus decision-
making is not taken seriously in higher education” (p.235).

Residence hall environments have the ability to enhance students’
personal and educational experiences (Anchors, Douglas & Kasper,
1993). According to Anchors, et al. (1993) aresidential commun_ity
“aims at promoting the common good, imparts a sense of belonging,
and supports the ultimate goals of encouraging students’ personal
development” (p.461). A sense of caring, trust, teamwork, mvolven_lent,
and shared leadership by students can be used as criteria to determine
the health of the community (Anchors et al., 1993),

Supportive commumities have the ability to provide students
with opportunities to explore their personal identity and interdepen-
dence with others (Anchors et al., 1993). Residence life programs,
which value student development, should promote responsibility and
positive contributions to communities among students (Winston &
Anchors, 1993). According to Magolda (1993), residence halls are
environments in which students have the opportunity to evaluate their
morals. Resident Assistants play an integral role in this process as they
educate residents about the center policies and help residents to under-
stand why the policies exist and why enforcement of policies is neces-
sary (Winston & Fitch, 1993).

Winston and Anchors (1993) advocate that residence halls
should be “endorsing the cultivation of a healthy lifestyle, both physically
and psychologically” (p.41). Students are seeking more independence
in their residence communities and expect to be safe and secure in the
residence halls (Schuh, 1996). Schuh (1996) suggests that there is a
relationship between lack of supervision and presence of safety in
residence halls,

Methods
Participants o

The study was conducted at a large, public, Research I institu-
tion in the Midwest during the fall semester of 2000, First-year students
are not required to live on the campus. Students who are interested in
living in a residence hall must apply through the residence [ife office to

live in one of the 11 residence halls or campus apartments.
The staffing strocture of Smith Hall consists of undergraduate
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Residence Assistants who are supervised by three Graduate Supervi-
sors. Resident Assistants live on each floor where they supervise thirty-
five to seventy-five students, They are responsible for community
building, extensive programming, and providing on-call duty coverage
{or weeknights and weekends. During on-call duty, Resident Assistants

are responsible for hall safety by locking center doors and enforcing
policy.

and also implements programs for approximately thirty-three fioor
residents. Three graduate students in Brown Hall serve as Resident
Leadership Specialists who supervise the Floor Presidents, On-call
weeknight and weekend duty is rotated between the Resident I eader-
ship Specialists and two uniformed and armed staff police officers that
live and work in the center.

o The researchers limited the participant pool (o sophomores
Juniors and seniors for two reasons, F irst, researchers wanted to foé:us
specifically on the undergraduate experience. While there is a small
populgtion of graduate students who teside in Brown Hall, the vast
majority of students living in Smith Halj are undergraduates. Second
first-year student residents were excluded from the sample. The re- ,
searchers felt this exclusion was necessary because the university does
not allow first-year students to selectaresidence hall, and first-year
§tudents would therefore be unable to complete the section of the
msment that asks the participant to disclose the teasons for choosing
to ]1ver n your residence hall. In addition, the study examined students’
experiences in the residence halls, F irst-year students did not have as

participants.
Instrumentation

36

In contrast, the residents of each floor in Brown Hail elect thejr
own Floor President who serves as a student government representative
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constructing questions for the survey. The survey consists of five sec-
tions: 1} demographic information, 2) importance ofhall characteristics
in selection of residence, 3) comfort level with personal safety, 4)
satistaction with community, mdependence/accountability, policy en-
forcement and physical safety, and 5) open ended response questions.
The demographic information section solicited information through
multiple choice and fill in the blank questions. The next four sections
utilized a five point Likert scale to measure the importance, comfort,
and satisfaction that students have with various aspects of residential
living. A *no basis for judgment” option was also included in both the
comfort and satisfaction sections, The final section consisted of two
open-ended response questions regarding overall satisfaction and
dissatisfaction,

Surveys were color-coded to distinguish between each resi-
dence hall. The two survey instruments contained identical questions,
except for questions pertaining to police staffing. The Smith Hall survey
contained questions regarding the “idea” of police officers in the build-
ing. The Brown Hall survey contained questions regarding the “pres-
ence” of police officers in the building. This difference was necessary
due to the fact that Smith Hall does not currently have police officers on
staff, while Brown Hall does.

Prior to its actual distribution, the survey was given to a group
of undergraduate men and women as a pretest. Once an application
was approved by the Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects,
tesearchers set up tables to distribute surveys in the first floor lobby of
both Smith and Brown residence halls.

Analysis

After 102 usable surveys were collected, the data were ana-
lyzed with the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). Means
were calculated for each variable. T-tests were then utilized to deter-
mine the difference between means for Smith and Brown respondents.
In addition, open-ended responses for questions were hand coded by
four researchers. Two questions asked participants for self-reported
responses of the best aspect of their residence hall and what they were
most dissatisfied with in their residence hall. For the best aspect, the
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responses are divided into the following categories: privacy/indepen-
dence, facilities, location, RA /residents, cost and other, Dissatisfaction

responses are separated into the following categories: facilities parking, -
food, RA/staff, noise, social mteraction, policies, cost, none, and other. ,

For both open ended questions, responses that were only given once
were placed in the “other” category.

Limitations
Due to the nature of our study, several limitations need to be
nloted. One limitation is that the sample size is relatively small. Sample
size was limited due to time and the number of available participants. A

second limitation resulted from the uneven breakdown of gender in each

rfegidegce hqﬂ tower. In addition, the large number of first-year students
living in Smith Hall resulted in a restricted number of eligible participants

from that residence hall. Since the majority of Smith’s residents are first- -

year students a.nd graduate students reside in Brown Hall, this may also
impact the environments in each residence hall. Finally, the sample is not
repr.es-entat?ve of the population because residents self-selected to
participate in the study.
Results
Demographics
Demographic information for participants is located in Table 1.

Table 1. Demographic Frequencies for Brown and Smith

Variable Brown 0 Smith " n
1)
— Frequency (%) Frequency (%)
11\7/{&51111'@1(3 55 33 38.1 i6
e 45 .
Academic Class 2 oL %
Sephomore 46.7
; . 28
Jum_or 43.3 26 gég "
Senior ) 0.0 6 ]4.3 ;.
Race/Ethnicity . °
African American/Black 133
Hispanic/Latino 1.7 ? 33'8 : o
Amgrican Indian 0.0 0 2.0 '
X/hlte/NomHispanic 80.0 48 7i44 310
sian/Pacifi .
Gan ific Istander 5.0 3 2.4 i
3.5-4.0
16.7 10 31.0
;g:g; 38.3 23 35.7 fg
2.0 2.4 35.0 21 19.0 8
38 = -2. 5.0 3 9.5
1.5-1.9 3.3 - o
. 2 0.0 0
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Level of Importance
Table 2 contains significant findings regarding level of impor-

tance, comfort, and satisfaction as reported by participants. The
residents of the two centers differona number of variables related to
the level of importance they place on certain aspects of their living
environment. At the p<.001 significance level, cost is more important to
residents living in Smith (M=3.68) than it is to residents living in Brown
(M=2.58). There is a significant difference (p <.001) between the
importance of the residence hall proximity to other services used by
participants in Brown (M=3.52) and Smith (M=4.36). Another signifi-
cant difference within the importance category is indicated between the
means of Brown (M=3.88) and Smith (M=2.86) with regard to the
attractiveness of the residence facility. There is a significant difference
(p< .01) between the importance of the hall being recommended by
friends for Brown (M=3.02) and Smith (M=2.29) participants. At the
p< .05 significance level, limited staff supervision is more important to
participants in Brown (M= 3.35) than to participants in Smith
(M=2.69).

Level of Comfort
There are differences in the mean comfort levels of Brown and

Smith participants. Respondents in Smith (M=3.79) report a greater
degree of comfort with their knowledge of what to do if a tornado siren
sounds in their residence hall than do their counterparts in Brown
(M=2.95). This finding is significant at the p<.01 level. At the p<<.05
level, there is a significant difference between the comfort respondents
of Brown (M=4.23) and Smith (M= 4.69) report having with their
knowledge of what to do if a fire alarm sounds in their building. When
asked about their level of comfort with the “presence” of armed police
officers living in their building, Brown respondents repott a mean of
3.80. When asked about their level of comfort with the “idea” of armed
police officers living in their building Smith respondents report a mean of
3.26. When compared, the difference between these two means is
found to be significant at the p<..05 level.

Level of Satisfaction o .
Community. The only significant finding within the satisfaction with

community variables is the satisfaction participants report regarding the
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level of trust they have for other residents living in their community.

Brown (M=3.83) respondents report a higher level of trust for commu-

nity members than do their counterparts in Smith (M=3.20). This is
significant at the p< .05 level.

Independence and A ccountability. Brown participants are more

satistied with the degree of independence and accountability provided in

their current residence hall. The differences between participant satis-
faction with the leve] of privacy and with the building alcohol policy are
significant at the p<.001 level. For the variable of privacy, participants
from Brown (M=4.63) are more satisfied than are participants from
Smith (M=3.88). The alcohol policy measure yields a mean of4.25 for
Brown and a mean of 3.18 for Smith, Brown (M=4.63) participants
havea higher level of satisfaction with the feelings of independence they
have in their residence hall than do participants from Smith (M=4.05).
This difference is significant at the p<.01level. Brown (M=4.32)
participants also report a higher level of satisfaction than do their

counterparts in Smith (M=3.77) with regard to the fevel
the Residence Life staffin their build

significant at the p<.05 level,

Policy enforcement. Brown residents report higher levels of satisfac-
tion with policy enforcement in their residence hail. At the significance
level of p<.01, Brown (M=3.92) participants are more satisfied with
the enforcement of quiet hours than are Smith (M=3.00) participants,
Brown (M=3.60) participants also reporta higher level of satisfaction
with the consistency with which residence life staff members confront
policy violations than their counterparts in Smith (M=2.89). This
difference is significant at the p<.05 level. Brown (M=3.92) partici-
pants are more satisfied with the consideration of their opinion in the
creation of residence hall policies and procedures than are Smith
(M=3.00) participants, This i significant at the p< .05 Jovel.
Safety. The most significant finding within the safety variables is the
ability of security staffto Create an environment where the participant
feels safe. This finding is significant at the P<.001 level with amean of
4.42 for Brown and a mean of 3.71 for Smith. At the p<.01 level,

participant satisfaction with building locking procedures and the safety

that the residence hall provides in comparison to off-campus housing

of respect that
ing have for resident privacy. This is
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are significant. Brown (M=4.19) participants are more satigﬁed with
puilding focking procedures than are Smith @4:3 A43) part1c11.)af111ts£'
Brown (M=4.40) participants also repprt ahlghc?r level of satisfaction
with the safety that their hall provides in comparison to olif-cggnpliﬁ .
nousing than do Smith participa.nts (M=3.§8). Srr'uth (M=4.05) 11: e
pants report a higher level of satisfaction with thelricnowledge-o. v;/n ts
to do in an emergency situation than do Brgwn (M—3.47) partlilfso) )
This is significant at the p<.05 level.. Participants in Brow_n (11\/I~f .
have a greater level of saﬁsfactiop with the degreg o‘f physga saS ;tih
they feel their residence hall provides than do participants from
(M=4.05). This 1s sigmficant at the p<.05 level.

Table 2. Significant Differences in Importance and Satisfaction Variables Between Brown and Smith
able 2,

i i Significance

i Brown Brown Smith  Smith z
yaribl Mean _ SD Mean _Sb
importance Variables N » "
Cost of Hall is Lower 2.58 }ié ;.69 1 :24 :
Staff Supervision is Limited 335 1.32 2.29 o "
Hall Recommended 3.02 1.30 4I35 5 "
Location on Campus 3.52 ].09 2.86 e o
Building is Atiractive 3.88 . .

fort Variabies .

g}fl';ﬂ Pg;tocof 4.23 i;é ;123 1926 "
Tornado Protocol 2.95 . .

i45 *
Armed Live-in Police 3.80 1.12 326

Satisfaction Variables: Community

1.32 *
Trust for Other Residents 3.83 1 -1:: - 3.20
Satisfaction Vartables: {ndependeﬂc: ggd Accolglg an y3 28 1.25 #E%
Privac : ) ' o
Itf{liepe{ldcncc 4.63 gg ‘;gg 1922 "
Staff Respect for Privacy 4.32 . 3' 18 164 #k
Alcehol Policy 4.25 118 . .
Satisfaction Variables: Policy Enforcement 120 581 117 #
Opinien Considered gg; ] '2 2 3: 00 1.60 *k
Quiet Hours ' ) 289 1.37 *
Staff Consistency 3.60 107
Satisfaction Variables: Safety 1.3 #
Emergency Knowledge 3.47 ﬁ‘é ggg 150 P
Building Locking Procedures 4.19 .1 3‘71 1.07 Hokk
Safety Provided by Sccurity Staff 4,42 .gl 4.05 108 *
Physical Safety 4.50 k7, 3.68 1.19 *
Safety vs. Off-campus 440 :

* p=.05; #*p=01; ***p=001 for t test analyses

Self-Reported Satisfaction and Dissatisfaction. Wh.en asked 01})1611—
ended questions about the features in their current residence hall that are
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most satisfying and dissatisfying, respondents indicated responses that
were coded into general categories. Forty-three percent of the partici-
pants from Brown indicated that privacy is the best feature of their
current residence hall. Another 32% of Brown respondents rated

facilities as the best component of their residence hall, Location was the

best feature for 15% of the Brown participants. Ten percent of Brown
participants contributed answers that were coded as “other.”

When responding to the same question, 41% of Smith respon-
dents rated location as the best feature of their current residence hall.
Twenty-seven percent of Smith respondents indicated that the building
staff'and residents of their building are the most positive aspect of living
in Smith hall. Another 20% of participants felt that cost is the best
feature of their current residence hall. Twelve percent of the Smith
respondents contributed answers that were coded as “other.” Brown

participants were most dissatisfied with: the social interaction provided
by their conmunity (3 7%), facilities in their residence hall (14%), food
available in their residence hal] (12%), building policies (7%), cost (5%)
and parking (4%). Nine percent of participants from Brown felt that
nothing was most dissatisfying about their current fiving environment.
Thirty-five percent of the Brown responses were coded as “other.”
Smith respondents felt mogt dissatisfied with the food (58%)
available in their residence center. Another 15% tated the building staff
as the most dissatisfying aspect of Smith. Noise (12%) was also an area
of dissatisfaction for Smith participants. Ten percent of Smith respon-
dents indicated that they were most dissatisfied with the building poli-

cies. Five percent of the responses given by Smith participants were
coded as “other.”

Discussion
The findings related to importance, comfort, and satisfaction
provide insight into the impact of residentia] environments on campus.
This raises practical and theoretical implications divided into three

Several variables show significant differences between Brown
and Smith. Smith participants reported the cost of the residence hall and
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the location of the hall to be more importaqt t_han Brown partici'pants.
Brown participants reported limited supervision, recommendatlo_n of the
hall by friends, and attractiveness of the appearance to be more 1mpor-
i icipants, -
o thanssfailc;i:l}}rf;ois may have caused residents of Smith to rept?I“F a
mean that was almost one point higher thqn the m'ean qf Brown partici-
pants for cost. The Smith mean response is described in between ‘
important and very important and the Brown.mean canbe chara‘cterized
as in between unimportant and nevtral. Obtained throggh a Remder.lce
Life publication, the cost for a double room at Brown is $3 276 Whﬂe .
Smith residents pay $2,641, a difference of $635 for the academic year.
There are also several living options available at Brgwn that are cpnsud—
erably more expensive, that are not available at Smith. These options
include suites and apartments that range in price frorp $4,3 0§ - $4,399,
Additionally, 24% of students surveyed at Smith participant ina Qoop—
erative Community. The Smith Cooperative Commupity allow residents
to reduce their annual room rates by $87§§ -$1 ,301 in exchange for the
responsibility of sharing floor cleaning, This finding suggests ‘Fhe}t the
option of differing levels of cost, as well as programs to s.ub&dlzle cogt,
enable some students to afford to live on campus, An .addltional implica-
tion may be that providing new options on campus might not truly})ed
options for all students, but rather options for students th) can affor
to pay higher housing fees. Additional research may examine howff t
students are paying for college and how the method of payment affects
i i tion. N
et hoﬁisizgmimng responses to location, responses fromﬁ partici-
pants living in Brown can be described as E?etween neutral andl mgaor—
tant and responses from participants in Snpth can be characterlzef tas )
between important and very important. This finding suggests b(?ne ¥ fstz '
on-campus versus off-campus housing may be relat(_ed to location ot :
residence hall. As the Residence Life department bmlds and renova e
new campus housing, it may be useful for thfam to consider the \}f;lys n
which new housing can be designed to provnlle ‘Fhe benefits %f 0 -h e
campus living and while maintaining the proximity of the residence ha

campus. . _
’ A significant difference exists between the importance respon:
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g?;;s/ gf irnélth anf Br(?Wn p‘lace on limited supervision from staff, For
parmip{:n " 1;111;?11 ﬁs;; éthS Yanab.le is more important than it is for Sr;ﬁth
pat s. This finding is pargcularly insightful considering that th
& f;rence in staffing structure in Brown varies from the traditional )
- mng st;lti;:ture model. Brown utilizes elected floor presidents who

€ as student government representatives and perform limited staff

functions. This suggests that students who rate this variable as import .
ant

are more likely to Iive in an alt i
aupervision ernatively staffed structure with lesg
mdjcategtlili :f:tl?lz‘t;ii that addresses the issue of hall recommendation
_ s surveyed at Brown consider i
. i ; peerinfl
Is:;lecl:tmg their r681d§nce. Itis possible that because Brown Ilileﬁc'e hen
n Cvsoi H}}f ren(zivated re.s¥dence center, participants may be mOrez tls a
rec WhmE? 1(::1116 facility to their friends. It would be interesting 5) ;O
o Snjlfith ;ﬁiﬁ;gﬁ:l’lended the hall. Additionally, the findings im);?ymh
nts’ res i :
(M=229) ponse can be described as unimportant
Finally, the importance
A of appearance of ility is signi
betw : e of'the facility is s
amacet?:eirown and Smlth respondents, The Brown mea?: su Ig:;ntﬁ C;nt
ot art<?s.s of'the regldence hall appearance is of impo rtanff tS sthat
oo SI; tol;ige.mts, while the Smith mean suggests indifference W(i)th
appoaranc Thilmponance of attractiveness of the residence hall
o el; § suggests that students considered Brown’s newl
e e 31 lt;ugture when deciding to live in thig facility. Self—reporsged
oo pen-ended survey questions of Brown participants
s theimportance residents place on living in a new facility.
Hity.

Level of Comfort

comfort(r)eilljg;cl:ieg Vanam‘?s show significance related to level of
of what to de Wheny P;mmpants. Comfort with participants’ knowledee
a tornado sl uidlsre al;rm sounds, knowledge of what to do Whegn
in the building yiclded > an the presence or idea of armed police livin
respondents. B - Slgnlﬁ.cant differences between Brown and Smithg
knowlodge (;f;cua;rlse of their nature, the questions related to
mean scores, Smi gency procedures are discussed together. Based

, smith respondents are very comfortable with their .
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inowledge of fire procedures and comfortable with knowledge of
tornado procedures. In comparison, Brown respondents are
comfortable with knowledge of fire procedures and neutral in regard to
their comfort with tornado procedures.

These findings may have several implications. First, participants
from both halls are more comfortable with the fire procedures than the
tornado procedures for their buildings. Fire drills are conducted each
semester in both Brown and Smith halis. This may result in higher levels
of comfort with fire procedures for participants. It may be useful for the
staff of each building to consider conducting tornado drills in an effort to
better educate all residents about the tornado procedures. Residents in
Symith express an overall comfort while residents in Brown express
neutrality about their knowledge of tornado procedures in their hall. Tt
is important to consider whether the staff structure at Brown, which

allows for limited supervision, impedes the process of preparing
students for emergency situations. Residence Life staff should consider
how emergency information is disseminated to students. If Resident
Assistants are used to distribute this information, then adjustments must
be made to ensure the residents in non-traditionally staffed residence
centers are made familiar with emergency procedures in their hall. The
Jlower levels of comfort with emergency procedures among Brown
participants when compared to Smith participants may create a liability
for Residence Life staff at this institution.

The third variable that shows significance pertains {0 the issue of
live-in police officers. Because Brown actually has live-in armed police
and Smith does not, this question differed on the surveys for each hall.
The Brown survey asked about the “presence”” of armed police while
the Smith survey asked about the “idea” of armed police living in the
hall. The difference in response could imply that a comfort levelis
gained through personal contact and interaction with police officers.

The police officers living and working in Brown are residents who are
introduced to their peers at hall meetings. It is interesting to note that
while this variable is significant, there is no significant difference m the
means with regard to armed police walking the halls at night, The use of
armed police is arelatively new phenomenon and it may be instructive
to further examine student response to this staffing approach.
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Level of Satisfaction
The satisfaction level that participants report having with the

trust for other students in their residence hall is significant between
Brown and Smith. The mean response from students in Brown Hall is
higher than the mean response in Smith Hall. This could be in part due
to the difference in populations in each of the halls. Brown Hall does not
house first-year students, while a large percentage of residents in Smith
Hall are first-year students, The maj ority of residents in Brown are
retumning students, who may be more likely to know and trust their
neighbors and roommates than Smith residents whose neighbors and
roommates are composed of a majority of first-year students,

Additionally, this higher level of satisfaction reported from

students in Brown Hall may also suggest that residents of Brown
perceive their fellow residents to have a higher level of maturity. These
findings have interesting implications for residence hall professionals
who are trying to build and promote a sense of community and trust in
an environment that is primarily first-year students,

Respondents from Brown Hall are significantly more satisfied
than respondents from Smith Hall with the variables of privacy,
independence, staff respect for privacy, and the alcohol policy. These
findings are congruent with Greenleaf (1969} and Blimling (1 993),
whose research stated that students are satisfied with the privacy single
rooms offer and the opportunities for freedom and independence. In this
section, the two questions that yielded the most significant results were
“the level of privacy | have in my residence hall” and “the alcohol policy
inmy hall.” These results are not surprising given the fact that the
majority of rooms in Brown Hall arc single-occupancy rooms and the
alcohol policy in Brown Hall is more liberal than the policy in Smith
Hall. No alcohol is allowed in Smith, whereas residents who are
twenty-one in Brown Hall may have alcohol in theis residence,

Satisfaction varies between Brown and Smith participants
regarding issues of policy enforcement. Brown participants belicve that
their opinions are taken into consideration when policies and proce-
dures are created for their residence hall. In addition, Brown partici-
pants are more satisfied than Smith participants with the enforcement of
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quiet hours in their building. Lastly, residentls in Brovsfn Hall are more
satisfied with their residence hall staff’s consistency with cofrflfr{)nu;l‘gdtal
policy infractions, Winston & Fit(?h (1993) believe t}{at' sta fhajiesi_
role in educating residents regarding the qeed for 1.)011c1e's H}:r zl v
dence hall. These findings provide a practical §tarnr}g point to dwCate
sidence hall staff may make improvements m thel‘r effort_s o edu
rfudents about building policies. Staff may also review their p.rocedur.es
:egarding policy enforcement to ensure a greater deal of consmten;:y 1}14{
he future. Specific attention should be paid to Fhe egforcemept.o qu1fe
;ours. The difference in satisfaction of the cons@eraﬂon ot;j opmm?lst Ee
Brown and Smith residents may be due to thg Q1fferences, etwee e
staffing structures in the two buildings. In addition, ‘Brown S reno}\l{a ho
included marketing research conducted by at}; outside agency, whic
used student focus groups. Students were as (eq fgr their op?mns
about facilities and staffing. The fact that the b.uﬂ('img rerflovadlorzs,ma
olicies, and staffing structures reflect the earlier input 0 ‘stu en Z y
iP;npact the level of satisfaction reported by Brown p?(mtcépant; 2 SS "
Greenleal (1969) asserted, admjn‘lst.rators Ille.ed t_o ta eff {;t ?) nions,
students into account when establishing policies in an effort to
sdent SSETEEC?IO;%) suggests that students desire a feeling of safety in
their residence hall. Brown Hall respondepts repQH th'i 'theytire;;li(;ir‘;
satisfied in the areas of procedures f01:r locking their bui mf, Eich
of security staffto provide a safe environment, the de%re.e 0 h\:fthe o
residents feel physically S;;fe, and th?' d;i;‘eg r(;l; fﬁﬁl z;t;go infheha |
provides as opposed to o -campus living. R
only more satisfied with their knowledge o w e
In order to increase the level of safety for regldents, s jhece
r residence halls for differences in safety prot'oco - Fol
:i(:;;lztilge rooms in Brown Hall requirei lzi card ;Zﬁvl\gg; ;(; Egénhan
j mith’s traditional key system. ;
z?at;;i Efa(; ?gcifli)l;ieglzobseneﬁts and costs associated v\.ri.th a (ihfferent
room locking method. In addition, staff may need add;g;a;;ledgeable .
programming efforts to ensure that their residents are

what to do in emergency situations.
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Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to compare levels of importance
comiort, and satisfaction between residents living in traditionally and
non-traditionally staffed residence halls, When participants in these two
different types of halls were compared, significant findings occurred
within the category of satisfaction with safety, The importance variables
of cost, limited supervision, hall recommendation, location, and
appearance were found to be significant between halls. Lastly,
significant differences in satisfaction were determined in regard to
independence and accountability.

As cited in the literature review, prior research has indicated
that student needs and demands are changing. Students are entering
institutions of higher education with consumer-based expectations
(Levine & Cureton, 1997). The responsibility of meeting these demands
with regard to living environments is now in the hands of esidence life
professionals. As student affairs professionals seek to understand the
impact of different living environments, this research provides a basis for
future inquiry regarding staffing structure in residence halls,

k4
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Campus Alcohol and Drug Abuse and the Higher Education
Amendments of 1998
By: Kimbetly A. Sluis

Alcohol abuse among college students poses a major challenge
for university administrators across the country. Many studics bave
documented the high levels of alcohol abuse and the severity of
problems associated with college drinking, More than 85% of students
surveyed by the Core Institute in 1999 reported having consumed
alcohol inthe year prior to participating in the research (Core Institute,
2000). The Harvard School of Public Health College Alcohol Study
found that “nationally one in five college students is a frequent drinket”
(Wechsler, Molnar, Davenport, & Baer, 1999, p. 247). Often times
college student alcohol consumption is not onty frequent but also heavy.
Binge drinking is a common activity for a significant percentage of
college students. For the purposes of the Harvard Study, binge drinking
was defined as the consumption of five or more drinks in a row for men
and four or more consecutive drinks for women {Wechsler, etal.,

1999), Wechsler, et al. (1999) reported a 42.7% binge-drinking rate
among college students. In addition, the Core Institute (2000) reported
that 46.9% of students surveyed had consumed five or more drinks in
one sitting at least once during the two weeks prior to completing the
1999 Core alcohol and drug survey.

Many student problems have been linked to excessive alcohol
consumption. According to data from the 1999 Core Survey, 62.8% of
students had experienced a hangover in the year prior to their
participation in the survey. The Harvard study found that a large
percentage of students who identified as frequent binge drinkers also
reported having experienced various problems related to their drinking
(Wechsler, et al, 1999). Many of these students missed class, fell behind
with studies, did something they later regretted, experienced blackouts,
argued with friends, engaged in unplanned or unprotected sex, damaged
property, had trouble with the police, were injured, overdosed on
alcohol, and drove after drinking or bingeing (Wechsler, etal., 1999).
Fifty-four percent of the frequent binge drinkers reported having
experienced five or more of the above mentioned problems related to
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