DOCUMENT RBSUME

BD 089 579 HE 005 307

AUTHOR Mokhtarzada, Younos M.; Sedlacek, Willian E,

TITLE First Impressions of Residence Hall Students,

INSTITUTION Maryland Univ., College Park. Counseling Center.

REPORT NO UMAd~RR=15-73

PUB DATE 73

NOTE 8p.

EDRS PRICE MP-$0.75 HC-$1.50 PLUS POSTAGE

DESCRIPTORS *College Housing; *College Students; *Dornitories;
*Higher Education; Research Projects; Residential
Colleges; #*Student Attitudes

IDENTIFIERS *Un}Versity of Maryland

. &
ABSTRACT

Ninety-~seven new residents entering five randonly
selected residence halls at the University of Maryland, College Park,
conmpleted a questionnaire on their first impressions (2 to 4 weeks)
of their dorm and changes they would like to see. Fifty-six had never
lived in a residence hall before and 44% had, and 59% did not know
anyone on their floor before moving in. When asked’ what they liked
most about dorms so far, 20% said people's friendliness, 17% said the
people they met and 16% said the convenient location. When asked uwhat
they least liked, 19% reported insufficient or malfuncticning
physical facilities and 14X said undesirable physical aspectes of
their rooms, Nineteen percent gave unsolicited comments that they
wisk they had gotten more help from their Resident Assistant and only
5% indicated they would seek out their Resident Assistant for help as
a first step. In addition, 8% said they had negative impressions of
the residence halM due to impersonal treatment Lefore moving in.
Intercorrelations among attitude items indicate that those who
exhibit public conformity and private disagreement with residence
hall norms tend to feel less positive and have adjusted less well to
their new situation. Results were discussed in terms of the theory
that satisfiers stem from variables intrinsic to dorm life (e.q.,
other people, hall programs) and dissatisfiers stem from extrinsic
variables (e.g.,, physical facilities). It was suggested that a gnod
residence hall program treats these sources independently. Overall it
was recommended that greater emphasis be given to initiating
residence hall programs before students move in. (Author)
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SUMMARY

97 new residents entering five randomly selected residence halls
at the University of Maryland, College Park, completed a questionnaire
on their first impressions (2 to 4 weeks) of their dorm and changes they
would like to see. 56% had never lived in a residence hall before and
447% had, and 53% did not know anyone on thelr floor before moving in.
When asked what they liked most about the dorms so far,20% said people's
friendliness, 17% sald they people they met and 16% said the convenient
location. When asked what they least liked, 19% reported insufficlent or
malfunctioning physical facilities and 14% said undesirable physical asg-
pects of thelr rooms. 19% gave unsolicited comments that they wish they
had gotten more help from th2ir Resident Assistant and only 5% indicated
they would seek out their Resident Assistant for help as a first steps In
addition, 8% said they had negative impressions of the residance halls due
to impersonal treatment before moving in., Intercorrelations among attitude
items indicate that those who exhibit public conformity and private dis-
agreement with residence hall norms tend to feel less positive and have
adjusted less well to their new situation. Results were discussed in terms
of the theory that satisfiers stem-from variables intrinsic to dorm 1life
(esge, other people, hall programs) and dissatisfiers stem from extrinsic
variables (e.g., physical facilities), It was suggested that a good residence
nall program treats these sources independently, Overnll it was recommended
that greater emphasis be given to initiating residence hall programs before
students move 1in.




At the beginning of a second semester or term many students begin life
in a new residence hall. Most students have been living there for a semes-
ter or more. Hence the newcomer is entering an already established group

. with its own patterns of interaction, norms and roles. Emphasis in most
student programs 1is put on the student entering in the fall term and stu-
dents changing their living patterns or programs during midyear are often
"forgotten" and have a tendency to "slip through the cracks". As more and
more students choose educational patterns other than beginning school the
fall after they graduate high school, it is worth examining the attitudes,
needs and interests of such students.

The purpnse of this study 1s twofold: (1) to explore some of the ini-
tial reactions and perceptions of midyear newcomers to the residence halls
and (2) to test some hypotheses regarding the relationship of the newcomer
to the group, It should be emphasized that a group does not have set norms
or values on all its activities. This 1s particularly true of an informal
group which probably characterizes most residence hall situations. Group
norms develop as a result of interaction in a group setting and once such
norms develop, there are pressures toward conformity. Berkowitz (1963) dis-
tinguishes among four types of conformity: (1) Public conformity and private
agreement, (2) Public conformity and private disagreement, (3) Public non~-
conformity and private agreement and (4) Public nonconformity and private
disagreement,

A number of studies have shown that there is a direct relationship
between group attractiveness and conformity. That is, the more a group,
and memhership in it, is attractive and liked by a member, the more the ten-
dency toward public conformity and private agreement, Similarly the less
attractive the group to an individual the more the tendenny toward public
conformity and private disagreement. (Schacter,1951; Bovard, 1951}
Gerald, 1954; Berkowitz, 1954 Lott and Lott, 1961). '

Procedyre

A 20 item questionnalre concerning background information, initial reac~
tions to-the residence hall, aud conforuity was administered to the new
residents in the spring semester in five randomly selected residence halls
on the College Park Campus of the University of Maryland, from 2 to 4 weeks
after they moved in., Resident Directors of the halls were briefed on the
study and distributed materials to the new residents. New residents returned
rthe questionnaires directly to the Counseling Center research office in enve~
lopes provided. Questionnaires were completed anonymously but subjrcts
returned postcards separately identifying themselves as having completed the
questionnaire. Telephone and direct contact followups resulted in a 75% , oo
return rate (N = 97). Responses were analyzed using percentages and Pearson
correlation. L Ve e

ReSults

The sample was 51% fgeshme: 32%,s§§homores, 134 jgniors ind 4A seniors;i, |
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thelr hall so far, 20% said people's filendliness, 17% said the people they
met and 167% said the convenient location of the dorm. When asked what they
liked least about their hall so far, 19% reported insufficient, malfunction=
ing or lack of physical facilities such as laundry machines, dryers, cooking
facilities, phones, etc., Eighteen parcent noted the amount of noise as what
they liked least, 14% reported undesirable physical aspects of their room or
hall, and 7% complained about unclean bathrooms as what they liked least.

When asked what had been most helpful to their-adjustment to residence
hall living, 24% reported the people on their floor, 14% said their roommate, .
13% said a particular person or friend and 12% noted the general friendliness
of people. However, when students were asked where they would go first to
seek help or advice, 22% said a friend off campus, 18% said a friend on campus
but outsida the dorm, 18% szaid parents, 16% said roommate, 13% said someone
on their floor and 5% said their Resident Assistant. Inverestingly, though
not a specific question, 19% reported that they wished they had had more aid
from theilr Resident Assistant when they first moved in and 8% reported that
their first impressions of the dorm were negatively affected by the imper-
sonalized contact they had through the mail regarding their housing.

A number of interesting correlations among the items developed. For
instance item 13 was stated; "I go along with things I don't like on my
" floor," which would indicate public conformity and private disagreement,
Correlations with item 13 which were significant at.the .05 level showed
that those who showed public conformity and private disagreement tended to: -
have lower family incomes (r = .27); feel the atmosphere on the floor was
unfriendly (r = ,23); not get along with others on the floor (r = ,22); feel
disagreeable things occurred on the floor (r = ,29); but expected to be more
popular on the floor in the futuve (r = ,20),

Item 15 stated; "I prefer my present dorm to any other'. Significant
correlations (.05 level) with item 15 indicated that those who preferred
their present dorm tended to: feel a part of things on the floor {(r =,23)
and in the entire residence hall (r = ,34); feel more popular with those on
their floor (r = ,31); and to know more people on the floor before they
moved in (r = ,28)., The more people the new residents knew before they
moved in, the more likely (.05 level) they were to: feel the atmosphere on
their floor was friendly (r = .23), and to feel a part of things on their
fioor (r = ,25),

There were no significant differences betwean male and female responses
to the questionnaire. ' :

| DiScuséion : ‘
. The results generally agree with past research in that those who ex=.
~ hibit public conformity and private disagceement with residence hall norms
_tend to feel less positive and have adjusted less well to their new situa-
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for help as a first step. In addition an unsolicited 8% said they had nega=-
tive first .impressicns of the residence hall due to the impersonal {n{tial
contacts they had had with the housing office. 1t could be that in many
residence hall programs, the emphasis 1s on student development programs
after an initial "settling in'" period. The rush of assigning rooms and
taking care of administrative details often dominates housing staff time
early in a semester. But we also know from research in social psychology
that "first impressions' may be most important in determining attractiveness
and commitment in a group (Asch, 1946). Thus it may be much more important
that housing staff initiate their programs immediately upon the students’
entry into the residence hall. 1Indeed it may be even more important to have
the program begin before the student enters the dorm. This may be particu-
larly practical at midyear when many new residents were enrolled in school
in the fall and available for an orientation program,.

Another interesting point was the nature of student satisfactions and
dissatisfactions with thei’ dorms in the first few weeks. Satisflers tended
té deal with interpersonal variables such as friendliness in general or of
a particular person. Digsatisfiers tended to deal with physical environ-
mental issues such as plumbing, cooking and laundry fa:ilities, etc.
Herzberg, Mausner and Snyderman (1959) have: developed a theory of job satis-
faction which has been criticized by many but seems to explain some of the
results of this study. Herzberg et., al., stated that satisfiers relate to
the intrinsic aspects of a job such as the work itself and relations with
coworkers. 1n contrast dissatisfiers relate to extrinsic aspects of a job
including physical surroundings and work environment. Herzberg et. al. feel.
that people cannot get dissatisfaction from a satisfier or satisfaction from
a dissatisfier. 1If satisfiers are not present, a kind of neutrality exists
but not dissatisfaction. Conversely, if dissatisfiers are not present,
neutrality rather than satisfaction ensues. If both satisfiers and dissatis~
fiers are present, a mixed reaction to the situation exists. This analysis
may be useful to those working in residence halls. As student personuel
~ work in housing moved from a caretaker concern for the physical aspects of
residence hall living (dealing with dissatisfiers) to a more humanistic con-
cern for student development (dealing with satisfiers), it may be important
. to recognize that a good housing program must deal with both: 1t should
seek to maximize satisfiers and minimize dissatisfiers. The theory of
Herzberg eti al. may help explain some of the mystery and frustration
that accrues to housing staff when they feel that they have a good develop-
ment program going and hence are shocked at student outrage on physical
environment variables. Housing staff should expect students to complain
about physical conditione In the dorm ad they do about food in the cafateria,
and to give praise on interpersonal assistance given. A good housing dtaff
member will take hoth seriousiy and recognize that t}ey represent 1ndepen-
dent messages. ' .

Ny Thus there would geet to be much that housing staff could do to help o
the ney student in: the residence halls.k This study suggests that carefully =
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