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 With the increasing rate of violent criminal victimization, concerns about safety 

and prevention have begun to resonate across college campuses throughout the nation.  

Despite the efforts put forth by institutions of higher education to reduce fear of crime 

and criminal victimization, college students are subjected to coexist with the probability 

of crime victimization on campus.  The main objective of this thesis was to explore new 

measures of crime prevention on college campuses.  Specifically, the efforts put forth in 

this study were to focus on understanding the problem of property theft of personal 

belongings on college campuses.  The findings based on Pearson correlations and 

multiple regression analyses indicate that students’ crime prevention awareness and 

behavior are highest amongst female and non- victimized students.  Crime prevention 

behavior was best explained by awareness.  Furthermore, expanded evaluation of 

contributing factors may lead to future crime preventive measures such as participation in 

crime prevention seminars.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Background 

 With the increasing rate of violent criminal victimization throughout the 1980’s 

and into the 1990’s (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1994) concerns about safety and 

prevention began to resonate across college campuses throughout the nation (Hummer, 

2004).  College campuses have not been spared from criminality up until this point in 

time, they simply were not emphasizing reporting crime rates to the public (Hummer, 

2004; Jennings, Gover, & Pudrzynska, 2007).  Starting with The Student Right-to-Know 

and Campus Security Act of 1990 colleges and universities receiving federal grants or 

those that were participating in federal student aid programs were being required to 

comply with annual publications of violent and property crime rates on their campus 

(Henson & Stone, 1999; Hummer, 2004).   

 Although violent victimization is not a prevalent concern on college campuses, 

property crime represents 97% of all campus crimes reported annually to law 

enforcement (Office for Victims of Crime, 2013).  Despite this statistics, theft is not an 

official offense that is reported in the annual publications on national crime rates (Henson 

& Stone, 1999).  Although college and universities are required to report their annual 

crime rates, these reports follow the same index of crimes that get reported in the  
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Uniform Crime Report (UCR) and the National Crime Victim Survey (NCVS).  

Therefore, the intended purpose of uncovering the secrets of crime within the confines of 

a college campus for parents, students and educators to see has proven deficient.  Early 

research that evaluated campus crime depicts a relationship between quality of education 

and crime rates (Fox & Hellman, 1985).  In other words, as the quality of education 

increased so did the crime rates.  Additionally, scholars determined that male students 

had an influence on crime rates (Fox & Hellman, 1985) as did residence on campus 

(Sloan, 1992).  Nevertheless, despite all the contributing factors that scholars deducted to 

have an effect on campus crime rates (i.e., alcohol and drug consumption, gender, race) 

most campus crimes were simple thefts (Henson & Stone, 1999; Sloan, 1992). 

 Two decades later, with advanced knowledge about the likely predictors of 

concern for crime and actual victimization among students on college campuses, scholars 

are still using traditional measures to determine appropriate strategies that may 

potentially reduce the problem.  Deviating from these ineffective measures are sets of 

techniques and concepts grounded within theories that stem from the field of 

criminology.  Precisely, within the subfield of criminology the emphasis on 

environmental criminology (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1981) along with situational 

crime prevention (Clarke, 1980), and Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 

(CPTED) provide innovative ways to study, evaluate, and implement preventive 

measures to reduce crime.  Perhaps incorporating these sets of techniques and concepts 

on college campuses will forever alter the perception that “Young people and their 

portable possessions will, in general, always be incapable guardians and suitable targets, 
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respectively, and a reserve army of motivated offenders will always be found among the 

ranks of college students” (Henson & Stone, 1999, pg. 305). 

Problem Statement 

 In an environment that promotes education and learning concern for crime and 

victimization simply does not fit in.  Despite the efforts put forth by institutions of higher 

education to reduce fear of crime and criminal victimization, college students are 

subjected to coexist with the probability of crime victimization on campus.  A 

compounding factor in the type of lifestyle that college students typically lead (i.e., 

sharing dorm rooms with strangers, general lack of concern for personal belongings on 

campus) profoundly impacts the crime prevention measures being implemented by 

campus administration.  Thus, alternative measures to reduce perception of fear and 

crime victimization amongst college students are called for. 

Thesis Goal 

 The main objective of this thesis is to explore potential new measures of crime 

prevention on college campuses.  Specifically, the efforts put forth in this study are to 

focus on understanding the problem of property theft of personal belongings on college 

campuses.  Furthermore, this study intends to develop a tailored instrument that is used to 

measure students’ individual level of awareness and/or behavior as it relates to crime 

prevention.  Consequently, this study aims to measure students’ awareness and behavior 

of crime prevention and determine whether these factors contribute to the understanding 

and research of property crime and victimization on college campuses. 
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 Subsequently, this study will explore for the relationships between students’ 

levels of awareness and/or behavior of crime prevention with CPTED measures of 

academic buildings in which students primarily take their courses. This portion of the 

study is exploratory in nature; however, in relying on the established and effective use of 

the built environment and structural design used to improve safety and management of 

public and semi-public space (Crowe & Zahm, 1994; Zahm, 2007) this study presumes 

that CPTED measures can contribute immensely to research on fear of crime and 

victimization. 

Summary 

 Prevalence of property crime on college campuses suggests that traditional 

measures of crime prevention are not effective in decreasing the problem.  Student 

populations are known for their risky lifestyles yet institutions of higher education are 

unable to develop effective crime reduction services and programs that students can 

incorporate into their daily routines.  With the assistance of established crime preventive 

measures, the current study analyzes student perceptions about property theft of personal 

belongings on college campuses. 

 Chapter 2 will present theoretical foundation and relevant literature on crime 

event, perception of fear, and student victimization.  The chapter will set the foundation 

for the remainder of this study by introducing specific measures of situational crime 

prevention and elements of CPTED as they apply to theft of personal belongings on 

college campus. In addition, this chapter will introduce the research questions posed 

within this study. 
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 Chapter 3 will elaborate on the purpose of this study and describe the research 

design.  Survey development, sampling method, and data collection are discussed, 

followed by the discussion on analytical techniques used in data analysis.  Chapter 4 will 

present results of the bivariate and multivariate analyses performed in this study.  

Descriptive statistics, Pearson correlations, independent sample t-tests, and multiple 

regression analyses will be discussed as they apply to the results.  Lastly, chapter 5 will 

discuss on the findings of the study, present the limitations, practical implications, and 

draw conclusions as well as recommendations for future research on the subject of theft 

of personal belongings.
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 Along with a review of empirical research regarding crimes on college campuses, 

the goal of this chapter is to provide the theoretical foundation for understanding the 

criminal event, opportunities for crimes, and crime prevention strategies.  Discussion on 

theoretical foundation will encompass environmental criminology (Brantingham & 

Brantingham, 1981) along with the three fundamental theories that helped establish 

environmental criminology within the field of criminology.  The routine activity theory 

focuses on the crime event deflecting the focus away from the criminality of an 

individual offender (Cohen & Felson, 1979).  The rational choice theory explains how the 

individual offender fits into the crime event and how the choices that he/she makes are 

based on the perceived risks and rewards of the crime (Clarke & Cornish, 1985).  And 

finally, the crime pattern theory seeks to explain how probable it is for an offender and a 

suitable target to converge in time and space (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993). 

 These theories provide a foundation for crime prevention strategies that are the 

focus of this work, thus this chapter also covers situational crime prevention (Clarke, 

1980) which highlights the significance of opportunity-reducing measures that help alter 

the physical environment in an effort to reduce potential crime opportunities for 

motivated offenders.  More specifically, Crime Prevention Through Environmental 

Design (CPTED) is a set of crime prevention strategies that incorporate place and 

structural design considerations in reducing opportunities for crime. 
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The third portion of this chapter discusses the opportunities, crime prevention 

considerations, and reviews the research on theft of personal belongings on college 

campuses Included in the discussion are the facilitators, stages of crime, offenders and 

handlers, targets and guardians, with a summary of possible crime preventive responses.   

Finally, identification of the gaps within the research on theft of personal belongings on 

college campuses will lead to the discussion of the research questions that will frame the 

subsequent analysis.  

Theoretical Foundation 

 Classical theories in criminology established the foundation for studying 

offenders in order gain understanding as to why they offend (Agnew, 2005; Gottfredson 

& Hirschi, 1990). Yielding inconclusive results from biological and psychological 

research (Goddard, 1912; Mednick, Gabrielli & Hutchings, 1984), criminologists began 

expanding their inquiry into environmental factors within offenders’ surroundings 

(Hirschi & Hindelang, 1977; Parks, Burgess, & MacKenzie, 1925). Perhaps the most 

pivotal move towards studying environmental factors, as they relate to crime events, was 

Shaw and McKay’s (1942) research on communities and neighborhoods within the city 

of Chicago.  

 Based on Parks et al. (1925) development of concentric zones within the city, 

Shaw and McKay (1942) were able to determine that socially disorganized communities 

and neighborhoods experienced high poverty levels, which were most likely caused by 

frequent residential mobility. They found that population heterogeneity and frequent 

residential mobility make it difficult to create what Sampson, Raudenbush and Earls 
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(1997) describe as collective efficacy, where the community comes together to keep 

crime out of their neighborhood. Instead of collective efficacy, the socially disorganized 

communities and neighborhoods enable crime events to occur. Specifically, the emphasis 

of the social disorganization theory on environmental factors existing within communities 

and neighborhoods brought about focus to the location (i.e., place) of a crime event 

(Shaw & McKay, 1942). The significance of Shaw & McKay’s work is in the departure 

from emphasis on the offender to an exploration of the environment in which the 

individual lives and commits crime.  

Theories of Crime 

 Early pioneers of environmental criminology, Brantingham and Brantingham 

(1981) discuss in their book entitled Environmental Criminology the complexity of a 

single crime event. Unlike more recent literature on theory of crime, Brantingham and 

Brantingham (1981) provide the exact four ingredients necessary for a single crime event 

to occur: 1) law, 2) offender, 3) target, and 4) place. The ingredient of law is most often 

implied in recent literature on crime, nonetheless it defines a specific behavior that is 

prohibited by society and is therefore a necessary dimension of crime (Brantingham & 

Brantingham, 1981).  Environmental criminology research is primarily concerned with 

identifying specific places in time and space, which allow the remaining two ingredients 

to intersect resulting in a single crime event (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1981). 

Brantingham and Brantingham (1993) recognize that certain similarities exist in every 

specific place (i.e., setting) where a crime event occurs, and the evaluation of 

environmental cues within this specific location either encourage or discourage 
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offender’s decisions to commit the crime. The research, and subsequently the knowledge, 

of these unique interactions aim to help decrease future opportunities for crime events 

(Brantingham & Brantingham, 1981)  

 In order to fully comprehend how environmental criminology reduces 

opportunities for future crime events familiarity with three fundamental theories is 

critical: routine activity theory, rational choice theory, and crime pattern theory. 

Collectively, these theories provide supporting foundation in understanding how specific 

patterns of behavior interacting with environmental cues give rise to opportunities for 

crime events to occur (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993). 

 Routine activity theory. 

 Routine activity theory seeks to explain why the criminal event occurs.  Cohen 

and Felson (1979) recognized the importance of targets and places in explaining why 

crime events transpire.  They proposed that in order for a crime event to occur the 

convergence of three elements must take place in time and space: 1) a motivated 

offender, 2) a suitable target, and 3) the absence of a capable guardian.  

 The motivated offender can be any individual, not necessarily a criminal with 

prior experience (Felson & Boba, 2012).  It is the offender’s pattern of behavior and 

assessment of the place that determines whether the crime event occurs. A suitable target 

can be a person, an object or even a place (Felson & Boba, 2012); the only requirement is 

that they represent a desirable target for the motivated offender.  Part of the motivated 

offender’s desirability for a suitable target is the lack of a capable guardian.  If a capable 

guardian is present then the target is no longer suitable and the offender’s motivation 
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decreases, in turn decreasing the opportunity for crime event to occur (Tillyer & Eck, 

2011). In other words, by eliminating even one of the three elements results in no 

opportunity for crime (Fisher & Sloan, 2013). These three elements are known as the 

crime triangle within the discipline of criminology (Figure 1).  

                                                              

                                       Offender                                  Place 

 

 

                                                             Target/Victim 

Figure 1: Basic Crime Triangle 

The crime triangle represents the elements of a crime event: an offender, a target, 

and a place. In order for a crime to occur these elements need to converge in time and 

space, in addition to the offender evading three types of supervision: 1) handler, 2) 

guardian, and 3) manager (Felson & Boba, 2012). This second set of elements (i.e., types 

of supervision) gets superimposed onto the original crime triangle creating what is known 

as the double/dynamic crime triangle (Felson & Boba, 2010; Tillyer & Eck, 2011), 

depicted in Figure 2. 

                                                

                          Handler                                                            Manager                                                                                                                                            

                                 Offender                               P       Place         

                                                         Target/Victim 

                                                               Guardian 

Figure 2: Double/Dynamic Crime Triangle 

Crime 

Opportunity 

Crime 

Opportunity 
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 Collectively, the three types of supervision depicted in the double triangle are 

referred to as controllers; they are designed to help decrease the offender’s opportunity 

for crime.  Individually, controllers differ in the type of supervision that they provide 

depending on whom or what (i.e., target) they oversee (Tillyer & Eck, 2011).  Handlers 

supervise offenders in order to decrease their opportunity for crime; family members (i.e., 

mother, father) and school supervisors (i.e., teacher, counselor, coach, and principle) are 

just few examples of handlers.  Second, managers are controllers of a place: a setting in 

which the crime event may occur. Place managers, such as hotel clerks, store supervisors 

or home owners, play a central role in controlling and potentially altering the physical 

environment which they supervise. (Felson & Boba, 2010)  Third, guardians are 

controllers of target that motivate offenders to commit crime.  Home owners guarding 

their homes, adults watching their children, fellow students guarding students’ 

belongings, ourselves watching over our own belongings all represent examples of a 

guardian depicted in the double crime triangle.  Felson (1994) considers guardians to be 

the most important element in explaining crime.  Simply by being present at a place in 

time capable guardians are able to prevent crime from occurring (Felson, 1994).  

 Rational choice theory. 

 For a crime to occur, a motivated offender has to make the rational decision to 

commit a crime (Clarke & Cornish, 1985).  Clarke and Cornish (1985) propose that the 

rational decision to commit a crime is a twofold process: the involvement and the event 

decisions.  The authors describe the involvement decisions as a form of preparedness to 

commit a crime, whereas the event decision is highly dependent on the situational factors 
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present within the motivated offender’s environment.  Clarke and Cornish (1985) point 

out that the interpretation of situational factors in the event decision varies depending on 

the motivated offender, consequently by their ability to make a rational choice.  Felson 

and Clarke describe offenders as having “goals when they commit crimes, even if these 

goals are short sighted and take into account only a few benefits and risks at a time” 

(1991).   

 What affects the decision-making process, aside from the cost-benefit 

calculations, is the circumstance (i.e., time and space), situation (i.e., place), and 

opportunity (i.e., target) (Fisher & Sloan, 2013).  If these factors yield more benefits than 

risks, the offender makes a rational decision to take the opportunity and commit the crime 

(Cornish & Clarke, 1986).  The rational choice theory makes a significant contribution to 

the understanding of the process by which offenders make decisions to commit crime 

(Clarke & Cornish, 1985).   That being said, crime is not random and it can be committed 

by any individual who is presented with an easy target (i.e., lacking a capable guardian), 

which yields high rewards and low risk of getting caught (Cornish & Clarke, 1986).   

 Crime pattern theory. 

 Crime pattern theory seeks to explain how probable it is for an offender and a 

suitable target to converge in time and space (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993). 

Considering that any individual is able to commit a crime given an easy target which 

yields high reward and low risk, offenders who commit crimes spend the majority of their 

day engaged in their daily routine activities (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993; Fisher 

& Sloan, 2013).  Crime pattern theory assumes that offenders commit crimes within 
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places that they are familiar with, seeking suitable targets within routes of their daily 

routines (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993).   

 Considering what we already know about the specificity of a single crime 

occurrence (i.e., convergence in time and space), crime pattern theory centers around the 

daily routine travel paths of an individual (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993).  Crime 

pattern theory suggests that individuals seek out a suitable target within their travel paths 

(Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993).  According to this theory a crime transpires at the 

nodal point of the offender’s and suitable target’s travel paths (Brantingham & 

Brantingham, 1993).  What is significant about the crime patter theory is that it examines 

both the offenders’ and potential targets’ interaction with their physical and social 

environment (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1984).   

Situational Crime Prevention 

 Developed by Ronald V. Clarke (1980), situational crime prevention (SCP) is 

founded in the theories on routine activity, rational choice, and crime patterns.  SCP is 

focused on the reduction of specific crime opportunities by constructing measures of 

intervention to the immediate environment (i.e., setting) (Brantingham, Brantingham, & 

Taylor, 2005; Clarke, 1980).  The main objective of SCP is to alter the environment in 

which an offender makes a rational choice; by increasing the chances of being caught and 

reducing the opportunities for crime (Clarke, 1980).  To reduce the opportunities and 

increase the chances of being caught, Clarke (1983) constructed five categories that 

include measures to increase the effort, increase the risk, reduce the rewards, reduce 

provocation, and remove excuses.  
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 The first set of measures in SPC model is the increasing of effort to commit a 

crime.  Although the effort to commit a crime remains consistent within the immediate 

environment, it is the offender’s perception that varies based on their cost-benefit 

calculation.  The five techniques within this set of crime prevention measures are: 1) 

target hardening (e.g., deadbolts dorm room doors), 2) controlling access to facilities 

(e.g., electronic cards for dorm access), 3) screening exits (e.g., magnet detectors in the 

library), 4) deflecting offenders (e.g., separate gender bathrooms at sporting arenas), and 

5) controlling tools/weapons (e.g., using plastic cups in bars) (Clarke, 1997).   

 Increasing the risk for crime opportunity refers to the perceived risk that the 

offender evaluates before making a rational choice whether to commit a crime.  The five 

techniques within this set of measures are: 1) extending guardianship (e.g., traveling on 

campus in groups), 2) assisting natural surveillance (e.g., improving exterior lighting of 

academic buildings), 3) reducing anonymity (e.g., requiring uniforms for all food court 

employees), 4) utilizing place managers (e.g., multiple employees in a coffee shop on 

campus), and 5) strengthening formal surveillance (e.g., presence of campus security) 

(Clarke, 1997). 

 The measures that reduce opportunities for crime are subdivided into the 

reduction of rewards and reduction of provocation.  Within the SCP model, the reduction 

of rewards consists of five techniques: 1) concealing targets (e.g., hiding valuables in the 

car’s trunk), 2) removing targets (e.g., carrying unappealing backpacks and purses to 

campus), 3) identifying property (e.g., marking portable devices with ultra-violet 

marker), 4) disrupting markets (e.g., monitoring local pawn shops for resale of stolen 
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goods), and 5) denying benefits (e.g., graffiti clean-up) (Clarke, 1997). 

 Reducing provocations measures have the following five techniques: 1) reducing 

frustrations and stress (e.g., playing soothing music through campus speakers), 2) 

avoiding disputes (e.g., separating rival sports teams during school games), 3) reducing 

emotional arousal (e.g., enforcing proper conduct in classrooms), 4) neutralizing peer 

pressure (e.g., “Say NO to drugs” programs on campus), and 5) discouraging imitation 

(e.g., rapid repair of vandalism on campus) (Clarke, 1997). 

 Lastly, the set of measures used to remove excuses includes the following five 

techniques: 1) setting rules (e.g. dormitory rules), 2) posting instructions (e.g., “No Exit” 

sign on back door of coffee shops), 3) alerting conscience (e.g., Speed display on campus 

roads), 4) assisting compliance (e.g., easy library check out), and 5) controlling drugs and 

alcohol (e.g., alcohol- free campus) (Clarke, 1997).  These techniques are designed to 

discourage any behavior that leads to crime opportunities. 

 By establishing effective procedures that warrant secure products within safely 

designed setting, situational crime prevention works to discourage patterns of behavior 

and to reduce opportunity for crime.  Shifting focus from the offender to the physical 

environment and altering the structural design, situational crime prevention widens the 

emphasis on place and setting within the complexity of crime.  The element of place (in 

time and space) represents perhaps the key factor in crime prevention based on the ability 

to design physical environments with safety and precaution in mind.
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Crime Prevention through Environmental Design  

 Within the discipline of environmental criminology, the place (i.e., setting) is 

considered to be a great source of information about a crime event.  Crime Prevention 

through Environmental Design (CPTED) promotes “proper design and effective use of 

the built environment (Crowe, 1991) to reduce opportunity for crime.  The functionality 

of CPTED prohibits opportunities for crime and reduces perceptions of fear without 

requiring intervention (e.g., police).  In other words, principles of CPTED are designed to 

create physical spaces which increase risks and decrease rewards for motivated offenders 

from committing specific crimes.  The functionality of CPTED can be summed up in four 

elements: 1) access control, 2) natural surveillance, 3) ownership and maintenance of 

territoriality (Crowe & Zahm, 1994; National Crime Prevention Council, 1997, Zahm, 

2007).  

 Access control presents a physical barrier designed to discourage unauthorized 

users from gaining entry.  Physical design such as doors, fences and natural landscape are 

often incorporated into the physical space in order to increase the effort to commit a 

crime (Crowe & Zahm, 1994). Access control in public and/or semi-public places 

requires attention in terms of the placement of entrances and exits, the presence of fences, 

the type of landscape and lighting (National Crime Prevention Council, 1997).  

Additional techniques for access control may be used in the form of signs, use of color on 

buildings and pavements, and natural landscapes used as barriers (Zahm, 2007; National 

Crime Prevention Council, 1997). The key component of access control is to create a 

natural environment that isolates the individuals who do not belong (Zahm, 2007). 
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 Natural surveillance is a fundamental element of CPTED: it increases the 

potential for offenders to be seen and watched by guardians and place manager, 

consequently increasing the efforts and risk of crime (National Crime Prevention 

Council, 1997). Some of the suggested natural surveillance ideas are proper lighting, 

building design that incorporates windows facing the courtyards, specific furniture 

arrangement to eliminate obstruction of view, and closed circuit television (CCTV) 

(Zahm, 2007).  

 The ownership and maintenance of territoriality defines the boundary between 

public and private spaces (Crowe & Zahm, 1994; Zahm, 2007). Examples of design 

features that promote ownership and  territoriality are set rules and regulations of use, 

continued maintenance of buildings, sidewalks, gardens and front yards, signs which 

indicate ownership of property, and the physical design of space that incorporates varied 

material to differentiate between private and public space (Zahm, 2007). Ownership and 

territoriality correspond to the situational crime prevention measures that remove excuses 

and can be effectively implemented by guardians and/or place managers.   

 Ultimately, the elements of CPTED supplement the situational crime prevention 

measures that improve the immediate environment in order to reduce crime opportunities.  

The environment (i.e., place) is a pivotal element in the understanding of how and where 

motivated offenders commit crimes.  The rational choices that offenders make, which are 

influenced by their immediate environment, are often opportunities that emerge from 

their daily routine activities.  In the case of college students on campus, theft is the most 

frequent crime committed within their environment (Henson & Stone, 1999).
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In order to implement adequate situational crime prevention measures and specific 

CPTED element to remedy this problem, a detailed evaluation of all the factors is 

recommended. 

Theft of Personal Belongings on College Campus 

 The Uniform Crime Report (UCR) and the National Crime Victim Survey 

(NCVS) provide the official, annual crime rate statistics for the nation.  The types of 

crimes reported are subdivided into two categories: the Part I and Part II index crimes.  

Part I index crimes represent the most serious of crimes and include murder, rape, 

robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny-theft, motor theft, and arson (Federal 

Bureau of Investigation [FBI], 2012), whereas Part II crimes include “everything from 

drug offenses to prostitutions and sex offenses, as well as simple assaults” (Felson & 

Boba, 2010, pg. 2).  The reported rate of property crime victimization for the year 2012 

was 155.8 per 1,000 households which include burglary, theft and motor vehicle theft 

(Langton, Planty, & Truman, 2013).  The rate of theft showed an increase in 

victimization from 104.2 to 120.9 reported incidents per 1,000 households from 2011 to 

2012 (Langton et al., 2013).  Compared to property crime victimization, the violent crime 

rate increased from 22.6 victims per 1,000 households to 26.1 in 2012 (Langton et al., 

2013).  These figures represent a vast disparity between the property and violent 

victimization crime rates.  Additionally, these crime rates represent those incidents that 

were reported to the police; estimated crime rates that go unreported are said to represent 

approximately 50% of all crime that occurs annually (Langton et al., 2013). 
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 The general conclusion on property crime rates is that it “far exceeds violent 

victimizations, with the simplest thefts and burglaries most common” (Felson & Boba, 

2010, pg. 3).  Despite the prevalence of property crime, there is no way of knowing what 

percentage of these crimes is allocated to theft of belongings.  Furthermore, how many of 

these simple thefts take place on college campuses?  Although property and personal 

theft are identified by NCVS, those figures do not represent theft of personal belongings 

on college campuses.   The valuable information that can be extracted from these annual 

reports in evaluating campus crimes; however, are the reported offender and victim 

characteristics.  According to official statistics, property crimes are being committed by 

young males between the ages of 18 and 24 (14.7 per 1,000 households) and the most at 

risk victims are also young males (18 to 24 year olds) from low income background who 

are not married (Langton et al., 2013; Fisher et al., 1998). 

 Alternate sources to the UCR and NCVS need to be referenced in order to obtain 

more detailed college crime statistics.  The National Center for Victims of Crime is such 

a source that publishes official crime rate statistics for schools and colleges (Office for 

Victims of Crime, 2013).  Using data provided by the UCR, the National Center for 

Victims of Crime reported that for the year 2010 the total crimes reported on university 

and college campuses was 92,965 incidents.  Out of all crimes reported 97% were 

property crimes with reported robberies making up 28.8% of all property crimes.  

According to the report, 86% of all property crimes were attributed to theft, followed by 

burglaries with 12%, and motor vehicle thefts with 2%. 
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 The aforementioned statistics illustrate the intention of this study precisely, 

college campuses are plagued with simple theft crimes and the problem continues to 

persist.  Although college campuses have received their share of emphasis (Fisher & 

Sloan, 2013; Fisher, Sloan, Cullen, & Lu, 1997; Hummer, 2004; Jennings et al., 2007; 

McConnell, 1997; McPheters, 1978; Sloan, 1994) on crime and the perceived fear of 

crime on campus, research on students’ crime prevention measures on college campuses 

is lacking.  Before crime prevention measures can be applied to students on college 

campuses, a more profound understanding of the crime event (i.e., theft of personal 

belongings) is recommended.  

The College Campus Environment 

 According to Clarke and Eck (2005) particular environments are considered a 

setting which can determine specific target availability for potential offenders.  The 

predominant environment within colleges and universities is, of course, educational, 

which promotes learning and study.  Educational settings attract students who want to 

learn and faculty who teach, representing a rather select group of people.  However, 

college campuses can also contain residential, recreational, retail, and office settings.   

 Residential environments within a college setting usually include dormitories, 

where complete strangers become roommates (Fisher & Sloan, 2013; Fisher, Sloan, and 

Cullen, 1997; Henson & Stone, 1999).  This environment provides for very specific target 

availability.  Students and their personal belongings are considered targets within this 

setting.  Recreational environments are those in which college students can interact 

casually and have a good time.  They include fitness facilities, bars, coffee shops, 
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restaurants, nightclubs and parks.  The target availability within these settings can vary; 

however, any recreational environment within a close proximity to a college or university 

campus is sure to attract students as targets. 

 Retail environments are somewhat different from recreational ones due to the 

monetary exchange required within retail settings; however, bars, coffee shops and 

restaurants do require monetary exchange so these two environments can overlap.  Once 

again, if retail environments are in close proximity to colleges and universities, college 

students can become potential targets.  Another environment that can be associated with 

our discussion on college students is the office setting.  Clarke & Eck (2013) consider 

offices as environments where usually some form of access control is practiced.  Within 

colleges and universities, mostly faculty and students interact within the office 

environment, providing for select target availability.  

 Having identified the different environments where students spend most of their 

time aids in the understanding of students’ routine activities; however, to understand how 

crime happens within these environments, it is more meaningful to also know what 

factors led up to the crime. The next section will briefly dissect crime as it goes through 

stages: the prelude, incident, and aftermath, providing examples that relate to college 

students.   

Three Stages of Theft 

 In the study of crime complexity, analysis of the motivated offender and the 

physical environment yield valuable information that allows criminologists to understand 

how crime occurs (Brantingham, Brantingham, 1993).  To get the full picture of a single 
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crime event and the complete series of events that led up to the act, knowledge of the 

stages of crime are a helpful insight.  Felson & Boba (2010) describe the three stages of 

crime as the: 1) prelude, 2) incident, and 3) aftermath.  

 The prelude stage of a crime refers to the social and environmental cues, the 

events that take place prior to the act of crime (Felson & Boba, 2010).  Walking through 

an academic building hallway to classroom with a smartphone sticking out of the 

unzipped backpack pocket, studying in the library for an exam are just two examples of 

everyday student routine activities that serve as a prelude to a crime.  The prelude stage 

of crime simply serves as the background story of the criminal event that is about to 

commence. 

 The incident stage of crime is the actual criminal event in which a motivated 

offender recognizes that a suitable target lacking a capable guardian is located within a 

place posing low risk and minimal efforts (Felson & Boba, 2010).  One student walking 

through the hallway of an academic building to the classroom with a smartphone in their 

unzipped backpack pocket is spotted by a motivated offender who just happens to be 

walking in the opposite direction in the building.  The motivated offender seizes the 

opportunity that the suitable target (e.g., smartphone) is within reach and snatches the 

target out of the backpack and continues walking.  Another feasible example is a student 

who was sitting at a table in the library alone gets up to go use the restroom leaving their 

laptop unattended.  A student walking by that table seizes the opportunity to pick up the 

laptop off the table as there are no other students around to see it happen.  These are the 

conscious moments when the motivated offender makes a rational decision to commit the 
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act of crime.  There can be multiple contributing factors and cues that lead up to the 

event; however, within the incident stage of crime the specific convergence of offender, 

target, and place within time and space occurs. 

 The aftermath of crime is the stage after the actual crime has occurred, and it can 

indicate different scenarios.  That student who snatched the smartphone from the 

unzipped backpack ends up having the phone “unlocked” and sells it to a fellow student 

the next day.  The student who picked up the laptop in the library can sell it to a pawn 

shop or have it for personal use.  The most significant aspect of the aftermath stage; 

however, is that this final step can actually be the gateway to a secondary crime (Felson 

& Boba, 2010).  Within each specific opportunity for crime, offenders can rely on 

facilitators to help assist them in criminal acts.  Facilitators help offenders decrease risks 

and efforts or ignore them altogether and encourage provocations while removing 

excuses (Clarke & Eck, 2013). 

Facilitators of Theft on College Campuses 

 There are three types of facilitators: physical, social and chemical (Clark & Eck, 

2013).  Each type of a crime facilitator decreases the effectiveness of a situational crime 

prevention technique designed to increase the effort and risks associated with committing 

a crime (Clarke, 1997).  Physical facilitators are aimed at decreasing the risks and efforts 

that situational crime prevention techniques and measures hope to increase.  These 

facilitators can also reverse the intended reduction of provocation, consequently fueling 

the motivation to offend.   
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 Physical facilitators are the most prevalent in regards to theft of personal 

belongings on campus.  In evaluating the safety design of academic buildings in which 

students spend much of their time while on campus, the physical layout of these buildings 

can serves as a physical facilitator for a motivated offender.  For example, the improper 

physical design of an academic building (e.g., blind spots around the corner in hallways) 

can decrease motivated offender’s efforts and risks in being noticed by potential 

guardians  The arrangement of furniture inside those buildings that obstructs visibility 

and surveillance serve as other examples of physical facilitators that decrease the risks 

and efforts for a motivated offender, instead of increasing them with techniques derived 

from situation crime preventive.   

 Social as well as chemical facilitators can also be potential variables in crime 

opportunities.  For example, a group of college students are sitting in the library studying 

when they notice a laptop left unattended on a table.  They pressure one of the fellow 

students to take the laptop while the rest of the group looks out for any people walking by 

(i.e., guardians).  Social facilitators are unique by having the ability to decrease risks and 

efforts, increase rewards and provocations, as well as provide excuses for criminality.  In 

other words, social facilitators are able to omit each set of situational crime prevention 

techniques set forth in an attempt to reduce criminal opportunity (Clarke & Eck, 2013).  

Fortunately, chemical facilitators can only alter situational crime prevention strategies 

that are designed to increase risks and efforts, as well as remove excuses.  The crime of 

theft of personal belongings on college campuses, specifically at coffee shops and 

libraries, does not employ chemical facilitators as opportunistic measures to commit a 
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crime libraries, does not employ chemical facilitators as opportunistic measures to 

commit a crime.   

Targets and Guardians on College Campuses 

Routine activity theory presents reasons for which college students have always 

been considered higher than average chances for victimization due to their daily routines 

(Maxfield, 1987).  Fisher and Sloan (2013) discuss college students’ inability to 

recognize how their daily routines, combined with risky locations, make them more 

vulnerable for property victimization.  Institutions of higher education are filled with 

college students, not many of whom constitute capable guardians.  Additionally, in 

studies concerning campus crime, there is an understanding that suitable targets are 

represented by both vulnerable persons or/and property items worthy of risk and efforts 

to obtain by any means necessary (Fisher & Sloan, 2013). 

These suitable targets keep replenishing college campuses with every new 

semester, as college students bring with them wallets, smartphones, laptops, and other 

portable valuables (Fisher et al., 1997).  Lee & Hilinski-Rosick (2012) describe college 

students as individuals who are more likely to leave their belongings unattended 

compared to the general public. Arguably, college students are poor guardians of 

themselves as well as their personal belongings; they leave parties late at night and 

walking dorms alone, or leave their personal belongings unattended to use the restroom 

(Fisher et al., 1997).  In addition to poor guardianship, college students are also more 

likely to reside with other college students who are complete strangers.   
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The prelude stage of theft on college campus could include a college student (i.e., 

guardian) leaving their personal belongings (i.e., suitable target) on a table at the coffee 

shop as they get in line to order a beverage.  A group of students studying for an exam at 

the library paying little attention to their surroundings represent a group whose personal 

belongings are susceptible to theft. The incident itself, theft of personal belongings, is 

usually a quick grab of something that a motivated offender considers a desired item.  

Introduced by Ronald V. Clark (1999), CRAVED goods are items that are most 

attractive to thieves; the acronym stands for “concealable, removable, available, valuable, 

enjoyable, and disposable”.  Examples of CRAVED items include but are not limited to 

cash, portable devices such as smartphones, laptops, and tablets.  College students might 

not carry a lot of cash with them; however, they usually do carry at least one portable 

device while on campus which makes them susceptible to theft (Felson & Boba, 2010).  

The difficulty of simple theft is twofold:  student are negligent of their personal 

belongings (Fisher et al., 1997) which makes it difficult to identify the owner if found, 

and second, thieves are not easy to identify because the suitable targets are not paying 

attention as their personal belongings are being stolen. 

Offenders and Handlers on College Campuses 

 If institutions of higher education are primarily educational environments, then 

mostly students can be found there. If we consider the available targets within that 

environment, we are faced with the obvious in that, students are the most predominant 

potential offenders on college campuses (Mustaine & Tewksbury, 2013).  This explains 

in part the vulnerability of victimization that students experience on campus which is a 
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lack of capable guardians provides plentiful potential offenders (Lee & Hilinski-Rosick, 

2012).  Research conducted by Siegel and Raymond (1992) shows that over 80% of 

campus victimizations were committed by fellow students. 

Opportunities for offenders are plentiful within the educational environment of a 

college campus and along the recreational settings that surround the campus.  There are 

often increased opportunities for property crime within the confines of a classroom, 

library, and an athletic facility on campus (Fisher et al., 1997; Fisher et al., 2013), where 

suitable targets in the form of personal belongings are frequently left unguarded.  

Recreational environments in general are considered to be very opportunistic settings for 

offenders to seek out suitable targets (Fisher & Sloan, 2013).  Students on campus are 

away from their most influential handlers (i.e., family members) with professors acting as 

handlers only within the confines of a classroom or an office. 

Places and Managers on College Campuses 

 Based on the environments in which college students spend most of their time 

(e.g., educational, recreational, retail, and office), primary places that offer most insight 

about campus theft of personal belongings are coffee shops, libraries, and classrooms.  

Able managers of places are instrumental in the enforcement of rules and procedures, as 

well as responsible for the physical maintenance of these settings.  Within the crime 

triangle, the places that have incapable managers are viewed by motivated offenders as 

potential setting for crime opportunities.  Because college campuses are considered to be 

accessible during any hour of the day (Fisher et al., 1997), it is difficult to expect that 

managers of places are actively present at all times.   
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 As previously discussed, within the crime triangle the lack of a capable manager 

attracts most opportunity for crime.  Coffee shops, dining halls, libraries and classrooms 

are settings which require minimal management.  Although some management is required 

to establish cash handling procedures at coffee shops or rules for behavior within 

libraries, most other places on campus due not require managers’ presence.  College 

campuses represent an ideal convergence in time and space of motivated offenders, 

suitable targets, lacking guardians, and incapable/absent managers of places. 

Time of Day for Theft on College Campuses 

Most college campuses are accessible 24 hours a day allowing easy access to 

roam the grounds (Fisher et al., 1997); therefore, the opportunity for offending is 

dependent more precisely on the targets rather than the time of day.  In terms of theft on 

college campuses, nights may not necessarily represent primary hours for suitable targets.  

Chances for theft of personal belongings increase during the daytime when college 

campuses are filled with students taking classes and spend time in coffee shops and 

studying in libraries (Fisher et al., 2013).  It can also be argued that daytime increases the 

number of students that are present on campus; therefore, increasing the number of 

potential guardians, since Felson (1994) considers guardians to be effective in crime 

reduction by simply being present on campus.  Nighttime decreases the number of 

students found on campus, therefore decreasing the potential risks of apprehension.  In 

other words, time of day in regards to theft is not a crucial indicator for crime 

opportunities, whereas it does play a major role in violent victimization (Fisher & Sloan, 

2013; Lee & Hilinski-Rosick, 2012; Mustaine & Tewksbury, 2013).  Hypothetically, 
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summertime ought to be the least likely time for motivated offenders to seek out suitable 

targets within students’ personal belongings as college students are not required to take 

summer courses. However, fewer students and faculty on campus during summertime 

may indicate a severely depleted source of capable guardians (Fisher & Sloan, 2013).  

CPTED Measures for Theft on College Campuses 

The simple fact that there will always be motivated offenders and suitable targets 

does not imply that property crime rates on college campuses are unable to decrease. 

Brantingham, Brantingham, and Taylor (2005) point out with determination that 

situational crime prevention is forever intertwined with crime analysis. Situational crime 

prevention also serves as a tool in formulating crime reduction techniques for specific 

crimes.  Fisher and Nasar (1992) emphasize that a change in the structural design of 

college campuses is necessary in order to increase campus safety.  They argue that 

although the college student population is constantly changing, an improved physical 

design of academic buildings can increase security, reduce fear and victimization, and 

provide long term safety on campus.   

In an effort to reduce theft, the Rusholme project in Manchester organized secure 

storage rooms for college students who were leaving their belongings on campus while 

being away for the holidays.  This project, described by McCreith and Parkinson (2004), 

enabled students to leave college for a number of days without having to worry about 

their personal belongings as these secure storage rooms are access controlled and linked 

to security alarm system in case of break ins.  This measure of theft prevention can be 

implemented at coffee shops to reduce theft of personal belongings by offering student 
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customers “secure storage facilities” (Johnson et al., 2010, pg. 9).  This response 

improves the physical environment for the suitable targets lacking capable guardians by 

increasing the efforts for motivated offenders to commit a crime. 

Training coffee shop and library employees to remain vigilant of suspicious 

behavior can also decrease theft at specific locations.  Sampson, Eck, and Dunham (2010) 

emphasize natural guardianship as part of every individual’s daily routine behavior 

whether as citizens or students on college campus some people tend to look out for one 

another.  In addition to the presence of guardians, formal surveillance is also able to 

guard against potential offenders.  Formal surveillance can reinforce crime prevention 

efforts while increasing the risk for potential offenders.  Ratcliff (2006) concludes that 

surveillance cameras are designed to discourage criminal acts by increasing the chances 

of apprehension. Phillips (1999) concludes that closed circuit television (CCTV) have 

been found to be effective in preventing property crime. 

Vigilance and defensive behavior are most effective responses in preventing 

victimization, especially for students with desirable possessions.  Research conducted by 

Lee and Hilinski-Rosick (2012) examined crime preventive seminar programs offered on 

college campuses to introduce students of the dangers of living on campus, providing 

preventive measures designed to avoid victimization.  Students were encouraged to travel 

in groups and be vigilant of their surroundings.  The authors conclude that students who 

practice avoidance behavior tend to be less fearful of crime.  Hypothetically, students 

who are made aware of their surroundings and potential victimization are more likely to 

decrease their chances of victimization.   
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Coffee shop managers have a limited effectiveness in situational crime prevention 

of theft due to the fact that they spend very limited time in front of the customers, or the 

suitable targets.  Although the managers’ main responsibility is to train their employees 

and ensure that the establishment runs smoothly, place managers within the situational 

crime prevention context are responsible for organizing the physical aspects of the 

location so that it complies with crime preventive measures (Sampson, et al., 2010).  

Therefore, even though place managers of coffee shops establish environments which 

ought to prevent crime they are not actively involved in the execution of the preventive 

measures. 

 Routine activity and lifestyle exposure theories help explain some of the 

predicaments that college students find themselves in, not by random chance.  Property 

crime on college campuses is more prevalent than serious violent crime.  Henson and 

Stone (1999) conclude that the most common items stolen are of small monetary value 

and suitable targets are making crime an easy act on college campuses. The motivated 

offender endures very minimal risk and effort in snatching smartphones or laptops from 

libraries, classrooms, and coffee shops because college students are deemed easier targets 

than the average population (Lee & Hilinski-Rosick, 2012). 

 Controlling access and improving natural surveillance are strategies for building 

environments conducive to the reduction and possible elimination of theft on college 

campuses. Prevention of criminal activity on campuses is pivotal in preserving safety of 

students, as well as the educational environment that college students and faculty seek.
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Conclusions 

 The empirical literature reviewed indicates that although campus crime is not 

increasing, it is prevalent and causes fear of crime and victimization.  Although their 

daily routine activities and lifestyles contribute greatly to their chances for victimization, 

college students are entitled to feel safe within their educational environment.  Most 

literature on campus crime identifies the offenders and targets, discussing the 

convergence in time and space, yet not enough is known about students’ crime prevention 

awareness and behavior.  

 Although some research suggests conducting crime prevention seminars for 

college students to increase their awareness of potential dangers for crime victimization, 

research has not shown any concrete evidence that students benefit from these programs 

(Fisher et al., 1997, Woolnough, 2009).  Victimization surveys have been a substantial 

basis for many studies focusing on crime on campus, yet the results do not yield concrete 

answers that determine whether the participants (i.e., students) implement any crime 

preventive behaviors after being victimized.  Situational crime prevention and CPTED 

techniques have been constructed based on patterns of behavior within a physical place, 

therefore it can be assumed that crime prevention awareness and behavior ought to 

increase a suitable target’s ability to prevent victimization, even in the absence of a 

capable guardian.  Fisher et al. (1997) research results indicate that college students 

rarely exercise crime prevention measures while on campus, admitting to not taking 

advantage of the institution’s crime prevention programs.  Would knowledge of crime 

prevention techniques decrease college students’ victimization rates?    
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 The current study is interested in determining whether college students are 

watchful of their personal belongings, and whether they practice crime prevention 

techniques to minimize victimization of property theft.  The research questions of this 

study intend to determine whether college students, and specifically those who major in 

the criminal justice program, practice what they learn about crime prevention? The 

following research questions are the premise of the methodology that follows. 

Research Questions 

Question 1: Which of the individual characteristics (i.e., gender, education level, 

victimization, crime preventive behavior) are most predictive of college students’ 

awareness of crime prevention? 

 An empirical finding in the National Crime Victimization Survey indicates that on 

an annual basis the highest rates of personal and property victimizations are reported 

amongst 16 to 24 year olds compared to all other age groups (Langton, Planty, & 

Truman, 2013).  This age category represents roughly 42 percent of 18 to 24 year olds 

enrolled in college as of 2011 (Snyder & Willow, 2013), engaging in daily routine 

activities which increase their risk for victimization (Fisher & Sloan, 2013).  Miethe and 

Meier (1990) support the notion that college student’s routine activities, within the scope 

of their physical environment (i.e., campus), assist in the explanation of criminal 

victimization for this youthful population.  College students’ lifestyles and routine 

activities propel them into situations and locations that tend to lack capable guardians 

(Fisher & Sloan, 2013) which increase the opportunity for crime, fear of crime, and 

victimization.   
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 Extensive literature on perceived fear of criminal victimization on campus 

provides basis for the assumption that male and female students experience different 

levels of fear (Sloan et al., 2000).  Within the campus community, female students and 

faculty are generally found to be more fearful of crime and victimization on campus than 

men (Cook & Fox, 2011; Jennings et al., 2007; Sloan et al., 2000) although most research 

indicates that young male students are at a higher risk of crime victimization than female 

students (Fisher et al., 1997; Tomsich, Gover & Jennings, 2011).  Still, female students 

more frequently report being fearful of becoming victimized (Fisher, 1995; Jennings, et 

al., 2007) and what is even more interesting is that some female students indicate that 

their gender instills fear of victimization in them (Kelly & Torres, 2006).  In other words, 

female students recognize the need for protection against potential victimization.  Kelly 

and Torres (2006) research also concludes that female students’ education level (i.e., 

graduate women) is somewhat indicative of their crime prevention behavior on campus.  

Cook and Fox (2011) infer that female students may draw on their gender vulnerability in 

instances where the danger results in personal crime victimization (e.g., sexual assault) 

rather than property crime.  Although male students are more likely to be victim of a 

crime, female students are at a higher risk for personal crime victimization (i.e., intimate 

partner violence, sexual assault, stalking) (Fox, Nobles, & Piquero, 2009).   

 Based on Dull and Wint (1997) research, individuals who have previously been 

victimized are more likely to fear property crime, whereas non-victims are more likely to 

fear personal crime victimization.  More specifically, female student may show 

heightened levels of fear mostly attributed to risk of personal crime victimization, 
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exercising crime prevention behavior in order to protect themselves.  Research indicates 

that individuals who fear crime on campus often incorporate crime preventive behavior in 

order to reduce risk of victimization (Jennings et al., 2007). These precautionary 

measures include walking in groups while on campus, carrying car keys in hand, 

avoiding certain building on campus, and carrying mace (Jennings et al., 2007). 

 Research indicates that female students tend to be more fearful of victimization 

and more likely to engage in crime prevention behavior.  Recognizing the necessity for 

crime prevention behavior usually requires that an individual be aware of their physical 

environment. In Fisher and Naser (1992) research student awareness is illustrated by their 

ability to recognize that their immediate physical environment offers them no escape 

from a potential offender.  In other words, the authors conclude that individuals who are 

concerned about victimization are usually more aware of their surroundings in order to 

protect themselves from becoming a victim.  The first research question of this study will 

compare gender groups, education level of students, students who have previously been 

victimized with those that have not in regards to theft of personal belongings, and 

practice of crime prevention (i.e., behavior) to determine whether there are differences in 

these groups in terms of awareness of crime.  Additionally, this question will also look at 

all of the factors combined to determine which is most predictive of college students’ 

awareness of crime prevention.  The significance of this research question is to identify 

which groups are more susceptible to campus crime victimization, to examine and gain 

additional knowledge about how crime prevention behavior affects these groups, and 
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finally, to set precedent for future research that will examine how to reduce the risk of 

victimization through crime prevention behavior for these susceptible groups. 

Question 2: Which of the individual characteristics (i.e., gender, education level, 

victimization, crime preventive awareness) are most predictive of college students’ 

behavior of crime prevention? 

 In a study of 564 undergraduate students Jennings et al. (2007) ascertain that 

although fear of crime on campus is highly predominant amongst female students, being 

a male student presents an increased probability of being victimized on campus, with the 

exception of personal crime victimization risk.  The authors also conclude based on their 

literature review, that male students feel much safer on campus at night than female 

students.  The general conclusions about gender differences in fear of crime on campus 

can possibly indicate that awareness affects risk of victimization.  Perhaps female 

students are highly fearful of crime on campus but less likely to experience victimization 

(except sexual victimization) and therefore, awareness of crime prevention may be a 

factor in their crime prevention behavior.  This research question intends to compare 

gender groups, education level of students, students who have previously been victimized 

with those that have not in regards to theft of personal belongings, and awareness of 

crime prevention to determine whether there are difference in these groups in terms of 

behavior of crime prevention.  Additionally, this question will also look at all of the 

factors combined to determine which is most predictive of college students’ behavior of 

crime prevention. 
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Question 3: Is there a relationship between college students’ crime prevention 

awareness levels and the assessment risk of academic buildings where they 

primarily take courses?  

 Most discussions about campus safety incorporate features of CPTED in an effort 

to reduce crime opportunity and fear of crime among students on college campuses.  

Fisher et al. (1997) specify that some of the difficulty with enforcing campus safety is the 

open access on college campuses.  The campus community is a unique environment 

where students come and go at all hours of the day allowing for many buildings to be 

vulnerable to crime opportunities.  Fisher et al. (1997) promote keeping academic 

buildings locked when classes are not in session, using surveillance cameras throughout 

campus grounds, and requiring professor approved passes in order to gain access to after- 

hour’s academic buildings.  Jennings et al. (2007) suggest that structural changes on 

campus could assist in reducing victimization, such as improved lighting.  Perhaps most 

relevant to the emphasis on physical environment and campus safety was Fisher and 

Nasar (1992) conclusion that the student population is temporary compared to the 

physical building structures, therefore focusing on these structures can improve the long-

term effects of campus safety for generations to come.  Reducing the risk for 

victimization within physical structures on campus could lead to a reduction of students’ 

levels of fear.  This research question will look to determine whether there is a 

relationship between the assessment risk score of academic buildings and college 

students’ awareness of crime prevention.  Specifically, this question will attempt to 
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explain whether college students’ awareness of crime prevention decrease within low 

assessment risk academic buildings. 

Question 4: Is there a relationship between college students’ crime prevention 

behavior and the assessment risk of academic buildings where they primarily take 

courses? 

 Within the discussion on campus crime and the physical design of academic 

buildings to promote safety, Fisher and Nasar (1992) examine how fear of crime is 

associated with the exterior features of the physical environment: prospect, refuge, and 

escape.  The authors conclude in their findings that the physical areas on campus with 

highest levels for fear of crime are characterized by physical areas that offer refuge for 

offenders and low prospect and escape for potential targets.  In other words, college 

students consider open view areas (i.e., prospect) with the opportunity for protection (i.e., 

escape) as the safest areas on campus (Fisher & Nasar, 1992).  Refuge for offenders is 

any area that provides a hiding spot, such as tall bushes (i.e., landscaping) or decorative 

walls that serve no physical structural purpose.  The general idea is to design physical 

structures that promote safety on campus, offer escape routes, and eliminate hiding places 

for offenders.  This research question will look to determine whether there is a 

relationship between the assessment risk score of academic buildings and college 

students’ behavior of crime prevention.  Specifically, this question will attempt to explain 

whether college students’ behavior of crime prevention decrease within low assessment 

risk academic buildings. 
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III. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND DATA COLLECTION 

 College campus safety and security, along with students’ fear of crime and 

victimization, has been the subject of many studies in the last two decades (Cook & Fox, 

2011; Fisher et al., 1997; Fisher & Sloan, 2013; Jennings et al., 2007; Miethe and Meier, 

1990; Sloan et al., 2000; Woolnough, 2009).  In an effort to provide safer environments 

on campus researchers have been evaluating students’ levels of fear, effectiveness of 

campus-wide initiatives to prevent victimization, and possible behaviors that lead 

students to avoid being victimized (Barberet & Fisher, 2009; Cook & Fox, 2011; Fisher 

et al., 1997; Woolnough, 2009).  Studies on the physical environment and design of 

structural buildings have merged recently with the emphasis on safety and security of the 

campus design (Crowe, 1991; Schneider et al., 2000).  Evaluation of the educational 

environment that includes campus parking lots, academic buildings, restrooms, 

classrooms, and the open space surrounding school grounds is the recommended first step 

in reducing the opportunity for crime (Crowe, 1991).  Nevertheless, minimal research has 

been conducted on the effectiveness of proper building and environment design in the 

relation to students’ crime prevention awareness and behavior (Barberet & Fisher, 2009; 

Fisher et al., 1997, Woolnough, 2009).  In other words, research has been unable to 

determine whether students are receptive to CPTED measures in crime preventive ways. 

 This insufficient research and knowledge about crime prevention awareness and 

behavior among college students is the premise for the current study.  Based on previous
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 research indicating a link between individual characteristics of college students and their 

interpretation of crime and victimization on campus (Barberet & Fisher, 2009; 

McConnell, 1997; Woolnough, 2009), the current study collected data on the awareness 

and behavior of crime prevention among criminology students enrolled in a South Florida 

university. 

Research Design 

 The correlational research design of this study employs a cross-sectional survey to 

explore the relationships between gender, victimization, education level of college 

students and their awareness and behavior in crime prevention.  The intent of this study is 

not to imply that one variable causes an effect on the other variable(s), but rather to 

examine to what extent one variable relates to other variable(s) (Babbie, 2010). The 

cross-sectional survey design intends to identify differences between sampled groups at 

one point in time versus longitudinal design (Babbie, 2010).  Specifically, in 

investigating for evidence whether students exercise crime prevention awareness and 

specific behavior, the cross-sectional survey will provide an adequate analysis to 

determine relationships.  This study intends to evaluate students’ crime prevention 

awareness and behavior perceptions in order to establish their potential contributions in 

future studies , therefore a cross-sectional survey will supply the intended snap shot of 

students’ perception and practices (or lack thereof) of crime prevention on campus. 

 Correlational research is instrumental in examining relationships among variables 

and demonstrating variables’ validity for experimental research to further explore the 

existing relationships.  Nevertheless, like all research designs correlational method has 
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limitations.  Specifically, correlational method of research does not indicate causality 

between variables therefore conclusions cannot be made about cause and effect among 

variables (Babbie, 2010).  Second, correlational research suggests that variables are 

linearly related; therefore any outliers (data points that are distant from the main cluster 

of observed data points) can potentially reduce the strength of a correlation (Pallant, 

2010). 

 This study intends to conduct bivariate using Pearson correlation, independent 

sample t-test, and multivariate analysis using multiple regression.  The bivariate analysis 

will evaluate correlations using established guidelines to determine the strengths of 

relationships between variables (Cohen, 1988).  Multivariate analysis will provide a more 

sophisticated evaluation of the relationship between multiple variables.  Multiple 

regression technique will explore the interrelationship between all variables entered into 

the model for analysis (Pallant, 2010).  The goal of the multivariate analysis is to 

determine the predictability of gender, victimization, and education level on awareness 

and/or behavior of crime prevention among students. 

Survey Instrument 

 Surveys have been widely used and have become one of the best methods for data 

collection in criminology research (Babbie, 2010; Payne & Chappell, 2008; Yang & 

Hinkle, 2012).  Surveys in criminology rely primarily on student populations in 

furthering our understanding on victimization and how the experience impacts students’ 

experiences.  Payne and Chappell (2008) conclude that undergraduate students provide a 

reliable sample for research analysis.  In addition, the authors infer that student samples 
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benefit from participating in survey research by having the opportunity to acquire 

knowledge about the research process and potential research outcomes (Payne & 

Chappell, 2008; Yang & Wyckoff, 2010). 

 The potential limitations of student samples cannot be disregarded.  Validity of 

students’ responses is a considerable limitation due to frequency with which students are 

asked to participate in studies (Payne & Chappell, 2008).  It is simply impossible to 

determine whether students’ responses are honest or whether they complete the surveys 

simply to receive compensation for participation.  Second, due to the question on validity 

the standardization needed in questionnaires extracts the essence from the responses 

obtained by participants.  In other words, survey questions have to be worded so that they 

are appropriate for all participants, making them more general than specific for the 

participant (Babbie, 2010).  Third, the inflexibility of a survey does not allow for 

modifications (Babbie, 2010).  Specifically, to collect accurate data from surveys the 

instrument has to remain unchanged regardless of potential new variables that might arise 

while the study is in progress.  For example, if during the survey deployment phase a big 

property theft event takes place on campus, which yields new ideas and direction for the 

study the data collection instrument (i.e., the survey) cannot be altered.  And finally, 

surveys using student samples cannot be generalized due to the unique set of 

characteristics that students possess (Payne & Chappell, 2008; Yang & Wyckoff, 2010).  

Payne and Chappell (2008) recognize that although students are people they do not 

represent the general population specifically due to their younger age, level of life 

experience, varied interests, different financial background, and age appropriate culture  



 

  43 

 

that does not compare to the population at large. 

 Having been made aware of the limitations that persist by using student 

populations in survey research, this study evaluated some of the research on student 

perception of crime concern and victimization on campus in order to establish a solid 

foundation for the development of the student survey instrument.  Based on the 

conclusions drawn in Yang and Hinkle (2012) assessment of survey design, more specific 

questions with clear objectives were developed in order to reduce biased results.  In order 

to increase the accuracy and complete responses, the current study did not provide the 

response option of unknown (Yang & Wyckoff, 2010). 

 Using the situational crime prevention and CPTED measures as main point of 

reference (Clarke, 1997; Crowe & Zahm, 1994), the student survey was developed 

specifically for the evaluation of students’ awareness and behavior of crime prevention.  

Additional points of reference were derived from the empirical literature on the perceived 

fear and victimization discussed throughout this study.  Specifically, Henson and Stone 

(1999) developed a victimization survey inquiring about different types of crime 

victimization all within the last twelve months.  Student participants were additionally 

asked about their grade level and whether they reside or commute to the campus.  Unlike 

the crime survey used by Woolnough (2009), the CPAS survey focused solely on 

questions regarding property crime both surveys incorporated questions about crime 

preventive behavior.  Similar to Cook and Fox (2011), the current study selected a 

convenience sample of only criminology students.   
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 The following survey questions were developed based on the literature review and 

supporting resources discussed in this thesis.  The complete survey can be located in 

Appendix A: 

 Have you taken a crime prevention course in the last twelve months OR are you 

currently enrolled in a crime prevention course? 

- Response options were yes or no.  This question qualified the student to 

participate in the study and was used to establish basic knowledge of crime 

prevention, which was the objective for this study. 

 Do you carry a backpack, bag and/or purse when you are on campus? 

- Response options were yes or no.  This question was used to gauge whether 

students are susceptible to property victimization simply by bringing personal 

belongings to the campus. 

 Do you spend any time at Starbucks, student union and/or at any of the other food 

areas while on campus? 

- Response options were yes or no.  This question was used to determine 

whether students spend any time at locations deemed susceptible to property 

theft.
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 Approximately how many times have you been inside the campus library in the 

last twelve months? 

- The response options ranged from 0 to 10 or more.  Literature reflects that 

libraries represent locations of high probability for victimization (Fisher et al., 

1997).  This question was included to determine whether it yields a 

contributing relationship for this study on property theft inside the library. 

 In which building on the Boca campus have you taken the MOST classes while at 

FAU? 

- Response options were all academic buildings listed in alphabetical order.  

This question was used to determine in which buildings students spend most 

of their time.  Additionally, this question was further used to explore students’ 

level of awareness and behavior in relation the safety ranking of the academic 

building (see research question 3 & 4). 

 Have you had any of your personal belongings (including but not limited to 

phone, tablet, laptop, wallet) stolen while on campus (but not from your vehicle)? 

- Response options were yes or no 

- This question was used to determine the rate of property victimization within 

the sample.



 

  46 

 

 If so, in the most recent incident, where were they when they were stolen? 

- The response options were in your dorm room, in a classroom, in the library, 

in a food area, in a sports facility or in any other public area on campus not 

listed above 

- The intent of this question was to supplement the victimization question with 

possible locations that could yield further understanding on where on campus 

are students most likely to experience property theft. 

For the following questions, students were asked to indicate how aware they were of 

their potential for theft victimization while on campus. Responses were provided using 

the following Likert scale: strongly agree (coded as 4), agree (coded as 3), neither agree 

or disagree (coded as 0), disagree (coded as 2), and strongly disagree (coded as 1).  

These questions were scored and used to calculate the dependent variable of awareness.   

 I am watchful of my belongings when at the library. 

 I am watchful of my belongings when at the Starbucks or other food areas. 

 I am watchful of my belongings when in classrooms. 

 I am watchful of my belongings when in a sports facility. 

The following questions asked students about their routines as they apply to their 

personal belongings.  Each question was coded (no coded as 0, yes coded as 1; with the 

exception of inverse coding for questions indicated by *), total scores were ranked to 

indicate whether participant practiced proper or improper crime prevention behavior.
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 Have a password on your phone, tablet, and/or laptop. 

 Mark your phone, tablet, and laptop and/or battery with ultra-violet pen. 

 Install anti-theft software on your phone, tablet, or laptop. 

 Purposely purchase bag, backpack, electronics cases or purse brands that are 

 unappealing to most people. 

 Typically leave any of your belongings in the classroom when you leave to use 

the restroom.* 

 Typically leave your bag, backpack or purse unattended in food areas on 

 campus.* 

 Typically leave your bag, backpack or purse unattended in the library when you 

go to the restroom.* 

 Typically leave your bag, backpack or purse on the back of the chair.* 

 Typically put your bag, backpack or purse under your seat. 

 Secure (for example hold onto the strap tightly or carry it in front of you) your 

bag, backpack or purse when walking on campus. 

The last three questions were included to gather individual characteristics variables for 

the study: 

 What is your gender? 

- Response options were male or female 

 Do you live on campus? 

- Response options were yes or no
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 Which best describes your status at FAU? 

- Response options were freshman, sophomore, junior or senior 

- This question helped establish which grade level the participating student 

represents.  Additionally, the responses to this question calculated the 

education level independent variable. 

Sampling Method and Data Collection 

 Following approval from the university’s institutional review board, a convenient 

sample of undergraduate and graduate criminology students were invited to participate 

voluntarily in the student survey via the interuniversity communication software 

Blackboard.  The sample of students selected to participate in the survey did not represent 

all criminology students enrolled in the university; two professors’ classes were selected 

to participate based on the requirement that students had completed a crime prevention 

course in order to insure that participants were familiar with the subject of crime 

prevention. 

 All students who participated in the survey during fall semester of 2013 were 

compensated by receiving extra credit (10 points) and were all undergraduate 

criminology students.  In the spring semester of 2014, only one professor offered extra 

credit for survey participation in an undergraduate class, whereas the other two courses 

taught by a different professor did not offer extra credit to the participants.  Additionally, 

in the spring 2014 semester, the entire graduate student criminology program was invited 

to participate in the survey for no compensation.  The impact of compensation in survey 

participation is discussed in the conclusion chapter of this work.  The student survey was 
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made available to 321 criminology students (237 undergraduate and 84 graduate 

students), 145 undergraduate and 36 graduate students ended up participating in the 

survey (61% response rate undergraduates, 43% response rate graduates, and 56% total 

response rate).  The response rate was calculated by dividing the number of participants 

by the total number of students with access to the student survey (Kaplowitz, Hadlock, & 

Levine, 2004).  Due to missing data in some of the student surveys, a total of 17 surveys 

had to be eliminated from the data analysis. 

 The data that was collected for this study was twofold: the student survey was 

deployed over Blackboard software to the purposeful sample of criminology students, 

and the CPTED survey was used by the researcher to evaluate safety design of all 

academic buildings on campus.  The student survey was deployed in two phases spanning 

two semesters between 2013 and 2014.   

Data and Variables 

 The data that was analyzed in this study was collected using the student and 

CPTED survey during the Fall 2013 and Spring 2014 semesters.  The student survey was 

constructed so that the dependent and independent variables were constructed and 

calculated by using the student responses.  The CPTED survey was used to evaluate the 

level of student awareness and behavior of crime prevention as it was perceived based on 

the safety design of the academic buildings.  The following sections discuss the 

dependent variable construction, list the independent variables derived from the student 

survey, and explain the calculation of safety design scores for academic buildings.
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Dependent Variables 

 The student survey was specifically tailored to explore college students’ 

awareness and behavior of crime prevention on campus, focusing on students’ 

watchfulness of their personal belongings, and asking students to indicate whether they 

routinely practice common crime preventive behaviors.  The awareness and behavior 

variables constitute the dependent variables used in this study to perform statistical 

analysis and answer research questions pertaining to these variables. 

 Awareness of crime prevention. 

 In order to establish whether college students were aware of their risk for property 

victimization (i.e., their personal belongings being stolen), the survey asked participants 

to indicate whether they are watchful of their personal belongings while at the library, 

food areas, classrooms, and sports facilities.  The possible responses that participants 

selected from were neither agree nor disagree (coded as 0), strongly disagrees (coded as 

1), disagree (coded as 2), agree (coded as 3), and strongly agree (coded as 4).  The 

student survey had multiple missing data cases specifically concerning the responses to 

questions about watchfulness of personal belongings while at food areas and sports 

facilities; therefore, the awareness variable was calculated using only the two questions 

concerning watchfulness of personal belongings in classroom and library.  Students who 

responded strongly agree to the two watchfulness questions (total score of 8) were 

considered to be highly aware of crime prevention whereas the lost possible score (total 

of 0) indicates that the participant is not aware of crime prevention concerning his/her 

personal belongings.  All possible scores for awareness ranged from 8 to 0 points.   
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Awareness is included as a dependent variable in the bivariate and multivariate analysis 

for this study 

 Behavior of crime prevention. 

 In an effort to establish whether college students engage in behaviors of crime 

prevention on campus, the student survey presented participants with a series of eight 

questions inquiring about whether they routinely participate in certain behaviors.  The 

eight routine behaviors are based on precedent research (Fisher et al., 1997) and a select 

few situational crime prevention measures (Clarke, 1980; 1997) that promote reducing 

rewards (e.g., marking property) and increase the effort (e.g., password protected phones) 

for potential offenders.  The possible responses to the eight questions about routine 

behavior were no (coded as 0) and yes (coded as 1).  Three questions about behavior were 

inversely coded (no coded as 1, yes coded as 0) to reflect proper behavior of crime 

prevention for participants who do not leave personal belongings unattended in libraries, 

food areas, classrooms, and sports facilities.  The dependent variable behavior was 

constructed by summing up all the responses from this section of the student survey, 

taking into account the inversely coded response values.  Highest possible score for 

behavior was 8 indicating the highest possible crime preventive behavior.  Lowest score 

to obtain was a 0 indicating the lowest possible crime preventive behavior.  

Independent Variables 

 The survey included individual characteristics as independent variables; gender 

(male = 0; female = 1), victimization (non-victim = 0; victim = 1), and education level 

(undergraduate = 0; graduate = 1).  Additionally, resident variable (commuter = 0; on-
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campus resident = 1), completion of crime prevention course variable (yes = 1; no = 0) 

were calculated.  The gender, victimization, and education level individual characteristics 

are included as independent variables in the multiple regression model. 

The following is a list of 6 variables used in correlation data analysis: 

 Awareness – dependent variable 

 Behavior – dependent variable 

 Education Level – independent variable (student participant is either an 

undergraduate or a graduate). 

 WatchLib – corresponds to survey question concerning watchfulness of personal 

belongings in library. 

 WatchClas – corresponds to survey question concerning watchfulness of personal 

belongings in classroom. 

 WatchFood - corresponds to survey question concerning watchfulness of personal 

belongings in food areas. 

CPTED Survey 

 The concept of crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED) has 

been evaluating and improving existing physical designs of buildings, street patterns, and 

entire communities for three decades now (Zahm, 2005), educational environments are 

no exception.  There have been multiple discussions and research on educational 

environments’ safety and security, emphasis on building effective spaces using CPTED 

principles to reduce fear and opportunity for crime (Atlas & Schneider, 2007; Crowe, 

1991; Schneider, 2010).  Effective improvements in re-designing educational 
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environments require a CPTED assessment, focusing on the campus grounds, parking 

lots and garages, restrooms, and classrooms within the academic buildings (Crowe, 

1991).  Crowe (1991) recognizes the importance of the intended behavior that a physical 

space (i.e., academic building) promotes, depicting poorly designed physical layouts of 

buildings as the potential for student victimization. 

  Due to a limited research knowledge and understanding of students’ behavior of 

crime prevention on college campus (Fisher et al., 1997; Woolnough, 2009), the CPTED 

survey developed specifically for this study incorporates CPTED principles on natural 

surveillance, access control, territoriality, and maintenance in an effort to explore how 

safety of academic buildings on campus may affect students’ behavior of crime 

prevention.  By incorporating Crowe’s description of CPTED measures in Safer Schools 

by Design and gaining practical knowledge from the assessment risk checklist designed 

for educational leaders to provide safer schools (Schneider et al., 2000), in the current 

study, CPTED survey was developed in order to evaluate all eighteen academic buildings 

located on the campus of a south Florida university.  The survey consists of questions 

about the four elements of CPTED; natural surveillance, access control, territoriality, and 

management.  Each question on the CPTED survey has three possible responses:  yes 

(coded as 2 points), needs attention (coded as 1 point), or no (coded as 0 points).  The 

safety design of each building was calculated by adding up all of the responses (and 

corresponding numerical values).  The highest score possible was 18 (2 x 9) indicating 

that the academic building does not have any safety design concerns (i.e. low assessment 

risk score) and therefore has a low property victimization risk, whereas the lowest score 
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possible was 0.  Any academic building score received at least one response of a no 

(coded 0) was considered a high assessment risk of safety design.  Pictures were taken to 

record the various responses reported on the assessment survey and each academic 

building received a score based on the total answers recorded (see Appendices D and E).  

The complete list of assessment risk scores each building is available in Appendix F. 

Analytical Techniques 

 The use of this research design is to investigate college students’ awareness and 

behavior of crime prevention separately, as they relate to individual characteristics of 

genders, victimization, and educational level.  Additionally, correlational research will 

explore whether awareness and/or behavior of crime prevention is related to the 

assessment risk of academic buildings on campus.  For the purpose of this research, both 

bivariate and multivariate analysis will be employed in exploring the different 

relationship inquiries.  Bivariate analysis will utilize correlation coefficient statistics to 

determine strength and direction (i.e., positive or negative) of the relationship between 

one dependent and one independent variable.  Additionally, bivariate analysis comparing 

mean scores of different groups’ individual characteristics will be accomplished with the 

independent sample t-test. 

 Multivariate analysis will explore the relationship between one dependent 

variable and a number of independent variables (Pallant, 2010).  Multiple regression 

analysis is a set of techniques that evaluates the effects of one continuous outcome 

(dependent) variable on multiple predictor (independent) variables (Pallant, 2010).  

Although this form of analysis is based on correlation a more advanced exploration of the 
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relationship among variables is permissible with the use of multiple regression (Pallant, 

2010).  The regression coefficient measures the effect of one predictor variable on the 

outcome variable, while controlling effects of all remaining predictor variables (Stevens, 

2009).  In other words, each individual characteristic (gender, victimization, education 

level, and behavior) will be measured for its’ effect on the outcome variable of 

awareness, while controlling for the remaining predictor variables.  Additionally, each 

independent variable (gender, victimization, education level, and awareness) will be 

measured for its’ effect on the outcome variable of behavior, while controlling for the 

remaining predictor variables.  Multiple regression analysis is a widely used technique 

for multiple variables (i.e., two or more independent variables) (Bryman & Cramer, 

1990).  Multiple regression analysis will yield a model for making inferences about the 

relationship between the independent and dependent variables as applied to the general 

population (Babbie, 2010).  More specifically, a stepwise backward multiple regression 

analysis will eliminate insignificant predictor variables from the model based on their 

regression coefficients (Stevens, 2009).  

The following describes the analytical techniques for each research question and lists the 

subsequent hypotheses:   

 Research Question 1: Which of the individual characteristics (i.e., gender, 

education level, victimization, crime preventive behavior) are most predictive of college 

students’ awareness of crime prevention?  This question will first examine each group of 

independent variables as they differ in mean scores for the dependent variable.  In other 

words, this research question will examine whether male and female students differ in 
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their awareness scores based on the survey responses collected.  Victimized and non-

previously victimized students, as well as undergraduate and graduate students will be 

examined to determine any difference in their mean scores on awareness of crime 

prevention.  Multiple regression analysis will be used to determine whether any of the 

independent variables are predictive of the dependent variable.  More specifically, the 

multiple regression analysis will be conducted to determine whether gender, 

victimization, educational level, and/or behavior can predict awareness of crime 

prevention.  In addition, multiple regression will yield which independent variable(s) best 

predicts awareness by conducting the stepwise backward technique of multiple regression 

model.  The following is the hypothesis for research question 1: 

 Hypothesis 1: Female students are more aware than male college students in their 

crime prevention. 

 Hypothesis 2: Graduate students are more aware than undergraduate college 

students in their crime prevention. 

 Hypothesis 3:  Victimized students are more aware than non-victimized students 

in their crime prevention. 

 Hypothesis 4: Females, graduates, and previously victimized students will be 

most predictive in awareness of crime prevention. 

Research Question 2: Which of the individual characteristics (i.e., gender, education 

level, victimization, crime preventive awareness) are most predictive of college students’ 

behavior of crime prevention?  This question will first examine each group of 

independent variables as they differ in mean scores for the dependent variable.  In other 
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words, this research question will examine whether male and female students differ in 

their behavior scores based on the survey responses collected.  Victimized and non-

previously victimized students, as well as undergraduate and graduate students will be 

examined to determine any difference in their mean scores on behavior of crime 

prevention.  Multiple regression analysis will be used to determine whether any of the 

independent variables are predictive of the dependent variable.  More specifically, the 

multiple regression analysis will be conducted to determine whether gender, 

victimization, educational level, and/or awareness can predict behavior of crime 

prevention.  In addition, multiple regression will yield which independent variable best 

predicts behavior by conducting the stepwise backward technique of multiple regression 

model.  The following is the hypothesis for research question 2: 

 Hypothesis 1: Female students are more practical than male students in their 

crime prevention. 

 Hypothesis 2: Graduate students are more practical than undergraduate students in 

their crime prevention. 

 Hypothesis 3: Victimized students are more practical than non-victimized 

students in crime prevention. 

 Hypothesis 4: Female, graduate, and previously victimized students will be most 

predictive in behavior of crime prevention. 

Research Question 3: Is there a relationship between college students’ crime prevention 

awareness levels and the assessment risk of academic buildings where they primarily take 

courses?  This exploratory inquiry will examine students’ level of awareness mean scores 
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as they relate to the assessment risk score of individual academic buildings.  An 

independent sample t-test and Pearson correlation will be used to conduct this bivariate 

analysis.  The variables will be evaluated for any directional relationship between 

students’ awareness levels and assessment risk of academic buildings.  The premise of 

this inquiry is to determine whether students who are aware of their surroundings lower 

their level of awareness within academic buildings that have been ranked as posing low 

risk for potential victimization.  The following hypothesis is solely based on CPTED 

measures that have been deemed effective within the educational environment by 

pioneers in the field (Crowe & Zahm, 1994, Zahm, 2007). 

 Hypothesis 1:  There is a relationship between college students’ crime prevention 

awareness level and the assessment risk of academic buildings in which students 

primarily take their courses.  

Research Question 4: Is there a relationship between college students’ crime prevention 

behavior and the assessment risk of academic buildings where they primarily take 

courses?  This exploratory inquiry will examine students’ level of behavior mean scores 

as they relate to the assessment risk score of individual academic buildings.  An 

independent sample t-test and Pearson correlation will be used to conduct this bivariate 

analysis.  The variables will be evaluated for any directional relationship between 

students’ awareness levels and assessment risk of academic buildings.  As there is 

minimal research available to reference for this research question (Woolnough, 2009), the 

premise of this inquiry is to examine whether students who routinely practice crime 

prevention within their immediate surroundings lower their level of crime prevention 
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behavior within academic buildings that have been ranked as posing low risk for potential 

victimization.  The following hypothesis is based on CPTED measures that have been 

deemed effective within the educational environment by pioneers in the field (Crowe & 

Zahm, 1994, Zahm, 2007) 

 Hypothesis 1:  There is a relationship between college students’ crime prevention 

behavior and the assessment risk of academic buildings in which students 

primarily take their courses. 
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IV. RESULTS AND DATA ANALYSIS 

 The following data analysis fulfills research questions and the hypotheses tested 

within the study of college students’ awareness and behavior in crime prevention. Data 

collected from the student survey and CPTED survey was entered, coded, and run by 

using the statistical analysis software program SPSS.  The specific statistical analyses 

used for interpretation of the results were Pearson correlation, independent sample t-test, 

and multivariate regression analysis.  

 Pearson correlation evaluates the strength of a bivariate relationship by measuring 

the correlation coefficient. Two-tailed Pearson correlation is used for interval values to 

determine non-directional relationships (Pallant, 2010; Hurlburt, 2006). The statistical 

criterion α for independent sample t-test shows consideration for research with a small 

sample size (Cohen, 1992).  Specifically, the indication of a statistically significant mean 

difference in bivariate analysis of independent sample t-test will be assessed in this study 

on the .05 of significance, where the null hypothesis is rejected (Pallant, 2010).  Although 

significance testing is not appropriate for nonrandom samples, alpha levels will be 

reported in this study for the purpose of results interpretation (Hurlburt, 2009).  The 

independent sample t-test will assess any significant differences in mean scores on 

awareness and behavior of crime prevention for gender, victimization, and education 

level groups.   
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 Multiple regression analysis will determine whether any of the individual 

characteristic variables (gender, victimization, education level) are able to predict 

awareness and/or behavior of crime prevention among college students.  

Descriptive Statistics 

 The sample of 181 criminology students included 107 (65%) female and 57 (35%) 

male participants.  Only 17 (10%) students reported having previously been victims of 

property theft on campus, and five participants did not indicate whether or not they had 

previously been victimized.  Undergraduate students represented 77% (145) of the 

sample.  Thus, the sample is made up exclusively of criminal justice majors, a majority of 

whom are female, non-victims, and undergraduates.   

 Participation in the survey required that students be criminology majors and either 

currently enrolled or successfully completed a crime prevention course.  Although all 181 

participants fulfilled this requirement 17 cases had to be removed due to missing 

responses to key questions concerning watchfulness of personal belongings in sports 

facilities and food areas.  At the time of participation, 90 (55%) students had successfully 

completed a crime prevention course, with 74 (45%) currently enrolled in a crime 

prevention course at the time of their survey participation. 

 In addition, of the 164 students remaining, only 7 students (4%) reported living on 

campus. 157 (96%) students admitted to carrying a backpack, bag or purse while on 

campus; 28 (17%) reported purposefully carrying unappealing backpacks, bag or purses 

while on campus.  Thus, the students in the final sample are homogeneous in their 

characteristics except in their gender. 
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 Additional key questions used in the analysis were dichotomous and used to 

develop both awareness and behavior indexes, so the following are their frequencies.  In 

terms of the proactive practice of student crime prevention, 141 of 164 (86%) students 

reported password protected their personal devices (i.e. smartphone, tablet, and laptop), 

and 91 (55%) students reported installed anti-theft software on their devices.  Only 1 

(0.6%) student reported using an ultra-violet pen to mark their personal device as a 

proactive form of crime prevention.  Overall, majority of students sampled reported 

securing their belongings while on campus (119 students, 73%); yet 89 students (54%) 

reported leaving their personal belongings unattended in the classroom while they went to 

use the bathroom.  

  Leaving personal belongings unattended was not as common for students in the 

library (25 students, 15%) or the food areas (4 students, 2%) although both areas were 

frequented by students often.  Specifically, 50 students (30.5%) reported going to the 

library at least ten times in the last 12 months; whereas 100 students (61%) reported 

spending time in Starbucks and other food areas while on campus.  These descriptive 

statistics indicate that the sampled population of criminology students are more likely to 

leave their personal belongings unattended in the classroom rather than in the library or 

any food area.   

 In addition to descriptive statistics of individual characteristics for this study, it is 

vital to evaluate the relationship of all ratio and ordinal variables as they relate to one 

another.  Pearson correlations presented in Table 1 illustrate variables, but only the most 
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significant correlations will be discussed in detail, with insignificant variables presented 

for information only.



 

   

 

6
4
 

Table 1 

Pearson Correlation 

    
Awareness Behavior 

Education       

Level WatchLib WatchClas WatchFood 

Awareness 

(r) 1 .433** 0.063 .767** .875** .444** 

Sig. 

 

.000 0.458 .000 .000 .000 

Behavior 

(r) .433** 1 0.081 .334** .393** .330** 

Sig. .000 

 

0.327 .000 .000 .000 

Education (r) 0.063 -0.081 1 0.06 0.023 -.245** 

Level Sig. 0.458 0.327 

 

0.477 0.779 0.004 

WatchLib 

(r) .767** .334** 0.06 1 .384** .340** 

Sig. .000 .000 0.477 

 

.000 .000 

WatchClas 

(r) .875** .393** 0.023 .384** 1 .414** 

Sig. .000 .000 0.779 .000 

 

.000 

WatchFood 

(r) .444** .330** -.245** .340** .414** 1 

Sig. .000 .000 0.004 .000 .000   

**Correlation significant at 0.01 level 
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 In 1988, Cohen’s guidelines for size of correlation coefficients were determined 

as follows: small r = .10 to .29, medium r = .30 to .49, and large r = .50 to 1.0.  The r 

represents the correlation coefficient value and the guideline correspond to a weak 

(small), moderate (medium), and strong (large) relationships between variables.  The 

Pearson correlation coefficients obtained in this study will be evaluated based on these 

guidelines.  The Awareness variable showed statistically significant correlations with 4 

other variables and reported strongest overall correlation coefficient value with 

Watchclas (.875).  According to the guidelines, Awareness correlation with Watchclas is 

considered a strong relationship (Cohen, 1988).  This indicates that students who are 

more aware of crime prevention also are more watchful over their belongings in the 

classroom.   

 Other noteworthy correlations reported with Awareness were Watchlib (.767), 

Watchfood (.444), and Behavior (.433) (p < .01).  Correlation with Watchlib and 

Watchclas variables was not surprising because these two variables are Awareness in 

multiple settings.  Thus, those students with highest level of crime prevention awareness 

are also watchful of their belongings in the library and in food areas.  They also had 

higher levels of crime prevention behavior.  The Behavior showed statistically significant 

correlation with 4 variables and reported strongest overall correlation with Awareness. 

Behavior was also correlated with Watchclas (.393), Watchlib (.334), and Watchfood 

(.330).  Thus, students who are aware of crime prevention practice crime prevention by 

being watchful of their belongings in classrooms, the library, and food areas. 
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 Watchlib yields sound results and a strong relationship with Awareness (.767) (p 

< .01).  Other variables that correlate with Watchlib are Watchclas (.384), Watchfood 

(.340), and Behavior (.334) (p < .01).  Thus, those students who are watchful of their 

belongings in the library are aware of crime prevention, are also watchful of their 

belongings in the food areas and classrooms.  Watchclas shows the strongest correlation 

(p < .01) with Awareness (.875) out of all three watchful locations (i.e., classroom, food 

area, and library).  Watchfood (.414), Behavior (.393), Watchlib (.384) are all correlated 

with Watchclas (p < .01).  Thus, those students who are watchful of belongings in the 

classroom are also most aware of crime prevention.  Additionally, these students practice 

crime prevention by being watchful of their belongings in the library and food areas.  The 

general themes of the aforementioned correlations show that students who are more 

aware tend to practice crime prevention, they are watchful of their belongings in different 

settings on campus. 

College Students’ Awareness of Crime Prevention 

 The analysis for awareness of crime prevention had to eliminate 13 female student 

and 9 male cases due to missing data.  The missing data was found in the watchfulness of 

personal belongings in sports facilities and food areas, two of the four settings that were 

used to construct the awareness dependent variable.  Due to this limitation the two survey 

questions were eliminated from calculating the dependent variable, consequently 

removing the 21 cases from data analysis.   The Crime Prevention Awareness table 

illustrates gender, victimization, and education level responses to the awareness (e.g., 

watchfulness of personal belongings) of crime prevention questions in the student survey.  
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The survey asked participants about four locations (library, classroom, food areas, and 

sports facilities) on campus where they could potentially be watchful of their personal 

belongings; however, due to the insufficient response rates only watchfulness in the 

library and classroom responses were calculated to represent Awareness dependent 

variable.  Using the Likert scale, neither agree nor disagree (coded as 0), strongly 

disagrees (coded as 1), disagree (coded as 2), agree (coded as 3), and strongly agree 

(coded as 4), the minimum awareness score was 0 with a maximum of 8.  Female 

students represent numerically highest mean score for awareness (M = 7.03, SD = 1.31) 

followed by graduates (M = 6.97, SD = 1.08), non-victims (M = 6.93, SD = 1.55), and 

male students (M = 6.40, SD = 2.05).  Graduates represent highest minimum awareness 

score, followed by female and victimized students further indicating some level of 

awareness compared to male, non-victim, and undergraduates’ minimum score of 0 based 

on the Likert scale’s response of neither agree nor disagree.  

Table 2 

Crime Prevention Awareness 

Variable M SD Min Max Range Median N 

Men 6.4 2.05 0 8 8 7 48 

Women 7.03 1.31 3 8 5 8 94 

Victim 5.94 1.95 3 8 5 6 16 

Non-Victim 6.93 1.55 0 8 8 8 124 

Undergraduates 6.76 1.77 0 8 8 8 106 

Graduates 6.97 1.08 4 8 4 7 36 

All Participants 6.67 1.62 2 8 6 7 
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Crime Prevention Awareness of Female and Male Students 

 An independent sample t-test was conducted to compare awareness scores for 

female and male students.  A significant difference in the awareness scores between 

female and male college students was reported, with females scoring higher than males, 

M = 7.03, SE = .33, t(67) = 1.96, p = .06 (p < .10).  For the interpretation of the small 

sample for gender, statistically significant mean was determined using the significance 

level of .10 (Cohen, 1992).  These results suggest that gender may have an effect on 

awareness of crime prevention.  Specifically, female students tend to show heightened 

awareness of crime prevention compared to male students.  This result supports empirical 

research on female concern of crime and victimization (Sloan et al., 2000; Jennings et al., 

2007; Cook & Fox, 2011), and the assumption that the fear of victimization increases the 

potential for heightened awareness (Kelly & Torres, 2006).  The hypothesis posed in 

research question one is supported by the results of the independent t-test in that female 

students show statistically significant awareness mean score in their crime prevention 

when compared to the mean scores of male students.  

Crime Prevention Awareness of Victims and Non-Victims 

 An independent sample t-test was conducted to compare awareness scores for 

victim and non-victim students.  Based on the .05 significance level, there was a 

significant difference in the awareness scores between victim and non-victimized 

students, with non-victimized students scoring statistically higher than victimized 

students, M = 6.93, SE = .43, t(138) = 2.33, p = .02.  These results suggest that 

victimization may be related to awareness of crime prevention since students who have 
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not previously been victimized show more awareness of crime prevention than previously 

victimized students.  This supports research conducted by Dull and Wint (1997) suggests 

that individuals who have not previously been victimized are more likely to fear personal 

crime victimization.  The research question one hypothesis addressing victimization 

stated that previously victimized students would be more aware of crime prevention.  

Therefore, these results of the independent sample t-test for victimization do not support 

this hypothesis. 

Crime Prevention Awareness of Undergraduates and Graduates 

 An independent sample t-test was conducted to compare awareness scores for 

undergraduates and graduates.  The results indicate that there was no difference in 

awareness scores between the undergraduate and graduate students, with graduate 

students scoring numerically higher, not statistically different than the undergraduate 

students, M = 6.97, SE = .25, t(100) = .84, p = .41. These results suggest that education 

level may not have an effect on awareness of crime prevention.  Specifically, graduates 

majoring in criminology seem not to have awareness of crime prevention on campus any 

different than undergraduates of the same major.  The Research Question 1 hypothesis 

addressing education level states that graduate students would be more aware of crime 

prevention than undergraduate students.  Thus, these results of the independent sample t- 

test for education level do not support this hypothesis.  
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College Students’ Behavior of Crime Prevention 

 The analysis for behavior of crime prevention yielded 97 female and 52 male 

student responses: 10 female and 5 male student cases had to be eliminated due to 

missing data.  The Crime Prevention Behavior table (Table 5) accounts for gender, 

victimization, and education level responses to the behavior (e.g., routine practice) of 

crime prevention questions in the student survey.  Each of the ten questions asked about 

participants’ routine behavior and required a yes or no response (NO coded as 0, YES 

coded as 1).  Four of the ten questions had an inverted coding (YES coded 0, NO coded 

1) in order to reward proper crime prevention behavior (see Appendix A).  The minimum 

possible score on the behavior portion of the survey was 0 with the highest score of 10.   

 Female (M = 5.93, SD = 1.28) and non-victim students (M = 5.93, SD = 1.43) 

numerically represented the highest and identical mean scores for behavior with just a 

slight standard deviation difference between the two groups.  Undergraduates (M = 5.91, 

SD = 1.49) had second highest mean score for behavior, followed by male students (M = 

5.71, SD = 1.80), graduates (M = 5.63, SD = 1.43), and victims (M = 5.19, SD = 1.80).  

Graduates and non-victims shared the same standard deviation in their behavior mean 

scores, whereas male students obtained higher maximum scores on behavior compared to 

female students.  Previous research indicates that female students’ fear of victimization 

would heighten their engagement in crime preventive behavior (Jennings et al., 2007; 

however, these results indicate otherwise.   
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Table 3 

Crime Prevention Behavior 

Variable M SD Min Max Range Median N 

Men 5.71 1.8 0 9 9 6 52 

Women 5.93 1.28 2 8 6 6 97 

Victim 5.19 1.8 0 7 7 6 16 

Non-Victim 5.93 1.43 2 9 7 6 132 

Undergraduate 5.91 1.49 0 9 9 5.5 117 

Graduate 5.63 1.43 3 8 5 6 32 

All 

Participants 
5.71 1.54 5 8 7 6 

  

Crime Prevention Behavior of Female and Male Students 

 An independent sample t-test was conducted to compare behavior scores for 

female and male students.  The difference was non-significant in behavior scores between 

female and male students with female students scoring numerically higher than male 

students, M = 5.93, SE = .28, t(79) = .77, p = 0.44.  This result does not support previous 

research findings on gender differences and behavior (Woolnough, 2009); however, Cook 

and Fox (2011) reported in their research that gender effect was insignificant for fear of 

property crime.  If fear of property crime is less pronounced across gender, then perhaps 

this insignificant difference in behavior scores among female and male students can be 

explained by similar logic.  The Research Question 2 hypothesis addressing gender stated 

that female students would be more practical in their crime prevention.  Thus, these 

results of the independent sample t-test for gender do not support this hypothesis.
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Crime Prevention Behavior of Victims and Non-Victims 

 In the anticipation of not having strong findings with the small sample of 

previously victimized students, the .10 significance level was used to interpret this 

independent sample t-test.  There was a significant difference in the behavior scores at 

the .10 level between victim and non-victim students with non-victimized students 

scoring higher than victimized students, M = 5.93, SE = .39, t(146) = 1.92, p = .06.  As 

with the scores on awareness of crime prevention non-victim students show significant 

differences in scores compared to victimized students.  Although this difference is not at 

the .05 level, in social science below the .10 is often used, and these results show 

promising potential for further exploration that could yield more profound implication for 

research on victimization as it pertains to college students and property crime.  The 

research question two hypothesis addressing victimization stated that previously 

victimized students would be more practical in their crime prevention.  The results of the 

independent sample t-test for victimization do not support this hypothesis. 

Crime Prevention Behavior of Undergraduates and Graduates 

 An independent sample t-test was conducted to compare behavior scores for 

undergraduates and graduates.  The difference was not significant in behavior scores 

between the undergraduate and graduate students with undergraduates scoring 

numerically higher than the graduates, M = 5.91, SE = .29, t(147) = .98, p = .33.  Very 

little is known about crime prevention behavior of college students and the limited 

research that has been conducted indicates that students rarely engage in crime prevention 

activities on campus (Fisher et al., 1997).  Unfortunately, this analysis does not contribute 
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to that knowledge.  Cook and Fox (2011) are among the first researchers to sample 

criminology students to further examine whether knowledge of crime prevention is 

advantageous in reducing fear and victimization. The research question two hypothesis 

addressing education level stated that graduate students would be more practical in their 

crime prevention.  The results of the independent sample t-test for education level do not 

support this hypothesis.   

Research Question 1 

 The first research question asks the following: Which of the individual 

characteristics (i.e., gender, education level, victimization, crime preventive behavior) are 

most predictive of college students’ awareness of crime prevention?  The hypothesis for 

this research question states that females, graduates, and previously victimized students 

will be most predictive in awareness of crime prevention.  This hypothesis is based on 

precedent research on fear of crime and victimization among college students. 

 This research question aims to determine whether individual characteristics of 

students are predictive of student awareness of crime prevention in college.  Utilizing 

gender, victimization, education level, and behavior as independent variables, multiple 

regression analysis will be used to determine whether the independent variables account 

for any variance in the outcome variable while controlling for all other independent 

variables.  Multiple regression analysis will also be used to address total effect on the 

outcome variable of all predictor variables measured simultaneously and measured by R
2 

(Stevens, 2002; Pallant, 2010).  In other words, all individual characteristics (i.e., gender, 
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victimization, education level, and behavior) will be measured to explain proportion of 

variation in the outcome variable of awareness. 

 This type of regression model runs an initial analysis, eliminating predictor 

variables with the smallest amount of variation (R
2
) in the dependent variable (Pallant, 

2010), in order to end up with only the predictor variables that yield the most significant 

variation for the dependent variable.  The backward type of multiple regression analysis 

was employed to determine any predictability of independent variables in awareness of 

crime prevention.  Table 4 illustrates the complete backward multiple regression and both 

models for student awareness of crime prevention. 

Table 4 

Backward Multiple Regression Analysis Model 1, 2 

      
Model 

1 
      

Model 

2 
  

 

B Sig. St. Err Beta B Sig. St. Err Beta 

Constant 3.894 .000 .551 

 

4.022 .000 .535 

 Gender .605 .024 .265 .176 .603 .025 .265 .176 

Victimization -.671 .094 .398 -.135 -.755 .054 .389 -.152 

Behavior .443 .000 .085 .411 .435 .000 .084 .403 

Education 

Level 
.293 .337 .304 .076 

    R 

  

.495 

   

.489 

 R
2
 

  

.245 

   

.239 

 Adj. R
2
 

  

.221 

   

.221 

 Std. Error 

  

1.441 

   

1.44 

 df 1 

  

4 

   

3 

 df 2 

  

127 

   

128 

 Sig. 

  

.000 

   

.000 
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 Interpretation of multiple regression analysis requires some degree of familiarity 

with the output statistics.  Since multiple regression analysis is based on correlation 

(Pallant, 2010), the interrelationship between variables ought to be measured.  The most 

significant statistical indicators for multiple regression models are the R, R
2
, and the 

adjusted R
2
 values.  The R value represents the absolute value of the correlation 

coefficient that indicates predictability of outcome variable from the independent 

variables (Hurlburt, 2006).  The R
2 

value refers specifically to the model of multiple 

regression analyzed for the current study, indicating the amount of variance in awareness 

that is explained by the predictor variables (Field, 2009).  The R
2 

value may be multiplied 

by 100 in order to report the variation of outcome variable in percentage. An adjusted R
2 

measures the amount of variance in awareness should the regression model be applied to 

the specific population from which the sample had been taken (Field, 2009).  In other 

words, an adjusted R
2 

will be used as the most reliable measure of variance for awareness 

of crime prevention among college students.  For this particular model, R
2 
= .239 

(multiply by 100) represents 24% of the total variability in awareness as predicted by the 

independent variables.  The adjusted R
2 

= .221 (multiply by 100) represents 22% of the 

estimated true population value (Pallant, 2010).  As Table 4 indicates, the adjusted R
2 
is 

significant at the .000 level, in that 22% of the variation of student awareness of crime 

prevention can be explained by student behavior of crime prevention, being a female, and 

having the status of being a non-previously victimized student. 

 The B value (i.e., unstandardized regression coefficient) measures the relationship 

strength of predictor and outcome variables using the predictor unit of measure to 
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indicate either the negative or positive relationship (Babbie, 2010).  The B coefficient is 

crucial in the construction of a regression equation due to the emphasis on the predictor 

being a positive or negative sign (Pallant, 2010).  Table 4 shows both regression models 

with all B coefficients in order to demonstrate how a stepwise backward regression 

determines which variables get eliminated  For model 1 (Table 4), significance of B 

coefficients is as follows: Education level (.337), Victimization (.094), Gender (.024), 

and Behavior (.000).  Naturally, for model 2 the Education level is eliminated based on 

the insignificant B coefficient.  Model 2 reports the following B coefficients:  

victimization (-.755) with significance of .054, gender (.603) with significance of .025, 

and behavior (.435) with significance of .000.  The final regression model for awareness 

(Table 5) show that gender, victimization, and behavior contribute most to the 

explanation of the variation in awareness in crime prevention.  In that for every increase 

in awareness there is an increase in behavior.  The results also show that female students 

are more aware than male students, and previously victimized students are less aware 

than non-previously victimized students.  The Beta or standardized coefficient represents 

a guideline unit of measure to compare the different variables on the same scale (i.e., 

standard deviation) (Pallant, 2010).  From the Beta values in the final regression model 

for awareness  the largest Beta coefficient is found in the behavior variable (.403) 

indicating that behavior makes the strongest contribution to awareness (Pallant, 2010).  

Standard error measures the standard deviation of a distribution of a predictor variable in 

order to determine whether the B coefficient is statistically different from zero (Hurlburt, 

2006).  The standard error measures in the final regression model for awareness (Table 5) 
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are as follows: gender (.265), victimization (.389), and behavior (.084).  Within a 

multiple regression model of awareness, the smallest standard error measure is 

represented in behavior (.084) which denotes that behavior is the most accurate predictor 

in the model. 

 The interpretation of the final multiple regression awareness (Table 5) is that the 

students crime prevention behavior, the fact that they are female, and students that have 

not been victimized statistically significantly predict awareness in crime prevention, 

F(3,128) = 13.41, p < 0.005, adj. R
2 

= 0.22.  In other words, 22% of the variation in 

student awareness of crime prevention is explained by students’ behavior of crime 

prevention, by being a female student, and having not been previously victimized.  Most 

significant, for every 4.022 increase in student awareness their crime preventive behavior 

increases by one level. 

 These results are supported in research in that perception about fear of 

victimization is said to be more prevalent among female students (Sloan et al., 2000; 

Jennings et al., 2007; Cook & Fox, 2011) suggesting that perhaps the awareness within 

female students who have not previously been victimized is heightened due to their 

general gender vulnerability (Cox & Fox, 2011; Kelly & Torres, 2006).  Also, in relation 

to the Research Question 1 hypothesis these findings are only marginally supported in 

that female students are a predictor of awareness; however, the final model for awareness 

did not include graduate student or previously victimized students as predictive of crime 

prevention.
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Table 5 

Final Multiple Regression for Awareness 

      
Regression 

Statistic 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

  B Sig. St. Err Beta Tolerance VIF 

Constant 4.022 .000 .535 

   Gender .603 .025 .265 .176 .977 1.002 

Victimization -.755 .054 .389 -.152 .977 1.024 

Behavior .435 .000 .084 .403 .976 1.025 

R 

  

.489 

   R
2
 

  

.239 

   Adj. R
2
 

  

.221 

   Std. Error 

  

1.44 

   df 1 

  

3 

   df 2 

  

128 

   Sig. 

  

.000 

    

 Within research, multiple regression assumes that an adequate sample size was 

selected to ensure the ability to replicate research (Pallant, 2010).  Stevens (2002) 

proposed that a minimum of 15 participants for each predictor variable are required to 

ensure reliable results; for the current study the minimum requirement was met in that 

there are 4 predictor variables for each regression model requiring a minimum of 60 cases 

per model.  Multiple regression analysis also assumes no multicollinearity among two 

predictor variables.  In other words, highly correlated predictor variables severely limit 

the ability to predict individual variances for each predictor variable (Stevens, 2009). 

 To ensure that multicollinearity did not affect the regression model of awareness, 

two tests were conducted in SPSS.  The tolerance collinearity statistic indicates the 

amount of variability of an individual independent variable that is not explained by the 

remaining predictor variables in the regression model (Pallant, 2010).  A tolerance value 
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of less than .10 indicates a high correlation with other variables, implying 

multicollinearity (Pallant, 2010).  The variance inflation factor (VIF) collinearity 

statistics test is the inverse of the tolerance value and a VIF  value above 10 indicates a 

high correlation between the predictor and outcome variables 10 (Pallant, 2010).  For the 

final multiple regression model of awareness, the tolerance values for predictor variables 

of gender, victimization, and behavior ranged from .976 to .977 indicating no 

multicollinearity.  The VIF values for gender, victimization, and behavior ranged from 

1.002 to 1.025 posing no concern for multicollinearity. 

Research Question 2 

 The second research question asks the following: Which of the individual 

characteristics (i.e., gender, education level, victimization, and crime preventive 

awareness) are most predictive of college students’ behavior of crime prevention?  The 

hypothesis for this research question states that females, graduates, and previously 

victimized students will be most predictive in behavior of crime prevention.  This 

hypothesis is based on research literature that examines fear of crime and victimization 

among college students simply because very little is known about the behavior of college 

students in regards to their crime prevention. 

 This research question aims to determine whether individual characteristics of 

students are predictive of student behavior of crime prevention in college.  Utilizing 

gender, victimization, education level, and awareness as independent variables, multiple 

regression analysis will be used to determine whether the independent variables account 

for any variance in the outcome variable (i.e., behavior), while controlling for all other 
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independent variables.  Additionally, multiple regression analysis will be used to address 

the total effect on an outcome variable of all predictor variables measured simultaneously 

measured by R
2 

(Stevens, 2009).  In other words, all individual characteristics (i.e., 

gender, victimization, education level, and behavior) will be measured to explain the 

proportion of variation in the outcome variable of behavior.  Table 6 presents four models 

of multiple regression for behavior illustrating backward regression elimination of 

insignificant predictor variables.
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Table 6 

Backward Multiple Regression for Behavior Model 1, 2, 3, 4 

      
Model 

1 
      

Model 

2 
      

Model 

3 
      

Model 

4 
  

 

B Sig. St. Err Beta B Sig. St. Err Beta B Sig. St. Err Beta B Sig. St. Err Beta 

Constant 3.286 .000 .545 

 

3.253 .000 .539 

 

3.086 .000 .515 

 

3.05 .000 .516 

 
Awareness 0.4 .000 .076 .432 .392 .000 .075 .423 .408 .000 .073 0.44 .401 .000 .073 .433 

Education 

Level 
-.415 .151 .287 -.117 -.412 .153 .286 -.116 -.354 .211 .281 -0.1 

    Victimization -.384 .316 .381 -.083 -.395 .300 .379 -.086 

        
Gender -.131 .611 .256 -.041 

            
R 

  

.453 

   

.452 

   

.444 

   

.433 

 
R

2
 

  

.206 

   

.204 

   

.197 

   

.187 

 
Adj. R

2
 

  

.181 

   

.185 

   

.185 

   

.181 

 
Std. Error 

  

1.369 

   

1.365 

   

1.365 

   

1.368 

 
df 1 

  

4 

   

3 

   

2 

   

1 

 
df 2 

  

127 

   

128 

   

129 

   

130 

 Sig. 

  

.000 

   

.000 

   

.000 

   

.000 
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 Model 1 of multiple regression for behavior (Table 6) reports the following B 

coefficient significance: gender (.611), victimization (.316), education level (.151), and 

awareness (.000).  After eliminating gender variable, model 2 reports the following B 

coefficient significance: victimization (.300), education level (.153), and awareness 

(.000).  Model 3 of the backward multiple regression model depicts the elimination of the 

victimization variable, reporting the following significance for remaining B coefficients: 

education level (.211) and awareness (.000). 

 The interpretation for the final multiple regression of behavior (Table 8) is that 

crime prevention awareness statistically significantly predicted college students’ crime 

prevention behavior, F(1,130) = 29.96, p < 0.005, adj. R
2
 = 0.18.  The final model for 

behavior illustrates that 18% of the variation of behavior is explained by awareness by 

itself since it was the only significant predictor with a B coefficient of .401.  As table 7 

indicates, the adjusted R
2 

is significant at the .000 level, in that 18% of the variation of 

student crime prevention behavior can be explained by student awareness.  In regards to 

the research question 2 hypothesis these here do not support the hypothesis since only 

awareness was predictive of behavior whereas gender, education level or victimization 

were dropped from the model because they did not contribute to the explanation of the 

dependent variable.
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Table 7 

Final Multiple Regression for Behavior 

      
Regression 

Statistic 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

  B Sig. St. Err Beta Tolerance VIF 

Constant 3.05 .000 .516 

   Awareness .401 .000 .073 .433 1.000 1.000 

R 

  

.433 

 
  

R
2
 

  

.187 

 
  

Adj. R
2
 

  

.181 

   Std. Error 

  

1.368 

   df 1 

  

1 

   df 2 

  

130 

   Sig. 

  

.000 

    

  The final multiple regression model for behavior was also assessed for 

multicollinearity.  Both the tolerance and VIF collinearity statistics report a value of 

1.000, which constitutes no concern for multicollinearity.  As a reminder, tolerance value 

of less than .10 or a VIF value above 10 cause reason for suspicion of multicollinearity 

among predictor variables in a multiple regression model.  Neither one of the final 

multiple regression models showed any concern for multicollinearity. 

Research Question 3 

 The third research question asks the following: Is there a relationship between 

college students’ crime prevention awareness levels and the assessment risk of academic 

buildings where they primarily take courses?  The hypothesis states that there is a 

relationship between college students’ crime prevention awareness level and the 

assessment risk of academic buildings in which students primarily take their courses.  

The main premise behind this hypothesis comes from the literature on fear of 
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victimization, students’ reporting of fear while on campus, and research on the concept of 

CPTED as it is applied to physical structures on campus (Barberet & Fisher, 2009; Cook 

& Fox, 2011; Crowe, 1991; McConnell, 1997; Schneider et al., 2000; Woolnough, 2009).  

  This research question aims to examine the relationship between college 

students’ awareness levels and assessment risk of academic buildings that the students 

frequent the most.  More specifically, this exploratory research question will attempt to 

establish a foundation for future research that focuses on reducing fear of victimization 

among students by establishing safety within the design of academic buildings on 

campus.  An independent sample t-test was conducted to compare the mean scores for 

student awareness based on the assessment risk of academic buildings where they 

primarily attend classes.  This examination of mean scores for awareness based on 

assessment risk of academic buildings is undertaken simply to explore and inquire about 

the significance, if any, of the impact of CPTED on fear of crime and victimization.  The 

independent sample t-test determined no significant differences in the awareness scores 

between bad and good assessment risk of academic buildings.  As mentioned in the 

methodology chapter, the CPTED survey of the safety design of each academic building 

was used to determine a score for each building. Any total score for a building that 

received at least one zero value was categorized as a bad assessment risk or a high safety 

design concern.  The buildings that received no zero values were deemed to be a good 

assessment risk building (i.e., low safety design concern).  This was noted that bad 

assessment risk was numerically higher, M = 6.77, SE = 0.51, t(129) = .38, p = 0.71.  

This measure for awareness as it relates to the assessment risk of academic buildings is 
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mostly theoretical in nature.  Based on limited research, further evaluation of awareness 

among college students is recommended in order to determine any relationship with 

assessment risk of academic buildings.   

 Second, a correlation was conducted using a two-tailed Pearson correlation to 

determine whether a relationship between awareness and assessment risk exists.  Results 

of the two-tailed Pearson correlation determine whether a small, medium, or large 

relationship exists between the variables without indicating the direction of the 

relationship (i.e., the higher the awareness, the higher the assessment risk score).  Once 

again we are reminded of the guidelines used for the interpretation of Pearson correlation 

coefficient size: small r = .10 to .29, medium r = .30 to .49, and large r = .50 to 1.0 

(Cohen, 1988).  Pearson correlation for student awareness and the assessment risk of 

academic buildings reported correlation coefficient of -.127 which indicated a small 

relationship.  Nonetheless, this result indicates that as students’ awareness level decreases 

the safety design assessment risk score of academic buildings where those student take 

most if their courses increases or vice versa.  Thus, these failed to produce significant 

results that support the hypothesis posed; the correlation coefficient value is very small (r 

= -.127) and therefore the relationship between college students’ crime prevention 

awareness level and the assessment risk of academic buildings cannot be confirmed at 

this time.
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Research Question 4 

 The fourth research question asks the following: Is there a relationship between 

college students’ crime prevention behavior and the assessment risk of academic 

buildings where they primarily take courses.  The hypothesis states that there is a 

relationship between college students’ crime prevention behavior and the  assessment 

risk of academic buildings in which students primarily take their courses.  Similar to the 

previous research question, this hypothesis is based primarily on the empirical knowledge 

within research on students’ fear of crime and victimization.  Few research studies have 

been conducted that specifically explore students’ behavior of crime prevention in 

relation to crime preventive efforts by schools (Fisher et al., 1997; Woolnough, 2009).  

These results produced fruitless attempts of gaining insight into how crime preventive 

behavior among students is potentially reducing their risk of victimization.   

 This research question is aimed at exploring the relationship between college 

students’ behavior levels and assessment risk of academic buildings that the students 

frequent the most.  More specifically, this exploratory research questions will attempt to 

establish a foundation for future research that focus on reducing fear of victimization 

among students by establishing safety within the design of academic buildings on 

campus.  An independent sample t-test was conducted to compare the mean scores for 

student behavior based on the assessment risk of academic buildings where they 

primarily attend classes.  This examination of mean scores for behavior based on 

assessment risk of academic buildings is undertaken simply to explore and inquire about 

the significance, if any, of the impact of CPTED on fear of crime and victimization.  The 
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independent sample t-test yields non-significant differences in the behavior scores 

between bad and good assessment risk of academic buildings.  It was noted that bad 

assessment risk report numerically higher mean scores with a mean of 5.83 where as 

those with good assessment risk averaged 5.73.   The t-test results show that there was 

not a significant difference with t = 137 (SE = 0.41), and p value of 0.81.  This measure 

for behavior as it relates to the assessment risk of academic buildings was mostly 

theoretical in nature, so this analysis has been purely exploratory.  Due to limited 

research available on the subject, a more in-depth evaluation of behavior among college 

students, as interpreted by the assessment risk of academic buildings, needs to be 

performed in order to yield more meaningful results.  

 Second, a correlation will be conducted using a two-tailed Pearson correlation 

coefficient to determine whether a relationship between behavior and assessment risk 

exists.  For the correlation of student behavior and the assessment risk of academic 

buildings in which students take most of their courses, the Pearson correlation coefficient 

resulted in -.051, with a p value  of .55 representing an almost nonexistent relationship. 

Therefore, these data show that there is little to the relationship between college students’ 

crime prevention behavior level and the assessment risk of academic buildings. 

 The statistical analyses of research questions proposed in this study draw relevant 

conclusion for the field of criminology.  Specifically, results derived from the analyses of 

crime prevention awareness and behavior variables contribute to our expanding 

knowledge and understanding of college students’ fears and techniques to reduce 

victimization.  As this field of research continues to expand, the findings in this study 
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substantiate some of the established literature on perceived fear of victimization, offering 

possible new direction for future research to explore. 

Summary of Hypotheses and Results 

 Research Question 1 asked which of the independent variables (i.e., gender, 

education level, victimization, and behavior) would best predict awareness of crime 

prevention.  The hypotheses for Research Question 1 stated that female students are more 

aware than male students in their crime prevention, that graduate students are more aware 

than undergraduate students in their crime prevention, that previously victimized students 

are more aware than never before victimized students in their crime prevention, and that 

students who practice crime prevention are more aware than those students who do not.  

The interpretation of the findings for Research Question 1 indicate that female students 

are more aware of crime prevention than male students, so this hypothesis was supported 

due to the statistically significant mean difference in awareness score for female students.  

However, the findings did not support the remaining hypotheses for Research Question 1.  

First, although graduate students had a higher mean than undergraduates it was not 

statistically significantly higher, so the hypothesis was not supported.  Furthermore, non-

victimized students were significantly higher on awareness of crime prevention than 

previously victimized students which was opposite of what was supported and what is 

shown in the literature.  Finally, the multiple regression model for awareness indicates 

that behavior of crime prevention, female students, and those students who have never 

previously been victimized together best explains students’ awareness of crime 

prevention. 



 

  89 

 

 Research Question 2 explained which independent variables (i.e., gender, 

education level, victimization, and awareness) would best explain behaviors of crime 

prevention.  The hypotheses for research question 2 stated that female students practice 

crime prevention more than male students, that graduate students practice more crime 

prevention than undergraduate students, that previously victimized students practice more 

crime prevention than never before victimized students, and that students who are aware 

of crime prevention practice crime prevention more so than those students who are not 

aware.  The findings did not support any of the hypotheses because female students are 

not more practical of crime prevention than male students, and although undergraduate 

students obtained numerically higher behavior scores than graduate students, the 

difference was not significant.  Furthermore, non- victimized students reported 

significantly higher levels of crime prevention behavior than victimized students which 

was opposite than what was hypothesized and what is found in the literature.  Finally, the 

multiple regression model for behavior indicates that only crime prevention awareness 

was strong enough to significantly explain crime prevention behavior. 

 Research Question 3 asks whether a relationship exists between college students’ 

crime prevention awareness and the assessment risk of academic buildings in which 

students primarily take their courses.  The hypothesis predicted a relationship between 

students’ crime prevention awareness level and the assessment risk of academic buildings 

in which students primarily take their courses in that assessment risk of academic 

buildings affects students’ level of crime prevention awareness.  The findings did not 
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support the hypothesis due to very weak results of the correlation.  Thus, not much more 

is known about this relationship. 

 Research Question 4 asks whether a relationship exists between college students’ 

crime prevention behavior and the assessment risk of academic buildings in which 

students primarily take their courses.  The hypothesis predicted a relationship between 

students’ crime prevention behavior level and the assessment risk of academic buildings 

in which students primarily take their courses in that assessment risk of academic 

buildings affects students’ level of crime prevention behavior.  The findings did not 

support the hypothesis due to very weak results of the correlation.  Thus, not much more 

is known about this relationship. 
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V. DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS, AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

Discussion  

 Despite empirical research conclusions on the subject of students’ concern of 

crime and victimization on campus, the issue is far from resolved.  Simply put, although 

research points to certain individual characteristics indicative of increased risk for 

victimization and perceived fear of crime (Cook & Fox, 2011; Fisher et al., 1997; 

Jennings et al., 2007; Sloan et al., 2000; Tomsich, et al., 2011), students continue to 

report fear of crime and victimization on campus.  Levels of student awareness and 

practicality of crime prevention measures in efforts to reduce property crime 

victimization have not reached rigorous examination.  Limited research addressing these 

issues tends to collectively agree that generally students are negligent in their application 

of crime prevention measures while on campus (Barberet & Fisher, 2009; Fisher et al., 

1997; Woolnough, 2009). 

 Furthermore, research points to general student unawareness of multiple crime 

prevention services and programs being instilled by colleges and universities (Fisher et 

al., 1997; Jennings et al., 2007; Woolnough, 2009).  In order to reduce fear of property 

crime and victimization on campus, research ought to explore how students interpret their 

immediate environment by studying their awareness and behavior of crime prevention in 

order to evaluate whether these crime prevention services and programs are effective 

measures in fear and crime reduction on campus. 
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 The following discussion of results obtained from the current study aims to 

illuminate how future research on awareness and behavior of crime prevention can help 

reduce if not eliminate fear of property crime and victimization across college campuses. 

Awareness 

 Among the plentiful relationships that were captured in Pearson correlation 

analysis, students’ crime prevention awareness was related strongly perceptions and 

behavior.  The strong positive correlations were between awareness and students’ 

watchfulness of belongings in classroom, food areas, the library, and behavior.  These 

correlations indicate that students who are aware of crime prevention are also more 

watchful of their belongings; they practice crime prevention.  These findings support 

research on students’ fear of victimization in library buildings (Woolnough, 2009), 

provide encouragement for future exploration of awareness in studies on student crime 

prevention measures on campus.  Perhaps the level of awareness and behavior among 

college students has evolved since Fisher et al. (1998) research findings that claimed 

students underestimate their risk for property victimization.  Either way, this study 

provides sufficient reasoning to conduct additional research focusing on students’ 

awareness and behavior towards crime prevention in reducing property victimization. 

 Furthermore, although not statistically significant it is worth reporting that the 

graduate students had the smallest standard deviation for their scores on awareness in 

bivariate analysis from all the groups examined.  This finding provides support for Kelly 

and Torres (2006) research findings regarding female graduate students’ elevated levels 

of crime prevention awareness and behavior.  Current study findings report that females 
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and non-previously victimized students obtained highest statistically significant mean 

scores for awareness.  These results are supported by previously established literature on 

perceived fear of crime and victimization among female students and educators on 

campus (Cook & Fox, 2011; Jennings et al., 2007; Sloan et al., 2000).  Suggested in 

research conclusions of Lee and Hilinski-Rosick (2012), perhaps it is plausible that 

female students are more fearful of property crime due to heightened awareness of crime 

preventive measures.   

 Importantly, the multivariate analysis of awareness produced similar statistical 

results to those obtained from bivariate analysis, specifically reporting that female, non-

previously victimized students, and behavior variables were most predictive of 

awareness.  These findings uphold Barberet and Fisher (2009) research conclusions on 

gender awareness of security measures on campus.  Jennings et al. (2007) research on 

property victimizations on campus state that male students report significantly more 

property victimization than female students, yet female students are most likely to report 

fear of victimization.  In line with empirical research, the current study assumes that the 

awareness mean scores of female and non-previously victimized students point to a 

heightened awareness among these individual characteristics. 

 With this, an emerging conclusion about awareness contributing to the reduction 

of property theft victimization among students begins to take shape.  In other words, if 

fear of victimization is related to awareness then the findings presented in this study point 

to female and non-victimized students as being more watchful of their personal 

belongings indicating that awareness may reduce property theft victimization.  
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Furthermore, Jennings et al. (2007) conclude that fear of victimization is often a 

motivator for crime prevention behavior.  The following discussion centers around 

findings on behavior variable and whether awareness is a required component of crime 

prevention behavior. 

Behavior 

 The behavior variable presents reasonable consideration for inclusion in future 

research on crime prevention among student population with the four variable 

correlations.  Students’ crime prevention behavior was related strongly to awareness of 

crime prevention, watchfulness of belongings in classroom, library, and food areas.  

Awareness and overall watchfulness of belongings may play a role in students’ 

preventive behavior measures.  This is a significant indication for the relationship 

between awareness and behavior in determining overall students’ crime prevention 

practices.  Woolnough (2009) reports that with fear and the perceived risk of crime 

accounted for, female students were shown to engage in self-protective behavior more 

often than male students. 

 Similar to awareness mean scores female and non-previously victimized students 

showed the highest mean score for behavior; however, the female students did not obtain 

statistically significant mean scores for behavior.  As with awareness scores, graduate 

students reported the highest minimum scores indicating that education level of 

criminology students may have an impact on their implementation of crime preventive 

measures on campus.  With non-previously victimized students showing the only 

statistically significant behavior mean scores, multivariate analysis of behavior generated 
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awareness as the only predictive variable.  Explaining 18% variability of crime 

prevention behavior, awareness demonstrates the potential for effective use in crime 

prevention research on college campus.  Research conducted by Woolnough (2009) 

demonstrates students’ fear of property theft on campus, specifically recalling most 

concern for theft in the libraries.  Fisher et al. (1997) mentions libraries and classroom 

buildings as the most prevalent locations in their research on-campus victimization.  

These combined findings provide sufficient reason to incorporate students’ crime 

prevention awareness and behavior in future research on fear and property victimization 

within the campus libraries.  Although previously reported conclusions regarding female 

students’ heightened engagement in self-protective behavior was not reflected in the 

current study (Woolnough, 2009) there seems to be enough indirect evidence to include 

gender characteristic in future research on crime preventive behavior.  Statistically 

significant differences in the victimization mean scores reported in the current study are 

supported by empirical literature on female students’ heightened fear of victimization 

(Cook & Fox, 2011; Jennings et al., 2007; Sloan et al., 2000).   The implication of a 

possible relationship between female students and property crime victimization may lead 

to a more profound understanding of current trends in property crime victimization.
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Practical Implications 

 The primary purpose of evaluating crime prevention awareness and behavior is to 

determine whether these variables can effectively contribute to research findings 

concerning crime and victimization on college campuses.  Consequently, in order to 

reduce students’ concern for crime and victimization on campus, levels of awareness and 

behavior can be measured.  This measure of degree to which students utilize awareness 

and behavior can assist in our understanding of ways to reduce student concern and 

victimization.  In other words, if research concludes that students are mostly negligent in 

their measures of crime prevention on campus (Barberet & Fisher, 2009; Fisher et al., 

1997; Jennings et al., 2007; Woolnough, 2009), then a more thorough understanding of 

ways to improve students’ crime prevention measures may provide answers to reducing 

property theft, fear of crime, and victimizations on campus.   

 Literature on perceived fear of crime suggests that women tend to fear crime 

whereas men are more likely to become victims (Cook & Fox, 2011; Jennings et al., 

2007; Sloan et al., 2000).  With similar results reported in the current study, there are 

practical implications here for administrators, architects, and campus security for all 

college campuses.  If female students feel unsafe on campus their entire educational 

experience can potentially be affected (Kelly & Torres, 2006; McConnell, 1997; Pain, 

1997; Woolnough, 2009) and the perception of fear usually is enough to leads to the 

feeling unsafe on campus.  Students who have not previously experienced property 

victimization in this study represent an important group to focus on.  If non-victimized 

students yield significant mean scores on awareness and behavior, then their crime 
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prevention may be indicative of their overall concern of victimization and/or crime.  It is 

not clear whether non-previously victimized students are male or female; however, some 

research suggests that female students indicate that their gender instills fear of 

victimization in them (Kelly & Torres, 2006).  Therefore, in implementing crime 

prevention measures on campus special considerations ought to be made for female 

students in providing safety and security.  This is not to say that male students do not 

require consideration as research indicates that they are more likely to experience 

victimization on campus (Fisher et al., 1997; Tomsich et al., 2011).   

 Multivariate analysis results depict female, non-victimized students, behavior, and 

awareness as predictors in crime prevention.  With these findings in mind, colleges and 

universities can focus their crime prevention strategies around measures that promote 

awareness and behavior.  If students have the ability to register their portable devices 

(i.e., phones, laptops, tablets etc.) with the campus administration, then that not only 

promotes awareness of potential victimization but also encourages preventive behavior 

that reduces the risk for victimization.  Software programs that enable students to track 

their devices in case that they are stolen provide an incentive to participate in this form of 

prevention.   

 Unfortunately, no clear direction for CPTED measures was established in this 

study with the emphasis on students’ levels of awareness and behavior.  Despite these 

outcomes in the current study, practical implications for this exploratory crime prevention 

measure are applicable due to empirical literature on the subject of self-protection and 

fear of locations on campus during the nighttime (Fisher & May, 2009; Fisher & Nasar, 
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1992; Woolnough, 2009).  Preliminary research on property crime infers that gender 

differences are not as profound as personal victimization among college students (Cook 

& Fox, 2011; Lee & Hilinski-Rosick, 2012), although poor lighting and fear of walking 

the campus at nighttime was somewhat associated with female students (Fisher & Nasar, 

1992).  The practical implication from the empirical research that indirectly measures 

CPTED is to focus on making the campus safer, especially at nighttime.  Motion sensor 

lights on the outside of the academic building could reduce offender’s refuge (Fisher & 

Nasar, 1992) while increasing natural surveillance for students.  This crime prevention 

measure does not eliminate the risk for victimization on campus during night hours, but 

once combined with awareness of one’s surroundings and practice of self-protection 

behavior (i.e., walking in groups, holding keys in hand etc.) the chance for victimization 

decreases. 

Limitations 

 For the purpose of advancement in research, every study ought to contribute the 

knowledge acquired from study findings and share it with the research community.  The 

limitations presented in this study provide a learning experience, an opportunity to assess 

imperfections in providing more effective future outcomes in the field of criminology and 

crime prevention.  The current study encountered a number of limitations; however, that 

should not overshadow the innovative ideas to measure students’ crime prevention on 

campus.  

 Limitations discovered within the purposive and convenient sample of this study 

provide a number of obstacles.  Similar to research concerns presented by Cook and Fox 
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(2011) in regards to sample size, the current study chose a convenience sample of 164 

students from a single university.  Comprised of criminology students, this sample 

provided a small subset of the entire student population enrolled at one university 

(Babbie, 2010).  Keeping the sample small was advantageous in investigating for 

implications of crime prevention among students who major in the field.  External 

validity was the disadvantage of keeping the sample small; the results of this study cannot 

be generalized to the student population based on the small sample size.  The main 

rationale behind using a convenience sample in this study was to increase the survey 

response rate (Cook & Fox, 2011).  Achieving a 50% response rate met the expectations; 

therefore, it is still scholarly considered an adequate threshold to analyze and report 

findings (Babbie, 2010).  Beyond the limitations of sample size encountered in this study 

college students are generally considered a difficult population to compare for a variety 

of reasons.  Students come from different income backgrounds, they are relatively young, 

and they possess a different set of experiences that does not compare well with the 

population at large (Payne & Chappell, 2008).  Therefore, for the aforementioned reasons 

generalizability is simply not possible for the findings in this research study. 

 The second limitation imposed on this study was reliability of student responses.  

Validity of responses is a big concern in research with student participants, despite the 

fact that most criminology research tends to rely primarily on college student samples 

(Payne & Chappell, 2008).  Although this study provided compensation for participation 

in the form of extra credit points, it not provided for all participants.  One of two 

professors offered compensation points for survey completion.  Consequently, there was 
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a substantial difference in response rates among students who received compensation and 

those who did not.   

 During the first phase of survey deployment the two undergraduate classes were 

offered compensation for participation (i.e., extra credit points).  This was a convenient 

sample of undergraduate criminology students taking an online course with all 

communication via the interuniversity software system Blackboard.  This provided for a 

convenient communication with students without having to conduct a face-to-face 

survey.  The average response rate for both classes was 86% (class one: 84%, class two: 

88% response rate).  During the second phase of survey deployed two professors were 

asked to make the survey available to their two undergraduate classes.  One professor 

offered compensation which yielded a response rate of 88%.  The second professor did 

not offer compensation yielding a response rate of 17% (class one: 19%, class two: 15% 

response rate).  Additionally, the entire criminology graduate program was contacted via 

email and asked to participate in the survey, that group of students yielded a 43% (out of 

84 students, 36 completed the survey) response rate.  The graduate students were not 

offered any compensation for participation.  These response rates indicate that college 

students are mostly motivated by some form of compensation which introduces the 

concern for the validity and reliability of college students’ responses to surveys.  

 The third limitation concerning this study was the construction of variable 

methodology of awareness and assessment risk.  Specifically, internal validity of the 

questions used to measure awareness and the assessment risk offers some limitations; do 

the crime preventive questions adequately measure the actual concepts (Babbie, 2010)?  
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The student survey was designed to calculate the awareness dependent variable based on 

the total score of four questions regarding watchfulness (i.e., classroom, library, food 

area, and sports facility) of personal belongings.  Due to a substantial amount of missing 

data for responses on watchfulness of personal belongings in food areas and sports 

facilities, the awareness variable had to be calculated using only watchfulness in 

classroom and watchfulness in library variables.  This limitation could affect conclusions 

drawn on awareness of crime prevention; however, it is impossible to determine the 

effect that the other two variables would have on the overall awareness variable. 

 The second variable that caused concern in this research was the assessment risk 

score used to assess the safety design of academic buildings on campus.  The primary 

purpose of this variable was to assess each academic building for proper natural 

surveillance, access control, territoriality, and management (Schneider et al., 2000).  

Despite following the general design of the assessment risk checklist developed by the 

Institute of College Education at the University of Oregon for the use of school board 

members and school leaders alike (Schneider et al., 2000), the assessment risk survey 

created for this study may not have incorporated all relevant CPTED questions that yield 

an accurate assessment risk of a building.  In other words, there is a need for a universal 

CPTED assessment checklist that incorporates all relevant aspects of environmental 

design that serve to increase crime prevention within academic buildings.  Developing an 

instrument that measures safety in design and crime prevention would benefit future 

research in determining how academic buildings are perceived by students.  In regards to 

college campuses, the evaluation of select buildings on the ideas of prospect, refuge, and 
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escape site features is the most rigorous research conducted thus far in regards to the 

perception of safety (Fisher & Nasar, 1992). 

 The statistical analyses methods used in this study represent the fourth set of 

limitations.  In the interest of examining relationships between variables this study chose 

to perform bivariate analyses using independent sample t-testing and the Pearson 

correlation.  The independent sample T-test used for bivariate analysis compares means 

of two unrelated sample groups.  The limitation of this analysis allows for the comparison 

of means for only two unrelated sample groups.  Bryman and Cramer (1990) also caution 

not to interpret the differences of means for actual scores of each independent variable 

Significance of testing was inapplicable in this study due to the non-random nature of the 

sample; however, they the alpha levels were used simply to interpret the results (Stevens, 

2009).  Pearson correlation, chosen to evaluate strength and direction of relationships 

between interval variables, presents additional bivariate analysis limitations.  The 

interpretation of a correlation coefficient can prove difficult as there is no universal 

guideline for evaluating strength of relationship between variables (Bryman & Cramer, 

1990).  Other measures indicating the strength of correlations might have provided more 

detailed relationships between interval variables; however, this study chose to use the 

guidelines established by Cohen (1988) in evaluating the size/strength of the correlation 

coefficients.  Within the interpretation of strength and direction of a correlation the main 

caution is not to assume causality; correlations cannot determine which variable causes 

the other to increase or decrease (Bryman & Cramer, 1990).  Due to the correlational 
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research design, variables could not be manipulated limiting the ability to establish cause 

and effect (Bryman & Cramer, 1990).   

 Correlational analysis makes the assumption that sampling is random and that the 

data is in the form of continuous variables (Babbie, 2010).  Similar to correlational 

analysis, multiple regression analysis makes a set of assumptions about the variables: 

normal distribution of variables, linear relationship between independent and dependent 

variables, variables measured without error, and variance of errors is the same across all 

independent variables (homoscedasticity) (Bryman & Cramer, 1990).  A significant 

limitation with multiple regression analysis is violating any of these assumptions.  

Furthermore, multicollinearity between two or more predictor variables may affect the 

validity of multiple regression analysis; as highly correlated independent variables will 

yield incorrect variances for dependent variable (Stevens, 2009).  

Conclusions and Recommendations for Future Research 

 The main goal of this research was to examine college students’ awareness and 

behavior of crime prevention in their college environment.  Empirical literature 

recognizes fear of crime and victimization as a prevalent issue across the nation and 

beyond (Cook & Fox, 2011; Fisher & Sloan, 2013; Jennings et al., 2007; McConnell, 

1997; Miethe & Meier, 1990; Sloan et al., 2000) yet minimal research has deviated from 

manipulating traditional measures in favor of crime preventive measures that may reduce 

students’ risk for victimization.  Cognizant of the limitations presented throughout, this 

study aspires to depart from accepted measures in evaluating students’ fears and 

perceptions of crime.  By establishing awareness and behavior of crime prevention as 
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valid measures in studies on perceptions of fear and crime victimization, future research 

can simultaneously acquire a more profound understanding about students’ rational 

choices. 

 In order to improve the ability to generalize future research findings as they apply 

to college students, it is recommended that all students enrolled in a sampled university 

be invited to participate in crime awareness and prevention surveys.  Large samples 

enable robust analysis and more significant finding (Babbie, 2010).  Certainly, in 

obtaining a significantly larger sample of participants, future research would benefit from 

conducting quasi- and/or random experiments, improving internal validity.  In sampling 

all university students, it is recommended to further investigate potential differences in 

survey responses of undergraduate and graduate students.  Kelly and Torres (2006) 

research suggests that being a graduate student heightens crime prevention behavior.  

Based on the differences of mean scores for undergraduate and graduate students in this 

study, there is reason to believe that graduate students may exhibit heightened levels of 

crime prevention behavior and awareness. 

 Future research should also consider providing compensation to students who 

participate in crime prevention and awareness surveys whether it is in the form of 

complimentary beverages at the local coffee shop, discounts on books in the bookstore or 

other incentives with proof of completing the survey.  Current study experienced 

significant variation in participation of students based on the offering of compensation 

versus complete voluntary participation without compensation.  This conclusion was not 

accounted for in the study neither was it planned, regardless, this observation provides 
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advantages for future research.  Perhaps most surprising was the low response rate (43%) 

among fellow graduate students whose expanded curriculum emphasis on research did 

not compel them to participate.  Furthermore, in accounting for the reliability limitation 

of student participants this study recommends that the surveys ought to be conducted as 

an in-person interview  There are a number of advantages to this form of data collection: 

higher response rates, participant is more reluctant to provide responses such as “I don’t 

know” interviewer can assist in clarifying any question that might be confusing to the 

participant, and additional data can be obtained by the interviewer (Babbie, 2010).   

 Future research is additionally encouraged to involve students majoring in 

criminology and architecture to assist in operationalization of the assessment risk survey.  

In the absence of a proficient survey depicting concepts of CPTED for physical structures 

such as academic buildings on college campus, it would be a twofold advantage to 

involve students in the development of a valid measurement tool for this variable.  

Besides familiarity with proper design and crime preventive measures in regards to 

buildings, students would provide the researcher with their own perceptions of what they 

consider to be safety CPTED measures.  In other words, this type of pilot study would 

benefit the researcher in their ability to ask students directly about features that promote 

crime preventive awareness and behavior.  Major contributors of CPTED measures 

generally evaluate the design and use of a built environment to determine necessary 

changes that can potentially reduce opportunity for crime (Crowe, 1991; Zahm 2005, 

2007).  This study suggests that future research ought to consult directly with students 

about their perception of what constitutes safety and design in academic buildings on 
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campus.  Lab and Clarke (1997) concur that students ought to be involved in identifying 

problems, providing possible solutions and implementations of crime prevention in 

schools. 

 This study asserts that student involvement in determining appropriate crime 

prevention measures and techniques is essential in reduction of both fear and 

victimization on campus.  Thus, future research ought to extract what has been 

established in this study and empirical literature regarding benefits of evaluating 

students’ awareness and behavior and expand on these variables (Barberet & Fisher, 

2009; Woolnough, 2009).  Interpretation of the awareness variable results yield 

implications for future research, specifically that additional survey questions ought to be 

included to develop a more robust variable.  Suggestions of additional survey questions 

could include asking students about their awareness of vicarious victimization (Cook & 

Fox, 2011; Kelly & Torres, 2006) and whether that knowledge heightens their awareness 

of personal belongings.  Research indicates that students are generally not familiar with 

crime preventive programs and services offered by colleges and universities therefore, 

another suggestion for future research is to include questions regarding student awareness 

of such programs (Barberet & Fisher, 2009; Bromley & Territo, 1990; Fisher et al., 

1997).  Furthermore, future research could focus on conducting an experiment with a 

control group of students who attended a series of crime prevention seminars prior to 

participating in a crime prevention awareness survey.  Research on students’ awareness 

in crime prevention could benefit from the results of that experiment in expanding our 
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understanding of whether college services and programs on crime prevention yield 

effective results in reducing student victimization. 

 Lastly on the subject of behavior, recommendations for future research suggest 

that students should be observed in their campus environment.  Fisher et al. (1997) and 

Woolnough (2009) recognize libraries and classrooms as likely locations for on-campus 

property victimization.  According to Fisher et al., (1998) full-time college students and 

those who spend long hours on campus have an increased risk for property victimization  

Collectively, the aforementioned research brings forth a recommendation for future 

research to further explore these two campus locations for any indication of heightened 

crime prevention behavior among students who commute and those who reside on 

campus.  These two groups could yield significantly different results being that long 

hours on campus are usually attributed to resident students versus commuters. 

 Another recommendation for expanded research on students’ crime prevention 

behavior is to use the assessment risk survey and have students identify academic 

buildings that are deemed unsafe by students.  At this point it is impossible to conclude 

whether students are capable of consistently identifying safety design risks in academic 

building design.  This study does not present evidence to suggest that students are more 

capable of identifying safety concerns, but that is not to say that exploring this measure 

won’t be effective.  This representative ranking of academic buildings could then further 

be used to determine potential relationships between unsafe buildings and levels of crime 

prevention behavior practiced by students.  To do so students could either be observed or 

sampled for survey responses on crime prevention behavior.  Having acquired the 
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knowledge of which buildings are considered unsafe, future researchers could simply 

observe student behaviors in and around those buildings.  For comparison in behavior of 

crime prevention, observation of students would also be conducted for all academic 

buildings deemed safe. 

 Taking advantage of the assessment risk ranking of academic buildings on 

campus, the cross-sectional design for future research could examine whether students 

practice crime prevention once they are made aware of the measures.  In other words, for 

all the academic buildings deemed unsafe the researcher could post crime prevention tips 

all throughout the buildings.  Students participating in a crime prevention awareness 

survey would be asked to indicate which academic building do they take most of their 

classes in, allowing for the assessed of academic building ranking and corresponding 

student crime prevention behavior.  Additionally, this research could elaborate on 

whether students practice crime prevention in locations that make them feel unsafe given 

knowledge of crime preventive measures. 

 Despite limitations encountered within this study, significant groundwork for 

future research on students’ fear of crime, victimization, and potential prevention has 

been established.  Crime on campus, and the fear associated with it, has been discussed 

extensively along with measures traditionally used by researchers for over two decades 

now.  In order to move forward and acquire a better understanding of the problem, 

improvements in research methods are called for.  This study proposed new investigative 

ways to study students on campus by evaluating their awareness and behavior of crime 

prevention in their educational environment.  Very little is known about whether students 
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deliberately prevent becoming victims of property crime or whether it is simply up to the 

convergence of three elements in space and time: motivated offender, suitable target, and 

a lacking guardian (Cohen & Felson, 1979).  This study strongly encourages future 

research to embrace studies on awareness, behavior, and CPTED in furthering our 

understanding of crime prevention as it relates to reducing crime and victimization on 

college campus.



 

  110 

 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A  

Florida Undergraduate Crime Prevention Awareness Student Survey 

Contact information: 

Created by: Katarzyna Kijanczuk 

Email: kkijanc1@fau.edu 

Phone: (954) 551-0810 

Date: October 22, 2013 

This survey is being conducted as part of a master’s thesis to study college students’ 

crime prevention awareness about their personal belongings while on campus.  You have 

been invited to participate in this survey because you are an FAU student. This survey 

should not take you more than fifteen minutes to complete.  You will receive 10 extra 

credit points for completing this survey. 

We do not know if you will receive any direct benefits by taking part in this study.  

However, this research will contribute to a greater understanding of how crime 

awareness and the perception of physical surroundings benefits individuals in preventing 

victimization of property crime. 

This survey presents minimal risks to you. All information collected from the 

questionnaires will be kept secure and confidential. Although the data will be collected 

via the Internet, the data contents of the completed survey will only be exchanged 

between student and the professor, password protected Blackboard software provided by 

the University.  If you have any questions about this study, you can contact Katarzyna 

Kijanczuk, thesis student at kkijanc1@fau.edu or Dr. Rachel Santos at rboba@fau.edu. If 

you have any concerns about your rights as a research participant, you can contact the 

IRB office at 561.297.0777. You have the right to refuse to participate in this survey and 

can stop anytime in the middle of the survey with no penalty to you.  

By submitting this survey, you are indicating your voluntarily consent to participate in 

this research study.  Please make sure you read the paragraph above carefully and print 

a copy for your files.  
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Please answer the following questions the best you can. 

1. Have you taken a crime prevention course in the last twelve months OR are you 

currently enrolled in a crime prevention course? 

 Yes 

 No 

 

2. Do you carry a backpack, bag and/or purse when you are on campus? 

 Yes 

 No 

 

3. Do you spend any time at Starbucks, (student union) and/or at any of the other food 

areas while on campus? 

 Yes 

 No 

 

4. Approximately how many times have you been inside the campus library in the last 

twelve months?   _______ 

                           

5. In which building on the Boca campus have you taken the MOST classes while at 

FAU? (Check only ONE) 

 

 Arts & Humanities (AH) 

 Arts & Letters (AL) 

 Barry Kay Hall (KH) 

 Behavior Sciences Building (BS) 

 C.E. Lynn College of Nursing (NU) 

 College of Education (ED) 

 Culture and Society Building (CU) 

 Engineering East (EE) 

 Engineering West (EG) 

 Fleming Hall (FL) 

 Fleming West (FW) 

 General Classroom North (GN) 

 General Classroom South (GS) 

 Indian River Towers (IR) 

 Performing Arts Center (PA) 

 Physical Science Building (PS) 

 Sean Stein Pavilion in College of Business (BU) 

 Science Building (SE) 

 Social Science Building (SO) 

 Tom Oxley Athletic Center (AC) 
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6. Have you had any of your personal belongings (including but not limited to phone, 

tablet, laptop, wallet) stolen while on campus (but not from your vehicle)? 

 Yes 

 No 

 

7. If so, in the most recent incident, where were they when they were stolen? 

 In your dorm room 

 In a classroom 

 In the library 

 In a food area 

 In a sports facility 

 In any other public area on campus not listed above 

 

The following statements relate to your awareness of potential theft of your personal 

belongings while at places on campus.  Answer the best you can for each statement.   

  

Strongl

y 

Agree 

Agree 

Neither 

Agree 

or 

Disagre

e 

Disagre

e 

Strongl

y 

Disagre

e 

8. I am watchful of my belongings when 

at the library. 
  

        

9. I am watchful of my belongings when 

at Starbucks or other food areas. 
  

        

10. I am watchful of my belongings when 

in classrooms. 
  

        

11. I am watchful of my belongings when 

in a sports facility.   
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 For each of the following items, please answer whether you routinely do 

them: 
Yes No 

12. Have a password on your phone, tablet, and/or laptop.      

13. Mark your phone, tablet, and laptop and/or battery with ultra-violet 

pen. 
    

14. Install anti-theft software on your phone, tablet or laptop.      

15. Purposely purchase bag, backpack, electronics cases or purse brands 

that are unappealing to most people. 
    

16. Typically leave any of your belongings in the classroom when you 

leave to use the restroom.  
    

17. Typically leave your bag, backpack, or purse unattended in food areas 

on campus.  
    

18. Typically leave your bag, backpack or purse unattended in the library 

when you go to the restroom.  
    

19. Typically put your bag, backpack or purse on the back of the chair.      

20. Typically put your bag, backpack or purse under your seat.      

21. Secure (for example hold onto the strap tightly or carry it in front of 

you) your bag, backpack or purse when walking on campus            
    

 

22. What is your gender:  

 Male        

 Female 

 

23. Do you live on campus?  
 Yes 

 No 

 

24. Which best describes your status at FAU? 

 Freshman 

 Sophomore 

 Junior 

 Senior 

 

Thank you for your participation in the survey. 
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Appendix B  

Student Survey Deployment 
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Appendix C  

Academic Building Assessment Risk Survey 

Buildings:  
   

Natural Surveillance 
YES 
(2) 

Needs 
Attention 

(1) NO (0) 

Windows & glazed doors present at main 
entrance(s) to building       

Line of sight unobstructed across building 
courtyards       

Classroom doors have view panels or side glass       

Natural Access Control       

Doors/locks to classrooms are tamper resistant       

Landscape utilized to control access and define 
natural boundaries of building       

Territorial Integrity       

Garden area and/or landscaping present at the 
exterior of the building       

Furnishing in hallways available for student use        

Maintenance       

Building painted & in good repair       

All lighting inside/outside building properly 
operating       
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Appendix D 

Photographs of High Assessment Risk CPTED Elements 

                
No classroom door view panels or side                   Door lock not temper resistant 

glass present 

 

Not all lights outside the building  

properly operating 
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Furnishing not available for student use 

 

All lighting outside building not properly operating 

 

Building needs painting and not in good repair
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Appendix E 

Photographs of Low Assessment Risk CPTED Elements 

                 

All lights inside academic building properly             Landscape present outside of 

working                                                                      academic building 

         

 

Windows and glazed doors present at entrance 
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Landscape utilized to define natural boundaries 

 

Furnishing in hallways available for students 

 

Classroom doors have view panels or side glass
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Appendix F 

Academic Buildings' Assessment Risk Ranking 

Rank Academic Building Score 

   1 Engineering East (EE) 18 

2 Fleming Hall (FL) 18 

3 Fleming West (FW) 18 

4 Sean Stein Pavilion (BU) 18 

5 Culture and Society (CU) 17 

   6 Barry Kay Hall (KH) 16 

7 C.E. Lynn College of Nursing (NU) 16 

8 College of Education (ED) 16 

9 Science Building (SE) 16 

10 Behavioral Science (BS) 15 

11 General Classroom South (GS) 15 

12 Performing Arts Center (PA) 15 

13 Physical Science  (PS) 15 

14 Engineering West (EG) 14 

15 Social Science (SO) 14 

16 General Classroom North (GN) 13 

17 Arts & Letters (AL) 13 

18 Arts & Humanities (AH) 11 

 

 

 

 



 

124 

 

REFERENCES 

Agnew, R. (2005). Why do criminals offend?: A general theory of crime and delinquency. 

Los Angeles, CA: Roxbury. 

Atlas, R. & Schneider, R. H. (2007). Schools behind bars? Security Technology & 

Design, 17(8), 32-38. 

Babbie, E. (2010). The practice of social research (12
th

 ed.). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth. 

Barberet, R., & Fisher, B. S. (2009). Can security beget insecurity? Security and crime 

prevention awareness and fear of burglary among university students in the East 

Midlands. Security Journal, 22(1), 3-23. 

Brantingham, P. J., & Brantingham, P. L. (Eds.). (1981). Environmental criminology. 

Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications. 

Brantingham, P. J., & Brantingham, P. L. (1984). Patterns in crime. New York, NY: 

Macmillan. 

Brantingham, P. J., & Brantingham, P. L. (1993). Nodes, paths and edges: Considerations 

on the complexity of crime and the physical environment. Journal of 

Environmental Psychology, 13(1), 3-28. 

Brantingham, P. L., Brantingham, P. J., & Taylor, W. (2005). Situational crime 

prevention as a key component in embedded crime prevention. Canadian Journal 

of Criminology and Criminal Justice, 47(2), 271-292. 

 



 

125 

 

Bromley, M. L., & Territo, L. (1990). College crime prevention and personal safety 

awareness. Springfield, IL: Charles C. Thomas. 

Bryman, A., & Cramer, D. (1990). Quantitative data analysis for social scientists. New 

York, NY: Routledge. 

Bureau of Justice Statistics [BJS] (1994). Criminal victimization in the United States: 

1973-92 trends. (Report No. NCJ 147006). Retrieved from 

http://www.bjs.gov/index.cfm?ty=pbdetail&iid=3879. 

Clarke, R. V. (1980). Situational crime prevention: Theory and practice. British Journal 

of Criminology, 20, 136-147. 

Clarke, R. V. (1997). Situational crime prevention: Successful case studies. (2
nd

 ed).  

New York, NY: Harrow and Heston. 

Clarke, R. V. & Cornish D. B. (1985). Modeling offenders’ decisions: A framework for 

research and policy. Crime and Justice, 6, 147-185. 

Clarke, R. V., & Eck, J. E. (2005). Crime analysis for problem solvers in 60 small steps. 

Washington DC: Office of Community Orienting Policing Services. 

Cohen, J. W. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2
nd

 ed.). 

Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Cohen, L. E., & Felson, M. (1979). Social change and crime rate trends: A routine 

activity approach. American Sociological Review, 44, 588-608. 

Cook, C. L., & Fox, K. A. (2011). Fear of property crime: Examining the effects of 

victimization, vicarious victimization, and perceived risk. Violence and Victims, 

26, 684-700. 



 

126 

 

Cornish, D. B., & Clarke, R. V. (2003). Opportunities, precipitators, and criminal 

decisions: A reply to Wortley’s critique of situational crime prevention. In . J. 

Smith & D. B. Cornish (Eds.), Theory for practice in situational crime prevention 

(pp. 41-96). Monsey, NY: Criminal Justice Press. 

Crowe, T., & Zahm, D. (1994). Crime prevention through environmental design. NAHB 

Land Development, 7(1), 22-27.   

Daniel, L. G. (1998). Statistical significance testing: A historical overview of misuse and 

misinterpretation with implications for the editorial policies of educational 

journals. Research in the Schools, 5(2), 23-32. 

Federal Bureau of Investigation.  (2012). Uniform Crime Reports: Crime in the United  

 States. Washington, DC: Government Printing Office. 

Felson, M. (1994). Those who discourage crime. In J. Eck, & D. Weisburd (Eds.), Crime 

prevention studies (Vol. 4, pp. 53-66). Monsey, NY: Criminal Justice press. 

Felson, M., & Boba, R. (2010). Crime and everyday life. (4
th

 ed.). Los Angeles, CA: 

Sage. 

Fisher, B. S. (1995). Crime and fear on campus. Annals of the American Academy of 

Political and Social Science, 539, 85-101. 

Fisher, B. S., & Naser, J. L. (1992). Fear of crime in relation to three exterior site 

features: Prospect, refuge, and escape. Environment and Behavior, 24, 35-65. 

Fisher, B. S., & Sloan, J. J. (2013). Campus crime: legal, social, and policy perspectives. 

(3
rd

 ed.). Springfield, IL: Charles C. Thomas. 



 

127 

 

Fisher, B. S., Sloan, J. J., & Cullen, F. T. (1997). The on-campus victimization patterns 

of students: Implications for crime prevention by students and post-secondary 

institutions. In S. P. Lab (Eds.), Crime prevention at a crossroads, (pp. 101-126). 

Cincinnati, OH: Anderson. 

Fox, J., and Hellman, D. (1985). Correlates of campus crime. Journal of Criminal 

Justice, 13, 429-444. 

Goddard, H. H. (1912). The Kallikak family: A study in the heredity of feeble-mindedness. 

New York, NY: Macmillan Company. 

Goldstein, H. (1990). Problem-oriented policing. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill. 

Gottfredson, M. R, 7 Hirschi, T. (1990). A general theory of crime. Stanford, CA: 

Stanford University Press. 

Henson, V. A., & Stone, W. E. (1999). Campus crime: A victimization study. Journal of 

Criminal Justice, 24(4), 295-307. 

Hirschi, T., & Hindelang, M. J. (1977). Intelligence and delinquency: A revisionist 

review. American Sociological Review, 42(4), 571-587. 

Hummer, D. (2004). Serious criminality at U.S. colleges and universities: An application 

of the situational perspective. Criminal Justice Policy Review, 15(4), 391-417. 

Hurlburt, R. T. (2006). Comprehending Behavioral Statistics. (4
th

 ed.). Belmont, CA: 

Thompson Wadsworth. 

 

 



 

128 

 

Jennings, W., G., Gover, A., R., & Pudrzynska, D. (2007). Are institutions of higher 

learning safe? A descriptive study of campus safety issues and self-reported 

campus victimization among male and female college students. Journal of 

Criminal Justice Education, 18(2), 191-208. 

Johnson, S. D., Bowers, K. J., Gamman, L., Mamerow, L., & Warne, A. (2010). Theft of 

customers’ personal property in cafes and bars. Washington, DC: Office of 

Community Orienting Policing Services.  

Kaplowitz, M. D., Hadlock, T. D., & Levine, R. (2004). A comparison of web and mail 

survey response rates. Public Opinion Quarterly, 68(1), 94-101. 

Kelly, B. T., & Torres, A. (2006). Campus safety: Perceptions and experiences of women 

students. Journal of College Student Development, 47(1), 20-36. 

Langton, L., Planty, M., & Truman, J. (2013). Criminal victimization, 2012. (Report No. 

NCJ 243389). Retrieved from Bureau of Justice Statistics [BJS] 

http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/ 

Lee, D. R., & Hilinski-Rosick, C. M. (2012). The role of lifestyle and personal 

characteristics on fear of victimization among university students. American 

Journal of Criminal Justice, 37, 647-668. 

Maxfield, M. G. (1987). Lifestyle and routine activity theories of crime: Empirical 

studies of victimization, delinquency, and offender decision-making. Journal of 

Quantitative Criminology, 3(4), 275-282. 



 

129 

 

McCreith, S., & Parkinson, S. (2004). Crimes against students: Emerging lessons for 

reducing student victimization. London: British Home Office Research 

Publications. 

McPheters, L. (1978). Econometric analysis of factors influencing crime on campus. 

Journal of Criminal Justice, 6, 47-52. 

Mednick, S. A., Gabrielli, W. F., & Hutchings, B. (1984). Genetic influences in criminal 

convictions: Evidence from an adoption cohort. Science, 224(4651), 891-894. 

Miethe, T. D., & Meier, R. F. (1990). Opportunity, choice, and criminal victimization: A 

test of a theoretical model. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 27, 

243-266. 

Nasar, J. L., & Jones, K. M. (1997). Landscapes of fear and stress. Environment and 

Behavior, 29(3), 291-323. 

National Crime Prevention Council. (1997). Designing safer communities: Crime 

prevention through environmental design handbook. Washington, DC: National 

Crime Prevention Council. 

Office for Victims of Crime. (2013). National crime victims' rights week (NCVRW) 

resource guide 2013. Washington DC: Office for Victims of Crime. 

Pain, R. H. (1997). Social geographies of women’s fear of crime. Transactions of the 

Institute of British Geographies, New Series, 22(2), 231-244.  

Pallant, Julie. (2010). SPSS: A step by step guide to data analysis using the SPSS 

program. (4
th

 ed.). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill International. 

 



 

130 

 

Parks, R. E., Burgess, E. W., & McKenzie, R. D. (1925). The city. Chicago, IL: 

University of Chicago Press.  

Payne, B. K., & Chappell, A. (2008). Using student samples in criminological research. 

Journal of Criminal Justice Education, 19(2), 175-192. 

Phillips, C. (1999) A review of CCTV evaluations: Crime reduction effects and attitudes 

towards its use. In Painter, K. & Tilley, N. (Eds.), Crime prevention studies (vol. 

10, pp. 123-155). Monsey, NY: Criminal Justice Press.  

Ratcliff, J. H. (2006). Video surveillance of public places. Washington, DC: Office of 

Community Orienting Policing Services.  

Sampson, R. J., Eck, J. E., & Dunham, J. (2010). Super controllers and crime prevention: 

A routine activity explanation of crime prevention success and failure. Security 

Journal, 23(1), 37-51. 

Sampson, R. J., Raudenbush, S. W., & Earls, F. (1997). Neighborhoods and violent 

crime: A multilevel study of collective efficacy. Science, 277(5328), 918-924. 

Santos, R. (2012). Crime analysis with crime mapping. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 

Schneider, T. (2010). CPTED 101: Crime prevention through environmental design – the 

fundamentals for schools. Eugene, OR: College of Education, University of 

Oregon. 

Schneider, T., Walker, H. M., & Sprague, J. R. (2000). Safe school design: A handbook 

for educational leaders. Eugene, OR: College of Education, University of Oregon. 

Shaughnessy, J. J., Zechmeister, E. B., & Zechmeister, J. S. (2002). Research methods in 

Psychology (5
th

 ed.). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill. 



 

131 

 

Siegel, D. G., & Raymond, C. H. (1992). An ecological approach to violent crime on 

campus. Journal of Security Administration, 15(2), 19-27. 

Sloan, J. (1992). Campus crime and campus communities: An analysis of crime known to 

campus police and security. Journal of Security Administration, 15(2), 31-47. 

Sloan, J. J., Lanier, M., M., & Beer, D., L. (2000). Policing the contemporary university 

campus: Challenging traditional organizational models. Journal of Security 

Administration, 23(1), 1-20. 

Smith, M. C., & Fossey, R. (1995). Crime on campus: Legal issues and campus 

administration. Phoenix, AZ: The Oryx Press. 

Snyder, T. D., & Dillow, S. A. (2013). Digest of Education Statistics, 2012. NCES 2014-

015. National Center for Education Statistics. 

Stevens, J. P. (2009). Applied multivariate statistics for the social sciences. Hillsdale, NJ: 

Erlbaum.. 

Tillyer, M. S., & Eck, J. E. (2011). Getting a handle on crime: A further extension of 

routine activities theory. Security Journal, 24(2), 179-193. 

Tomsich, E. A., Gover, A. R., & Jennings, W. G. (2011). Examining the role of gender in 

the prevalence of campus victimization, perceptions of fear and risk of crime, and 

the use of constrained behaviors among college students attending a large urban 

university. Journal of Criminal Justice Education, 22(2), 181-202.



 

132 

 

Yang, S. M., & Hinkle, J. C. (2012). Issues in survey design: Using surveys of 

victimization and fear of crime as examples. In L. Gideon (ed.), Handbook of 

Survey Methodology for the Social Sciences (pp. 443-462). New York, NY: 

Springer. 

Yang, S. M., & Wyckoff, L. A. (2010). Perceptions of safety and victimization: does 

survey construction affect perceptions? Journal of Experimental Criminology, 

6(3), 293-323. 

Zahm, D. (2005). Learning, translating, and implementing CPTED. Journal of 

Architecture and Planning Research, 22(4), 284-293. 

Zahm, D. (2007). Using crime prevention through environmental design in problem-

solving. Washington DC: Office of Community Orienting Policing Services. 

 




