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Abstract

Aims: The main goal of the study was to discover the level of
awareness among students in the preparatory year at King
Saud University towards the concept of disaster response.
Within this main goal, the researcher aimed to gain findings
that could allow the development of recommendations in
terms of how students could be prepared better for disaster
response awareness. Research Questions: To complete this,
three research questions were devised including 1) what
level of disaster response awareness among students in their
preparatory year at King Saud University. 2) How aware are
the students of the presence of crucial safety measures and
equipment that could be used in case of fire or chemical
leakage? Moreover, 3) what are recommendations can be
made based on these findings to help improve disaster
response awareness for the students at the university.

Main Method: The researcher used primary research,
devising a quantitative  cross-sectional  research
methodology assessing 276 students regarding their disaster
response awareness. The work used a descriptive
questionnaire instrument with a random sampling technique.
Key Findings: The findings indicated that the participants
had a self-confessed low level of disaster response
awareness. Since, 97% of the students were unaware of the
procedures put in place by the university and did not know
how to respond specifically to fire or chemical leakage. The
findings did present recommendations that could help to
improve the knowledge of students at the university.
Significance: These recommendations included the use of an
external body such as the Civil Defence or disaster
management specialists to assess the procedures that
existed, as well as the university’s need to put on lectures
and workshops for students with the aim of improving
disaster response awareness for Preparatory Year students
at King Saud University.

Keywords: Higher Institutions, King Saud University,
Higher Institutions, Natural disasters, Saudi Arabia

1. Introduction

The notion of disaster response awareness is a concept that
has developed in society in recent years, mainly through the
rise of both natural and manmade disasters that have
occurred across the globe over the past few decades [1]. As
the human development of land across both developed and
developing nations expands, this has led to the rise of natural
disasters influencing human developments, mainly because

of the spread of urban centers and the natural growth of the
world population. Combined with this are manmade
disasters through both human error and the rise of terrorism
in society that has ensured that many societies live in
potential danger areas, particularly in the Middle East [2].
This is supported by Emery, Homer who has stated that
‘because of an increasing world population, increased
urbanization, increased hunger and an increasing threat from
climate change, poor communities throughout the world are
at risk of disaster’ [3].
The assessment that the growth of disasters is influencing the
global society (both at the local, national, regional and
international level) has therefore led to the need for citizens
to be prepared in terms of disaster response awareness. The
same study evaluated that ‘there is a defined need for cultural
awareness to be at the forefront of any disaster
response...there is the need for an acute cultural, political,
transport, communication and social awareness of the issues
that could impact a society during a disaster’ [3]. Despite
this, there seems to be a lack of research into the subject,
hence the development of this work and the desire to gain
knowledge as to how a specific population (students)
understands their role and how to act in the event of a disaster
occurring at their location (King Saud University). The study
has been designed to be specific because it wishes to find out
the knowledge of a particular group, thereby presenting
recommendations to the university as to how improvements
in disaster response can be made following the findings to
help ensure that students are better prepared as we move on
into the future.
1.1. Research Problem
The study itself has been developed because of the growth
of natural and manmade disasters that have existed in the
global society due to the rise in climate change as well as
terrorist activity [3, 4]. However, this work does not want
to present an analysis of a wide group in society but focus
specifically on the level of knowledge held by students, in
the hope that the findings will be able to help develop a
program of knowledge and ability to improve their disaster
response awareness, should the university experience a
disaster in the future. The level of disaster response
awareness among students at the King Saud University will
be tested in the study, enabling the researcher to present real
and useful findings that could be of use to the greater
society. The completion of this task and its findings will
enable the university to take necessary steps to improve the
disaster response awareness of the students following a
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natural or manmade disaster, thereby conducting a useful
and proactive study in the university environment.
1.2. Research Significance
The study has a high level of significance in Saudi society,
aiming to address a major issue that has been lacking,
particularly within the university population in the country.
The lack of awareness by the youth in today’s society is
worrying, given the position of the Middle East and the belief
that the situation in the region is only likely to remain
unstable as we move forwards into the future. This has led to
the belief that the concept of disaster response awareness is
a major issue at the current time in society. With the growth
of natural and manmade disasters occurring across the globe,
it is thought that populations all over the world need to be
better prepared on how to cope with the possible occurrence
of disasters. However, the assessment of the literature
underlines that the overall knowledge of disaster response is
low and this is a chief concern that exists in current societies
[7]. This work aims to develop the knowledge of the level of
disaster response awareness of students at King Saud
University, with the results then being used to help improve
this level of knowledge if necessary.
1.3. Research Questions

The creation of the research objectives also led to the
development of fundamental research questions that need to
be answered during this study. The completion of primary
research will address these research questions, with students
in their preparatory year at King Saud University used as
participants for this purpose. The research questions include:

1- What level of disaster response awareness among
students in their preparatory year at King Saud University?
2- How aware are the students of the presence of

crucial safety measures and equipment that could be used in
case of fire or chemical leakage?
3- What are recommendations can be made based on
these findings to help improve disaster response awareness
for the students at the university?
The completion of these research questions can help the
researcher ensure that the objectives are met with this, in turn
making sure that the overall major aim of the study can be
completed.

1.4. Aim of Study
The main goal of the study is to discover the level of
awareness among students in the preparatory year at King
Saud University towards the concept of disaster response.
Within this main goal, the researcher wishes to gain findings
that will allow the development of recommendations in
terms of how students can be prepared better for disaster
response awareness. This underlines the proactive nature of
this study and its high level of importance associated with
the work.

1.5. Research Objectives
The study has developed a number of key research
objectives, aiming to enable the researcher to focus more
directly on a specific topic. The research objectives
developed for this study include:

1- To assess the level of students awareness of the
correct procedures to take in the event of a disaster regarding
their response at Preparatory Year of King Saud University
in March 2014.

2- To assure the presence of crucial safety measures
and equipment that could be used in case of fire or chemical
leakage at Preparatory Year of King Saud University.

2. Literature Review

This chapter presents the review of the literature that took
place, aiming to provide a detailed understanding of
knowledge concerning the subject of disaster response
awareness, how humans react to disaster and possible
recommendations for the improved knowledge and reaction
of humans in society. Although this study focuses primarily
on a specific population (students in their preparatory year at
King Saud University), there is much to be learnt from the
research for the wider global population. As well as this, it is
known from the discussion in the literature that the focus on
disaster response awareness is global and outlines that the
level of public awareness is generally relatively low [4]. This
review focuses on the lack of knowledge in the wider human
society about how best to respond to disasters (both natural
and manmade), as well as possible recommendations for
improved knowledge in communities that face an increased
risk of disaster in the foreseeable future.

First, it is important to assess the level of disaster response
awareness in the global society, using studies that have
assessed particular disasters and communities around the
world. The literature has outlined, from a study concerning
Hurricane Katrina in the United States, that the analysis of
the recent hurricane disaster showed that ‘much work is
needed to get individuals to think about a disaster ahead of
time and to prepare themselves for decisions. That will be
required of them, the timeframes involved and the options
that will and will not be available’ [5]. This view was
underlined because the majority of individuals warned about
the hurricane did not attempt to leave their homes, even when
receiving early information on emergency procedures’ [6].
There have also been studies that state that it is not only the
knowledge of local communities generally that has failed
when disasters have influenced, but also key factors
regarding resources and education of the population. A study
by S Wilson has outlined that factors that lead to a low level
of effective response to a disaster include a lack of
preparedness, awareness, a lack of operational mandate, no
resources to help manage, low levels of co-operations and
that essentially, the disaster has come as a surprise to the
entire population. The analysis of the research also
underlines that in a global sense, there is a lack of
preparedness and knowledge regarding disaster response for
large percentages of national populations [7].

There needs to be an increased focus on accelerating the
successful translation of research to public health practice
and policy, and on taking existing practices through rigorous
evaluation and research for sustainable improvements. As in
all areas of public health, continued research and evaluation
is central to improving the practice of public health, and in
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no area is it more important than in promoting public health
preparedness [8]. Universities are not fully prepared yet for
disasters and need more efforts in this field [9]. This means
that this proposed study can complete a detailed analysis of
the subject and can present the university with information
that could be valuable in the long-term in preparing students
to learn effective and efficient disaster response. Especially,
concerning the knowledge of first year students and how to
help improve a potential disaster situation as we move
forwards in society.

According to the previous researchers, there has been a
dramatic increase in the frequency of natural disasters in the
recent years around the globe. The major reason for such
disasters involve the mal use of the natural resources. On the
other hand, floods, storms, volcano explosions and
earthquakes are inherited by the nature. The truth behind all
such circumstances involve lots of loses, damages and
injuries, since, these loses can be prevented or even lessen
their extent if the people have disaster management skills.
The most important part of this is the training of students so
that they can act wisely towards disasters [5, 6]. However,
the current study indicated that the education institutions
should give training to them about their approach for
handling disasters during and after the circumstances. The
geographical location of Saudi Arabia and the mal use of
natural resources, the country faces many disasters in every
year [4]. In the twenty-first century, the country witnessed
many issues that caused damage to human lives and
properties.

In order to prevent from such circumstances, the higher
education sector of the country needs to reform the policies
and provide training to the students who can play an
important role in contingency planning. Therefore, the
research is considered important in order to determine the
disaster preparation accountability of higher education
institution regarding their students training for handling such
kind of disasters [12, 13]. The researcher argued that studies
were conducted but potential benefits were ignored that is
the reason why serious measurements cannot be taken. In
case of natural disasters, country loses economy benefits
along with physical and mental damage. Further, the study
supported that in order to avoid such conditions, around the
globe many states should reform their strategies according to
the activities related to the specific disaster preparedness
activities within the campuses of universities [15, 16]. The
emergency management department should assist
institutions to increase the strength of their student against
disasters.

According to the literature published in disaster management
journals, the strategic reform should include the training
given to the students in identification of the disasters,
exploring mitigations against disasters, learning to develop
plan for coping after the incidents and implementing drills
and strategies for family education and community training
as a whole [17, 18]. The current study raised an awareness
that in many European states since, there is a promotion of
building the culture of disaster preparedness that motivated

the people to take their actions especially in the sector of
healthcare, food supply, sanitary and water purification. In
every institution, there should be a crises management unit,
which must support the strategy of the institutions and fulfil
their aims. This can be significant in terms of creating
community level awareness through cooperative efforts via
workshops and seminars. On the other hand, the current
study indicated that without policies this could not be
successful at the university level. The policies must
incorporate coordinated approaches for supporting the
current needs of disaster preparedness among the students in
the form of facilities and ongoing partnerships between the
communities and crises management unit [7, 8].

Regarding this, the researcher argued that effective training
in managing the aftermaths of disaster could be of no
importance if the vulnerable communities will not participate
in such initiatives. The community-based initiatives should
mix with contingency planning, preparedness for
reformation, response based task force mechanism. This
indicated that different issues are responsible for ineffective
contingency planning consist of defected engineering
services, supervision lacking among the management,
architectural decencies and deficient awareness from the
public for demanding such safety standards. An important
point highlighted by the research study, indicated that people
are also facing psychological issues due to disasters and
develop symptoms of fear, anxiety, aggression, depression
and some other issues [4, 6]. Therefore, young people can be
the good source in order to become the part of the training
phase and initiate project for preparing people to act wisely
against disaster and increase the awareness among the
common people through community initiatives. An
important initiative is supported by the research study is the
disaster preparedness is of importance that it should be the
part of curriculum in which teachers and institution
management may develop the special learning and training
of students to build necessary skills of contingency planner
having proper execution leadership skills.

3. Research Methodology

This third chapter outlines the methodological approach
chosen by the researcher, following extensive analysis of
similar studies and how the research has been conducted in
the past. Through this analysis, the researcher found that the
most appropriate methodology was to use a quantitative
cross-sectional research methodology, gaining data using a
questionnaire research instrument to assess the level of
awareness of the students involved in this study. The primary
research methodology focuses on assessing of the King Saud
University students regarding their disaster response
awareness.

In order to conduct this research methodology, the work
proposed a descriptive questionnaire instrument is used with
a random sampling technique. The study used statistical
analysis to evaluate the findings and assess the level of
knowledge towards disaster response. As the study has
focused on the nature of participant’s knowledge regarding
disaster response awareness, the researcher has based the
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findings within the interpretive paradigm. This has been used
because it allows for multiple truths and for subjects to be
assessed using different perspectives [10]. The use of this
research paradigm helped to raise the level of validity and
reliability of this current study.

3.1. Research Design

The study used the data from the review of the literature to
help create a research methodology that would be
appropriate for this type of research. It was outlined that the
most effective form of study would be a quantitative
descriptive cross-sectional study [12]. This type of
methodology is described and defined as one that is
‘conducted to establish that a relationship exists between
variables...these studies are useful for exploring associations
between and among variables’ [12]. The study uses a
questionnaire to help assess the knowledge of the
participants (independent variable) with regard to the
concept of disaster response awareness (dependent variable).
The study took place at the preparatory year campus at the
King Saud University in Saudi Arabia. To enable the
researcher to complete successfully this form of research
methodology, the work used a descriptive and quantitative
questionnaire instrument. The questionnaire was created and
consisted of 35 closed end questions posed to the participant.
The questionnaire provided closed questions to the 276
participants, with the instrument divided into three sections.
The questionnaire first included a demographic information
section and a discussion of past disaster experience.
Following this, the final part is divided into three sub-
sections, with questions relating to hazard knowledge and
awareness of the participant, one section on the preparedness
and behavior during a disaster and finally, a segment on the
supportive resources, human safety protection programs and
equipment. These three sections are divided and emphasized
in the following results chapter, to ensure clarity when
analysing the results.

3.2.Sampling Procedure

The study’s sampling procedure was a two-stage process,
with a pilot study initially conducted before the actual data
collection for the selected sample. The pilot study involved
30 participants, assessing the level of disaster response
awareness among students. Following the successful
completion of the pilot study, this main research study was
launched. The sample size of the study used 276 participants
by using the estimated value of disaster response awareness
level, which was not more than 20% according to previous
study [13, 14].

Confidence interval 1-a = 95%
Absolute precision required
N= Za2 P(1-p)/ d2 = 276

The research had inclusion criteria, with participants needing
to be a student in their preparatory year. Exclusion criteria
included the entire academic and administration staff and
other students from different specialties. However, within
these inclusion criteria, the sampling technique was that of
random sampling [13].

Za=1.96
d=5%

4. Data Analysis

In terms of data analysis, the study used Microsoft Excel,
helping to create data sets that the researcher used to examine
the level of disaster awareness at the university and among
the Preparatory Year students in particular. The data analysis
was aided using specific and well-tested data methods to help
assess this knowledge. The quantitative approach to the
findings was thought to be able to assess successfully the
level of knowledge towards disaster response [15]. Within
the quantitative methodology, the researcher adopted the
Likert scale. This was used to analyze the questionnaire’s
items with score from 1-5 (strongly agree 5 - agree 4 - neutral
3 - disagree 2 - strongly disagree 1). Participants were
provided with a number of statements through the entirety of
the questionnaire. This method was used because it was
viewed as simple, effective and would not unnecessarily
confuse the participants in the procedure of questionnaire
completion.

5. Ethical Considerations

The students were not given incentives to complete the study
but were ensured complete anonymity and confidentiality.
This was done to ensure that they provide their honest
response and not be worried about potential impacts because
of the nature of their results. Other studies have dealt
effectively with sensitive research topics and how to cope
with these types of pressure situations. Perhaps the most
important factor is that of the need to ensure confidentiality
and anonymity to those taking part in the study, so that they
do not experience negative feedback from their responses
[16, 17]. Participants may even provide incorrect
information and opinions for different reasons. Therefore,
this study ensures confidentiality and anonymity for the
participants involved, so no personal information (first and
last names, specific location) will be presented in the
published version of this paper [18].

6. Results

The study created three main research questions within the
wider research area of disaster response awareness. These
research questions focused on getting data from the
participants to help provide information and allow the
researcher to present recommendations as to how students
could develop their knowledge of disaster awareness in the
university context in Saudi Arabia. The three research
questions included 1) what level of disaster response
awareness among students in their preparatory year at King
Saud University. 2) How aware are the students of the
presence of crucial safety measures and equipment that could
be used in case of fire or chemical leakage? Moreover, 3)
what are recommendations can be made based on these
findings to help improve disaster response awareness for the
students at the university. Using these three research
questions, this chapter presents the results for the overall
analysis, using both written and visual methods to help
explain the findings to the reader. This results section
presents the findings from the questions asked on the survey,
with the findings divided into three sections. The first section
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focused on the key demographic information that was taken
from this study.

6.1 Demographic Information
The analysis and discussion of the results begins with a
consideration of the demographic information that was
gained by the researcher in this study. For the purposes of
analysis, this study used 276 participants, although the
participants were not forced to answer every question.
Through this decision, many questions have a range of
responses, from the vast majority to less than half. Despite
this, the results were found to be informative and could help
further the knowledge of disaster response awareness among
Preparatory Year students at King Saud University. Since,
276 participants were therefore questioned regarding their
knowledge of disaster response awareness. The average age
of the student was 18 years old, with the youngest student
aged 17 and the oldest aged 21 at the time of the
questionnaire. The final second question in the demographic
section aimed to identify the education track selected by each
participant. This was important because the choice of a
medical track for the majority of participants could have
skewed the results in favor of a higher level of knowledge
regarding disaster response awareness. The information for
the education track selection is provided in the table below.

Table 1: Education Track Selected (Among students at
Preparatory Year of King Saud University in March

2014).
Track:
Answer Options N %
Medical 32 11.7%
Scientific 134 49.1%
Humanities 107 39.2%
N= 273

As can be seen from the table, only 12% of participants had
selected a medical degree, while a further 49% had chosen a
more general scientific course. A smaller minority of 39%
had selected a course within the humanities section at the
university. The analysis of the raw data for the course chosen
and the average age of the student helped to underline that
the participants were young adults, with a preference for
scientific education.

6.2. Descriptive Statistics

The descriptive statistics indicated that the overall mean
values of the responses were same and very slight variation
was reported. This further indicated that most of the
respondents shared the same thoughts in relation to the
following mentioned disciplines as indicated in the given
chart below.

Chart 1 : Descriptive Statistics of the Survey

Descriptive Statistics

Minimu
m

Maximu
m

Mean

Std.
Deviati
on

Varian
ce

The major
cause  of
accidents
at any
university
campus is
chemical
leakages

1.00

2.00

1.199

40018

.160

Your
campus
developed
a hazard
and
disaster
manageme
nt strategy
in the cases
of fire or
chemical
leakages to
cope with
the
emergency
situations

1.00

2.00

1.293

45618

.208

Your
university
follows a
specific
syllabus
for hazard
manageme
nt give to
students

1.00

5.00

2.184

1.33699

1.788

These
sessions
were useful

1.00

5.00

2.021

1.24443

1.549

Should the
department
of
education
be
responsible
for
regularly
visiting
your
university
for
inspection
regarding
safety
education

1.00

5.00

1.652

1.12913

1.275

With
regard to
disaster
and
hazards
manageme
nt, do you

1.00

4.00

1.721

.94872

.900
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consider
your
university
as
protected

A disaster
manageme
nt team at
the campus
well
prepared to
manage
and secure
the victims
during any
hazard

1.00

4.00

1.934

1.09349

1.196

The
students
are aware
of the
emergency
call
number

1.00

2.00

1.152

.35984

129

Your

university
has enough
staff and
equipment
to ensure
safety in
the campus

1.00

2.00

1.246

43168

.186

Assessmen
t regarding
disaster
manageme
nt and risk
reduction
awareness
is
important
enough to
be
conducted
at your
university

1.00

2.00

1.250

43380

.188

A periodic
evaluations
and fire
drills are
conducted
at your
university

yearly.

1.00

2.00

1.173

37972

144

A periodic
evaluations
and fire
drills are
conducted
at your
university
twice per
year

1.00

2.00

1.181

.38585

149

Valid N| 27
(list-wise) 6

6.3. Past Disaster Response Experience

The second part of the questionnaire aimed to discover
whether participants had witnessed a case where a hazard or
disaster had occurred, as well as analyzing the type of
disaster that took place, whether the participant had been
pre-warned about it, if people were injured and whether or
not they were prepared for its occurrence. The information
gathered here was useful in helping the researcher assess
the prior knowledge of the participants, particularly with
reference to how they coped with potential disaster. The
results from this section help to indicate that overall, some
participants have had past experience with disasters, but
have lacked the knowledge of how to respond to them, with
this being viewed as a serious issue by many in the study.
When asked if they had ever witnessed a case of a hazard
occurring or any disaster in the past, only 20% of
participants had witnessed this type of event. This equated
to 51 of the 276 participants (although 22 skipped the
question entirely) (see Table 2).

Table 2: Experienced a Previous Disaster (Among
students at Preparatory Year of King Saud University in
March 2014).

Have you ever witnessed a case of hazard or any
disaster in the past?

Answer Options N %
Yes 51 20.1%
No (If not, then skip the | 203 79.9%

General part of the
questionnaire and please
move to the part two of the
questionnaire)

N= 254

The small minority of participants that had experienced a
disaster provided data that helped the researcher divide the
results by type of disaster. The most frequent type of disaster
experienced by those participants was that of fire (42%),
while electrical faults (25%) were also prevalent. The second
largest response was that of ‘other’, with participants not
asked to name specifically what this referred to the analysis.
There were two other categories selected, with 11%
reporting that they had experienced a natural disaster and
approximately 5% stating that they had witnessed a chemical
leakage (see Table 3).

Table 3: Type of Disaster

What went wrong?

Answer Options N %
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Fire 27 42.2%
Natural disaster 7 10.9%
Chemical leakage 3 4.7%
Electric faults 16 25.0%
Other 21 32.8%
N= 64

The results from the question that asked if the participants
were warned about the disaster prior to it occurring highlight
that the lack of shared knowledge and poor communication
are key issues involved in the lack of disaster response
awareness. Since, 67 participants answered the question as
to whether they were warned and only 22% stated that they
were given warning. This means that an overwhelming
majority of 78% were not warned, underlining the lack of
communication and the sharing of key pieces of information
that could have perhaps led to a different outcome (see Table
4). The analysis of the data in table 4 helps to provide
understanding for the results in table 5. The participants were
asked in question 9 if they felt that they were prepared for
the disaster and the manner in which they could respond. The
response reflected that of those in question six (Table 4) and
indicated that there was a real lack of preparedness involved
in these examples. Thus, 75% (three-quarters of all
participants) were not prepared for the event, stressing that
they were lucky to be alive, rather than any real sense that
they had the knowledge to be proactive during the event. The
other 25% felt prepared, with this underlining that some prior
knowledge was transferred to them in the event of the
disaster occurring.

Table 4: Warning about Disaster (Among students at
Preparatory Year of King Saud University in March
2014).

Were you warned about it before?

Answer Options N %
Yes 15 22.4%
No 52 77.6%
N= 67

Table 5: Were Participants Prepared? (Among students
at Preparatory Year of King Saud University in March
2014).

Were you prepared for it?

Answer Options N %

No, but was lucky to | 49 75.4%
survive

Yes, somehow 16 24.6%
N= 65

Furthering the knowledge regarding the participant’s
reaction to the disaster, question 7 asked participants as to
the nature of their reaction during the event. Choices

presented in the questionnaire included panic, self-
controlled, frenzied, numb, shocked or ‘other’. Since, 71
participants answered this question with the remaining 205
skipping it, as they had not experienced a disaster. The
responses were generally negative reactions, with only the
self-controlled response noted as a positive one. Further,
27% of participants reacted in a self-controlled manner, with
the vast majority reacted negatively. However, 32%
panicked, 17% reacted in a frenzied manner and 37% (the
largest single response) were shocked. A much smaller
minority (1.4%) were numb. 11% of participants responded
in a different manner, but were not asked in this study to state
what this reaction was. However, the results stated that it was
clear that the majority of reactions were negative, as
reflected in Table 6.

Table 6: Reaction of Past Disaster Experience (Among
students at Preparatory Year of King Saud University in
March 2014).

What was your reaction when you took notice of it?
Answer N | %
Options

Panic 23 | 32.4%
Self- 19 | 26.8%
controlled

Frenzied 12 | 16.9%
Numb 1 |14%
Shocked 26 | 36.6%
Other 8 | 11.3%
N= 71

The findings also indicated that in the experiences of the
participants, there were only a small number of people that
suffered from the disaster, underlining that the majority of
the disasters experienced were not large or too destructive.
Only one-fifth (20%) of the participants that responded
actually stated that there were people that suffered, with the
vast majority of the participants claiming that none suffered
during the disaster (Table 7).

Table 7: Sufferers of the Disaster (Among students at
Preparatory Year of King Saud University in March
2014).

Were there any sufferers of the disaster?

Answer Options N %
Yes 13 20.0%
No 52 80.0%
N= 65

The results from this section helped to provide important
information regarding the level of preparedness that a small
selection of the participants had experienced in prior
disasters. The results should not be taken as a majority
finding, because only approximately 70 participants
responded to these questions in the first section. However,
the results were conclusive and acknowledged that out of
these participants, the vast majority were unprepared for a
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disaster, reacted in a negative manner and felt themselves Every 209 49 9 5 0 2
that they did not have any awareness of preparedness in any university | (76%) | (18%) | (3%) | (1%) 7
way prior to the occurrence of the disaster. ShOU_'S 2
- consiaer
6.4. Disaster Response Awareness hazard
protectio
The third section focuses on the nature of the disaster n scrutiny
response awareness of the participants in a theoretical a
manner, asking questions regarding hazard knowledge and fundamen
awareness, the type of behavior and level of preparedness tal part of
during a disaster and the understanding of supportive S‘;gggsm
resources, human safety protection programs and equipment 5
that have been developed in wider society and by institutions Your 37 29 114 50 17 2
to help deal with a disaster. In this section, the participant campus (14%) | (18%) | (42%) | (18%) | (6%) | 6
responses were used to help analyze their level of response develope 7
awareness, as well as the response awareness made public to d a hazard
its students by the King Saud University. and
6.5.Hazard Knowledge and Awareness disaster
managem
ent
Table 8: Hazard Knowledge and Awareness (Among strategy
students at Preparatory Year of King Saud University in in  the
March 2014). cases of
fire  or
Part Two: chemical
Hazard leakages
e and with  the
s:
Answer | Strong | Agree | Neutra | Disagr | Stron | N é’iwaﬁons
Options ly | N(%) l ee gly Faculty | 18(6% | 44(16 | 125(4 | 66(24 | 17(6 | 2
agree N (%) | N(%) | disag members/ ) %) 6%) %) %) |7
N (%) ree staff and 0
N students
(%) taking
major (11%) | (39%) | (38%) | (9%) | (1%) | 7 implemen
cause of 5 tation of
accidents the
at any disaster
UanerSlty managem
campus is ent
Flammab strategy.
le gases Universit | 8(3%) | 52(19 | 127(4 | 59(21 | 248 | 2
The 33 115 91 32 1 2 y %) 7%) %) %) 7
cause of %) | 2 disaster
accidents managem
at any ent or risk
university reduction
campus 1S syllabus
fire or well-
The 19 85 112 43 4 2 written
major (7%) (32%) | (42%) | (11%) | (1%) | 6 plan for
cause of 3 teaching
accidents and
at any training
university about
campus is hazard
chemical managem
leakages ent.
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Your 8 38 99 93 33
university | (3%) | (14%) | (36%) | (34%) | (12%
follows a ) 1
specific
syllabus
for hazard
managem
ent give
to

students.

~N N

You have 16 90 93 60 10
been (6%) | (33%) | (34%) | (22%) | (4%)
skilled or 9
educated
for

disaster
preparedn
ess in
university

DN

These 9 26 83 101 49
sessions (3%) | (10%) | (30%) | (37%) | (18%
were )
useful

o o N

Your 6 19 113 80 46
university | (2%) (7%) | (42%) | (30%) | (17%
arranges )
frequent
fire drills
for

training
purposes.

A~ o

You 27 47 116 52 24 2
abide (10%) | (17%) | (43%) | (19%) | (9%)
attending
drills

training,

oo

Should 15 31 125 54 40
campus (6%) | (11%) | (47%) | (20%) | (15%
supervisi ) 5
on

accounta
ble  for
each

student to
be

educated
by this

[o200\]

syllabus, indicating that the university did not have an
official policy that it followed and which was given to
students. This viewpoint was also supported by the belief
that the participants did not feel that the university actually
employed a syllabus at all or a plan for the teaching and
training about hazard management. Since, 60 participants
felt that this was true, but 83 disagreed, with a further 127
participants responding in a neutral manner. Although the
two findings regarding positive and negative attitudes were
similar, the high number (44%) of participants that
responded neutrally meant that they were not sure,
underlining that the university either did not have a plan, or
that it was kept quiet and that students were not made aware
of its existence.

In either situation, this was a negative finding and limited the
knowledge and level of awareness of students on campus
regarding how to react during a disaster. These results
conflict with the findings from the participants that
responded to whether, in theory, universities should offer
hazard protection to its students. An overwhelming 209
participants strongly agreed with this statement, coupled
with a further 49 that agreed, meaning that approximately
97% at least agreed with this view. Therefore, there was a
dramatic difference between the practice of hazard
protection and the development of safety planning and
disaster response of King Saud University, when compared
with the theoretical beliefs of the participants in this study.
This lack of action by the university has led to a lack of
knowledge held by the students in terms of their own
response to disasters and their general awareness in this
subject.

6.6.Preparedness and Behavior during Disaster
Table 9: Preparedness and Behaviour during Disaster
(Among students at Preparatory Year of King Saud
University in March 2014).

program.

N= 275
The results in the first sub-section, as seen in Table 8 above,
highlight that the King Saud University has not taken
appropriate precautions in terms of addressing the key types
of disaster that could occur on the campus. Perhaps the most
important finding was the fact that students in this study did
not feel that the university followed a specific syllabus for
hazard management and that it was not given to students.
When presented with this statement, 33 students strongly
disagreed, with a further 93 participants disagreeing. As well
as this, 99 students responded with a neutral comment, rather
than in a positive manner. Only 46 of the participants (less
than 20%) responded that the university did follow a specific

Part Three: Preparedness and behavior during disaster:

Answer Strong | Agree | Neutra | Disag | Stron | N
Options ly N (%) || ree gly
agree N (%) | N (%) | disagr
N (%) ee

N (%)
Should 187 66 15 1 0 26
there be | (69%) | (24%) | (5%) (0.3% 9
any )
outside
disaster
manage
ment

inspectio
n teams
that visit
the

universit
y to
ensure
safety.
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Should 71 65 106 14 13 26 You 33 111 79 32 14 26

the (26%) | (24%) | (39%) | (5%) | (5%) |9 consider | (12%) | (41%) | (29%) | (11%) | (5%) |9

departme that

nt of learning

educatio about

n be those

responsi actions is

ble for by

regularly lectures.

visiting You 36 103 79 37 17 27

your consider | (13%) | (37%) | (29%) | (13%) | (6%) | 2

universit that

y for learning

inspectio about

n those

regardin actions is

g safety by

educatio printed

n? handouts

You are | 28 59 140 24 18 26 .

attending | (10%) | (22%) | (52%) | (9%) | (7%) |9 With 16 48 116 50 38 26

labs regard to | (6%) (18%) | (43%) | (18%) | (14%) | 8

sessions disaster

related to and

chemical hazards

s at your manage

campus. ment, do

You are | 17 67 89 74 21 26 you

aware of | (6%) (25%) | (33%) | (27%) | (7%) | 8 consider

fire or your

chemical universit

leakage y as

protectio protected

n ?

equipme The level | 15 33 106 73 39 26

nt and of (5%) (12%) | (39%) | (27%) | (14%) | 6

course of awarenes

action. s of the

You 17 63 92 72 24 26 students

consider | (6%) (23%) | (34%) | (26%) | (8%) | 8 at your

awarenes campus

s of fire regardin

or g risks

chemical associate

leakage d to a

protectio disaster

n gears is high.

and The level | 21 84 108 39 17 26

course of of (7%) (31%) | (40%) | (14%) | (6%) | 9

action as awarenes

importan s of the

t. students

You 42 92 93 34 10 27 at your

consider | (15%) | (33%) | (34%) | (12%) | (3%) | 1 campus

that regardin

learning g risks

about associate

those d to a

actions is disaster

by is

worksho medium.

ps. The level | 62 78 88 24 11 26
of (23%) | (29%) | (33%) | (9%) | (4%) | 3
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awarenes
s of the
students
at your
campus
regardin
g risks
associate
d to a
disaster
is low.

The
student
commun
ity
prepared
to take a
safety
course of
action in
case of
any
disaster
and
hazard.

24
(9%)

45
(17%)

99
(37%)

62
(23%)

34
(12%)

A
disaster
manage
ment
team at
the
campus
well
prepared
to
manage
and
secure
the
victims
during
any
hazard.

27
(10%)

50
(18%)

127
(47%)

41
(15%)

20
(7%)

The
students
are
aware of
the
emergen
cy exits
at your
campus.

17
(6%)

52
(19%)

89
(33%)

56
(20%)

53
(19%)

The
students
are
aware of
the
emergen
cy call
number.

31
(11%)

70
(26%)

87
(32%)

48
(18%)

29
(10%)

You are
working
with any

14
(5%)

30
(11%)

85
(32%)

88
(33%)

45
(17%)

disaster
manage
ment
rescue
team at
your
campus.
You are | 23 48 71 72 49 26
aware of | (8%) (18%) | (26%) | (27%) | (18%) | 3
the use
of fire
extinguis
hers.

N= 27
3
The second section in this final part of the presentation of the
results focused on the nature of the preparedness and
behavior during disasters of both the university staff,
procedure and the participants themselves. The participants
were keen to state that they thought that external evaluation
was important to help increase awareness and the overall
level of safety at the university. An overwhelming majority
(253 out of 269 participants) either agreed or strongly agreed
with this statement, perhaps underlining the lack of trust that
the students had in the university’s own official procedures
when dealing with disasters. The participants also stated that
this external responsibility should be held by the Department
of Education within the national government.

There were a number of key findings in this section, mainly
relating to the lack of awareness admitted by the participants,
as well as potential recommendations as to how the
university could improve the awareness of their students.
The student participants in the questionnaire also
acknowledged that they could learn from the university in
terms of its procedures, with learning opportunities pointed
out through lectures, workshops and the provision of
handouts for students. However, perhaps the most important
finding of the study focused on the admittance of the students
as to the level of awareness of the entire student body was
low. The students responded negatively to the statements
regarding a high or medium level of awareness. When asked
about whether the students had a low level of awareness,
over half of the participants at least agreed with this
statement, with a further 88 participants that were neutral.
Finally, in this section, it was clear that even basic
knowledge of disaster response awareness did not exist in the
minds of the participants. When asked about if students were
aware of the use of fire extinguishers, the results surprised
the researcher with only 61 participants agreeing or strongly
agreeing with the statement. The negative response (121
disagreed or strongly disagreed) highlighted that the students
had a very low level of awareness of disaster awareness and
management at the university.

6.7.Supportive  Resources, Human  Safety
Protection Programs and Equipment

Table 10: Supportive Resources, Human Safety

Protection Programs and Equipment (Among students at

Page 11



Preparatory Year of King Saud University in March
2014).

Part Four: Supportive resources, human safety protection
programs and equipment:

Answer Strong | Agre | Neutra | Disag | Stron | N
Options ly e | ree gly
agree N N(@) | N disag
N (%) | (%) (%) ree
N
(%)

N

Safety/prot | 184 54 29 3 2

ection (67%) | (19% | (10%) | (1%) | (0.7%
equipment ) ) 2
related to
fire or

chemical
leakages,
important
for any

university
to operate.

~

N

Your 20 46 141 38 24
university | (7%) (20% | (52%) | (14% | (8%)
has ) )
enough
staff and
equipment
to ensure
safety in
the

campus.

o o

N

you or 73 93 89 11 5
your (26%) | (43% | (32%) | (4%) | (2%)
campus
ever
become a
part of any
survey to
investigate
Or assess
the
perception
of people
regarding
any
mishap
associated
to fire or
chemical
leakages

~

N

Assessmen | 30 61 100 59 21
tregarding | (11%) | (22% | (36%) | (21% | (7%)
disaster )
manageme
nt and risk
reduction
awareness
is

important
enough to
be

conducted

~

at your
university
A periodic | 19 32 136 44 36
evaluation | (7%) (11% | (50%) | (16% | (13%
s and fire ) ) ) 7
drills are
conducted
at your
university
yearly.
A periodic | 31 31 127 39 41
evaluation | (11%) | (11% | (47%) | (14% | (15%
s and fire ) ) ) 9
drills are
conducted
at your
university
twice per
year.
N=

DN

DN

N

N~

7. Discussion

Research indicates that an important focus of improving
collaboration success might lie within emphasizing
leadership support, encouragement, and incentives for staff
members who are creating or implementing joint efforts.
Using current effective efforts as models to develop new
collaborations may lead to greater and more successful
collaborations between these organizations [10]. The
literatures do produce specific guidance on how to help
improve the level of disaster response related awareness
knowledge in society, although as the review outlines in this
section, there are problems associated with this.

Developing and maintaining situational awareness for
disaster response is far more complex than many public
safety providers realize, and this lack of understanding of the
complexities causes some to dismiss or discount its
importance. Therefore, with this view in mind, it is important
that not only do the community population realize the
importance and necessity of situational awareness and how
to respond to disasters but also that this is integrated in the
teaching and process created by those in charge of official
public safety policy, whether it be at an organization, a
public institution or the wider public sphere. The research
does indicate that there is a need for increased education,
with community-wide programs being developed in a
number of global locations. This need for heightened public
awareness is a major part of the reason as to why this study
is taking place, and this is supported in the work of Stacey L
Knobler. His study stated that ‘in the event of a disaster, it is
assumed that response resources will be stretched to the
limits of their capacity or even exceed their capacity during
the first few hours of the response’ [11].

In this way, it is necessary for the institutions or
organizations to produce education for the wider public to
ensure that help is also given from this aspect of society, as
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well as the provision from the official capacity. The
knowledge and education provided to the public in this type
of scenario could dramatically increase the nature of the
success rate during the response to the physical disaster. The
completion of this literature review has outlined that there is
a general lack of disaster response awareness knowledge in
society. Moreover, although there are problems with the
capacity of society to deal with responses more widely
through the access to official resources, the major issue is the
lack of awareness of the public in how to deal effectively
with this type of situation. The literature stated that there is a
need for a greater effort to share knowledge and to
communicate, especially with communities and societies
that are prone to experience disasters. This was outlined to
be the responsibility of public health officials in society, as
well as the need for institutions and organization in the
private and public spheres to take a lead and develop plans
that give a heightened level of knowledge to the general
public [4, 7].

When focusing on a combination of the results from both the
literature review and primary data, it is apparent that the
participants’ perceptions were such that they highlighted a
lack of knowledge regarding disaster response awareness at
the university. The findings highlighted that there was a low
level of awareness among the participants in this study
regarding disaster response awareness. The lack of
awareness was through the failure of the university to
provide written plans, the absence of any education or
procedures put in place by the university and its staff and a
lack of education and knowledge provided by the wider
society. A small minority of students did recognize specific
procedures and assessed that they were aware of how to react
during a disaster but the vast majority were not so well
educated. Moreover, the experience of previous disasters
also highlighted that this was a failure of the wider society,
with the majority of those that had experienced a previous
disaster citing that they reacted negatively to the event.
Students were aware that the potential causes of accidents at
the university were fire, the exposure of flammable gases and
the possibility of chemical leakage, with their opinion also
citing that the university needed to provide hazard protection
on these materials. Perhaps the most interesting finding in
terms of the knowledge of the participants was their
uncertainty in the existence of official procedures created
and produced by the university regarding disaster response.
This lack of knowledge outlined that the university either had
procedures but that these were not made public to its students
or that it did not have them at all. Either of these two options
was a negative finding for the university or this uncertainty
of the participants only heightened their lack of awareness.
As well as this, students noted that they were not invited to
take part in the implementation of the disaster management
strategy that existed in the university, again underlining why
their awareness was so low.

Moreover, the participants also stressed that in theory, the
university should provide for external inspections of the
university to occur to ensure the safety of its materials, and

inherently the safety of its students. However, in practice, the
students argued that they did not feel that their university was
protected, with them stressing that although lectures,
handouts and workshops could increase knowledge; these
had not taken place at the university in their experience. This
led to the overall conclusion that students at the university,
when offered a chance to state if their level of awareness was
high, medium or low, that they had a low level of awareness
regarding disaster response. Finally, the lack of awareness
extended to elements such as the knowledge of the location
of emergency exits, the use of fire extinguishers and a large
minority were unaware of the emergency call number. These
findings were alarming and negative, highlighting that a
great deal of work was needed by the university and the
student body to help rectify this situation.

Finally, these findings found that the university was prepared
in terms of the safety protection equipment that it had at the
campus, but that students were not sure how to use them, did
not feel that the university conducted fire drills on a frequent
basis (the results were inconclusive on this matter), and that
they were unsure of whether the university had enough staff
that were knowledgeable in disaster response to conduct this
response effectively.

8. Conclusion

The findings indicated that the participants had a self-
confessed low level of disaster response awareness. Students
were unaware of the procedures put in place by the university
and did not know how to respond specifically to fire or
chemical leakage. Overall, the study can conclude that the
Preparatory Year students had a low level of knowledge of
the existence of plans put in place by the university. The
study also found that there were important recommendations
that could be made regarding the improvement of this
knowledge and awareness for the students, with these
presented in the next section in this chapter.

9. Recommendations

The recommendations that emerge from this study focus on
two different aspects that emerged from the study. First, this
section discusses the recommendations that can be made to
the King Saud University in terms of how to develop the
awareness of their Preparatory Year students, as well as
perhaps other students at the university that might have a
similar perspective. However, the study aims to produce
recommendations for further study in this area to help
enhance the findings provided and to ensure that the research
can gain greater awareness of the problems facing students
in their level of disaster response awareness, with the hope
of improving this knowledge in the long-term period.

There are important recommendations that can be made with
regard to the improvement of awareness for the students in
this study. The results outlined that although the university
may have documents and official procedures in relation to
disaster response and the awareness of how to react during a
disaster; the students were unaware of their existence. This
assures that there has been a lack of communication on
behalf of the university, with their needing to be greater
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education for students when they arrive at the university.
Moreover, students assessed that they would learn
effectively through handouts, lectures and workshops,
providing the university officials with methods of the
teaching process. However, there are also requirements that
need to put in place by the student body. For example, the
lack of knowledge and belief that the university should be
the entity to act is one that could be naive and ended in
tragedy. The student body needs to demand that safety
precautions are taken and provided by the university. To
achieve this, there should be an external and independent
review of the procedures put in place by the university, with
results focusing on how positive changes can be made to this
to increase the awareness of Preparatory Year students at
King Saud University.

Finally, there are recommendations that can be made in
connection with further study. This current research work
focused on gaining the knowledge of a select group (the
Preparatory Year students) but did not gain the perspectives
of those with a supposedly greater knowledge of the
procedures put in place by the university. It is recommended
that further study take place with assessment of the views of
university staff, as well as other students from across the
campuses. This would help to provide a more informed view
of the university’s procedures as well as draw attention to
staff of the need to improve student knowledge of disaster
response awareness at the King Saud University.
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