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 Previous researchers have recommended that universities should be deemed very 

safe places. However, reports of crime have dominated the news, including shootings and 

mass murders at schools and universities. The issue of reality versus perception is of 

foremost importance when student safety is at stake. In this paper, the researcher presents 

the findings from unique data collected from university students related to situational 

crime prevention, fear of crime, self-protective behaviors, and perceptions of crime 

prevention programs to better understand the antecedent variables relating to crime 

prevention. 
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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION 

  Background 

 College and university campuses have typically been deemed very safe 

environments (Henson & Stone, 1999). Compared to city, county, and state crime 

statistics, this remains a true statement. However, though considered safe, university and 

college campuses are subject to crime just as much as any other environment. Though 

generally crimes on college and university campuses tend to be relatively minor, studies 

suggest that almost one third of college students are victimized, typically by another 

student (Tewksbury & Mustaine, 2003). It is important to understand crime on campus, 

as well as fear of crime on campus, because students (and parents) should be able to 

expect that learning areas are safe. 

 Information from the Uniform Crime Report (UCR) for 2012 showed that crime 

rates on campus tend to be low when compared to the national averages.  For violent 

crime, which includes murder, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault, the rate on campus 

was 34.5 per 100,000 students. The average rate in the United States was 386.9 per 

100,000 residents for that same year.  For property crimes, which include burglary, 

larceny theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson, the rate of on-campus crime was 1,034.5 per 

100,000 students, compared to 2,859.2 per 100,000 residents (United States Department 

of Justice, 2013).  The U.S. Department of Education (USDE), which also collects data 

regarding crime on campus, reports higher numbers of crime incidents on
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 U.S. campuses. When taking into account the additional schools reporting to the USDE, 

however, the actual rate of crime (which controls for number of students) is similar to the 

rates reported to the UCR (Robers, Kemp, Rathbun, & Morgan, 2014).  In line with 

general statistics for crime in the United States provided by the UCR, the National 

Incident Based Reporting System (NIBRS), and the National Crime Victimization Survey 

(NCVS), crimes occurring on campus have been decreasing, as has overall crime across 

the country. 

While it is clear that crime rates are lower on campuses than other areas in the 

US, various sources of crime information  show that the number of incidents reported by 

any agency or institution is not an accurate reflection of the true number of incidents that 

actually occurred in a given time frame. Lack of reporting to authorities remains just as 

true for students as any other class of individuals. According to Truman, Langton, and 

Planty (2013), violent victimizations not reported to police increased from 10.8 per 1,000 

persons in 2011 to 14.0 per 1,000 persons in 2012, and for property crimes, the number of 

unreported victimizations increased from 138.7 per 1,000 households in 2011 to 155.8 

per 1,000 households in 2012. Furthermore, Truman et al. (2013) claimed that only 44% 

of violent victimizations were actually reported to the police in 2012.  While victims may 

not report their victimization for a number of reasons, including self-protection or the 

belief that reporting the incident will not help, it is clear that lack of crime reporting is a 

serious issue that should be considered when trying to understand crime trends, including 

crime on college campuses (Myers, 1980; Sparks, Hazel, & David, 1977; Ziegenhagen, 

1977). 
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 Despite reports that crime on campus is lower than in other areas, students may 

still feel significant levels of fear of crime on campus (Fisher, 1995).  Campuses around 

the United States have implemented policies and structural changes to incorporate crime 

prevention techniques in an effort to decrease crime on campus and help students feel 

safer.  A common crime prevention tool, known as Situational Crime Prevention (SCP), 

involves a series of techniques aimed at increasing the risks and decreasing the rewards 

of crime for offenders, thereby discouraging crime.  Yet, as awareness of SCP grows, it is 

unclear how students’ knowledge of SCP, as well as the utilization of SCP on campus, 

may affect students’ fear of crime and self-protective behavior on campus. While SCP is 

intended to help make individuals safer - and feel safer - it is possible that knowledge of 

SCP may actually increase awareness of unsafe situations, thereby increasing overall fear 

of crime for students. 

Thesis Goals 

 The purpose of the current study is to understand the factors related to students’ 

fear of crime on campus, as well as students’ self-protective behaviors, and, more 

specifically, what effect knowledge of SCP has on fear of crime and self-protective 

behavior. Chapter 2 provides an in-depth discussion of topics related to the current 

research question, including environmental criminology, SCP, campus violence and 

crime, and fear of crime.  Chapter 3 discusses the data and methods utilized to conduct 

the current research study.  Chapter 4 provides detailed results for the various hypothesis 

outlined in Chapter 3. Finally, Chapter 5 provides a discussion of the results with 

limitations and suggestions for future research.
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 CHAPTER 2:  LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

 Different areas, such as neighborhoods, cities, houses, or universities all have 

unique characteristics that separate one from another. Sangmoon, LaGrange, and Willis 

(2013) have discussed a concept of sociology through place, identifying the difference 

between place and space. Sangmoon et al. (2013) defined “space” as, “what a place 

becomes when the unique gathering of things, meanings, and values are sucked out . . . 

(while) place is space filled with people, practices, objects, and representations” (2013, p. 

143).  Space and place are important considerations for criminologists, as criminals adjust 

a space to become a place that is conducive to crime.  Tita, Cohen, and Enberg (2005) 

provided an example of how gangs transform space into a place that meets their needs of 

maintaining an identifiable area to hang out and participate in criminal activities. The 

small areas where violent predatory gangs tend to develop are weak in social control and 

are typically located in lower socioeconomic environments or underclass neighborhoods 

(Tita et al., 2005). Sangmoon et al. (2013) distinguished a process known as the 

“emplacement process” that signifies the turning point of a space into a meaningful place. 

This can occur when a group establishes a particular location as its own and establishes 

boundaries that help preserve the location as a place. Without any attachment to an area 

on the part of individuals utilizing it, instead of being a place, the area would be more 

accurately defined as an instrumental space. This distinction becomes relevant, as the 

authors found that different crimes occur more frequently in places versus spaces. Crimes
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 that occur in places tend to be more expressive and violent, establishing a level of 

attachment within the location.  Crimes that occur in spaces tend to be more instrumental 

and acquisition-oriented (Sangmoon et al, 2013). Many efforts within the concept of 

crime prevention strategies can be seen, as they relate to both of these locations; however, 

when speaking in terms of space, such efforts seem to be more effective.  As offenders 

have not established a bond with the location, minimal efforts to deter criminals through 

crime prevention techniques have been effective.  Areas of place, on the other hand, with 

which the offender often has established a unique bond, require much more effort or 

multiple efforts to effectively deter crime.  

Not surprisingly, as research has shown the importance of geographic area in the 

commission of crime, a theoretical paradigm has been established in the field of 

criminology that focuses on the intersection of geographic area, potential victim, and the 

assumption of rational offenders.  This field of criminology, termed environmental 

criminology (EC), breaks from traditional theoretical paradigms found in criminology by 

focusing on physical locations, as opposed to trying to understand the individual 

circumstances or motivations for each offender in the commission of a crime. Several 

prominent theories are supported within EC, such as Routine Activities Theory (RAT), 

Rational Choice Theory (RCT), and SCP.  RAT, created by Cohen and Felson (1978), 

suggests that crime events can be broken down into three elements: a motivated offender, 

a suitable target, and the lack of a capable guardian. Cohen and Felson (1978) posited 

that when a motivated offender meets a suitable target at the same place and time, while 

lacking a capable guardian (e.g., police officer, place manager, or otherwise), crime can 

and most likely will occur. Additionally, Cohen and Felson (1978) suggested that the 
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routines of individuals may place them at a greater or lesser risk of being victimized, 

depending on the likelihood of crossing paths with the routines of motivated offenders. 

Furthermore, as seen in Tewksbury and Mustaine (2003), crime, as it relates to RAT, is 

not random, and is associated with the lifestyles and normal everyday activities of 

individuals. Looking specifically at college students, Tewksbury and Mustaine (2003) 

found that one third of college students self-reported being a crime victim. Reports 

indicated that most students were victimized by other college students, and that using or 

participating in self-protective behavior was significantly related to the likelihood of 

being victimized.   

 Though environmental criminology focuses on the role of place in the 

commission of crimes, this theoretical paradigm makes certain assumptions about 

offenders, in line with RCT (Cornish & Clarke, 1980), which assumes that the majority 

of offenders are rational thinkers, weighing the costs and benefits of their actions before 

deciding how to behave.  When it comes to the commission of criminal behavior, if the 

perceived benefits of the crime outweigh the costs or potential risks of the crime, the 

individual will decide to commit the crime. It is important to note that offenders do not 

have to be aware of all of the potential costs or benefits of an activity in order to make a 

rational decision.  Instead, of the costs or benefits known to the individual, only a handful 

will be considered in the decision-making process. Despite the perception of criminals as 

calculating criminal masterminds, research suggests that participation in crime is more 

about being presented with a low-risk, high-reward opportunity (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 

1990). Nagin and Paternoster (1993) found that increasing the perceived cost of crime (or 

risk of being caught) can make a target/victim less attractive to an offender, effectively 
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preventing victimization. Also, significant to RCT is Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) 

finding that offenders have low self-control, manifested in characteristics such as desiring 

immediate gratification, self-centeredness, preferences of risk taking, minimal interest in 

long-term planning, and, particularly relevant to RCT, that offenders seek simple, rather 

than complex, tasks. 

Nagin and Paternoster (1993) explored the relationship between rational choice, 

self-control, and the likelihood of participating in theft, sexual assault, and drunk driving 

among college students. Nagin and Paternoster (1993) found that individuals with low 

self-control preferred present-oriented endeavors, as well as required immediate 

gratification, and were unable to participate in a planned course of action. These findings 

supported the assumption of environmental criminology that offenders are rational actors, 

but generally participate in deviant behavior when opportunities present themselves, 

versus seeking out opportunities for crime.  Additionally, these findings suggested that 

increasing the risk of crime could be an effective tool for crime prevention.  

Given the ideas and assumptions regarding crime presented by RAT and RCT, Clarke 

(1983) created the SCP crime-prevention tool that could, theoretically, be used in any 

situation (Clarke, 1983). SCP strategies are developed toward specific crimes (as opposed 

to crime in general) and include manipulations of the environment through techniques 

such as target-hardening.  The main purpose of SCP is to reduce the opportunities and 

rewards for crime, while increasing the costs or risks of apprehension associated with a 

particular crime. SCP involves manipulating criminal opportunities through surveillance, 

target-hardening, and environmental management. Currently, there are 25 techniques for 

SCP, separated into five distinct categories, including the following:  1) Increasing the 
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Effort; 2) Increasing the Risks; 3) Reducing the Rewards; 4) Reducing Provocations; and 

5) Removing Excuses for crime (see Figure 1). While not every technique is applicable to 

every specific type of crime, the goal of SCP is to create strategies that are of low cost to 

implement and do not require any knowledge of the potential offender. Again, SCP 

continues with the assumption that there are motivated offenders everywhere, and that 

these offenders are rational actors who will participate in crime if presented with a low-

risk/high-reward opportunity for doing so.   

 

 

Figure 1. Twenty-five techniques of SCP. 

 

 To date, SCP techniques have been implemented in a variety of locations to deal 

with a wide range of crime problems, and results have been promising (Clarke, 1997).  

Additionally, SCP strategies have been utilized on college campuses to help prevent 

crime.  Examples of SCP on campus will be discussed later herein.  
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Campus Violence and Crime 

 Fisher (1995) stated that the times of college settings being calm and unlikely 

locations for criminal events are nonexistent in today’s era. Extreme cases of campus 

violence led to the creation of campus safety policies. The Pennsylvania College and 

University Security Information Act of 1988, as well as the federal Student-Right-to-

Know and Campus Security Act of 1990, are examples of the growing awareness and 

concerns surrounding crime on campus.  Extreme examples of violence on campus, such 

as a freshman at Lehigh University in Pennsylvania who was brutally strangled and raped 

while she was sleeping in her dorm room, have led to these legal and legislative decisions 

(in this example, the creation of the Pennsylvania College and University Security 

Information Act of 1988).  

Furthermore, Fisher (1995) outlined many landmark cases where a special 

relationship exists between students and universities. Courts have mandated that colleges 

and universities have a duty to warn students about known risks, as well as a duty to 

provide students with adequate security protection, as depicted in Durate v. State of 

California in 1979.  This case centered on a female student at California State University 

in San Diego who was found sexually assaulted and murdered in her dormitory.  Prior to 

her victimization, the victim had inquired about crime and safety on campus and was 

informed of no incidents, when, in reality, the school was aware of prior crimes in the 

dorms and increases in violent assaults, rapes, and attacks on females. Additionally, 

another female student (seen in Peterson v. San Francisco Community College District) 

“was attacked and raped while climbing a stairway from a campus parking lot” (p. 89). In 

this case, the assailant had jumped from behind thick foliage where previous attacks had 
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occurred.  Despite the school’s awareness of these prior attacks, the school did nothing to 

trim the foliage or warn students of the danger. The court ruled that the college had failed 

to protect students from foreseeable harm.  

Beginning in 1960s and 1970s and continuing through today, many events and 

policies have changed campus policing (Peak, Barthe, & Garcia, 2008). Colleges have 

seen many changes with law enforcement on campus, such as pressing toward a role of 

campus police with more police-lined duties such as patrolling, arresting abilities, and 

investigation (Peak et al., 2008).  According to Peak et al. (2008), now more than ever, 

community-oriented policing has been seen as the dominant policing strategy in today’s 

era.  

 The intervention of police officers with the public off campus has the ability to 

effect on campus crime.  For example, intervening with high-drug areas surrounding the 

campus can reduce the prevalence of drugs within the school itself, suggesting a potential 

diffusion of benefits. The Campus Security Act of 1990 has pressed colleges to disclose 

crime-acts more so than ever before, encouraging crime prevention efforts such as 

officials escorting students to their cars late at night.  

Students are five times more likely to be victims of property crime than violent 

crime (Hart & Colavito, 2011); however, research suggests that students commonly fail 

to report less serious crime to police.  Trying to understand why underreporting occurs 

amongst college students, Hart and Colavito found that lack of informal social control 

was related to failure to report.  The authors suggest that college students may represent a 

larger apathetic attitude towards crime seen in the general population that seems to value 

“minding your own business.” 
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As colleges tend to utilize parking garages more and more, crime in these 

locations creates a significant issue for college campuses. Along with SCP approaches to 

help prevent crime, another strategy termed Crime Prevention Through Environmental 

Design (CPTED) can also be useful.  CPTED is similar to SCP, focusing on ways in 

which changing the built environment can increase guardianship and decrease 

opportunities for crime.  Whereas SCP is broader in crime prevention techniques, CPTED 

tends to focus on architecture and location specific details.  

When looking at crime and victimization, in many cases, student vehicles are 

subject to crime. Many student vehicles typically possess high-theft items, such as CD 

players, tablets, or iPads that may be attractive targets to thieves (Tseng, Duane, & 

Hadipriono, 2004). With the growing student population, parking garages are becoming 

more and more popular at universities. Tseng and colleagues (2004) argued that parking 

garages are the second-most-prominent area for non-violent crimes, and the third-most-

prominent area for violent-crimes take place.  As such, parking garages are suitable 

locations for the application SCP or CPTED to decrease crime.  

  Tseng and colleagues utilized CPTED principles to try and decrease crime in 

parking garages at Ohio State University, after other general crime prevention tactics had 

failed to decrease crime in these locations. The results indicated that crime decreased by 

more than 50% within some of the garages that received treatments with CPTED 

techniques, such as improved lighting, as well as black mesh inserts into the wall 

openings of the lower levels of the parking garages to increase effort needed to access the 

garage. It should be noted that CPTED techniques can also be identified as SCP 

techniques. 
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Gover, Tomsich, Jennings, and Higgins (2011) found that crime is a significant 

factor within universities in many different contexts, as seen in faculty members giving 

consideration for employment, as well as students looking to attend college. As such, 

Gover et al. (2011) found that a teacher is one of the first individuals a person may seek 

out to disclose crime that can typically be deemed more sensitive (e.g., sexual assault). 

Additionally, results supported RAT, considering that jobs on campus involving handling 

money regularly (i.e., attractiveness), working in a publicly-accessed environment (i.e., 

exposure), and traveling often (or less guardianship) were all factors associated with an 

increased risk for victimization. Gover and colleagues found that 31% of survey 

respondents had been victimized, with 30% having been victims of a property crime, 3% 

were victims of a crime to their person (on or near campus), 48% reported knowing of 

someone who had experienced a property crime, and 12% reported knowing a someone 

who was personally victimized once again on or close to campus. 

In England and Wales, crime within universities is also a concern for students 

(Barberet & Bonnie, 2009). Indeed, the reality that universities pose a significant 

opportunity for burglary is apparent.  Researchers studying students populations in East 

Midland England and Wales found that 49% of students knew a fellow student who had 

been victimized through property crimes within a one-year period and 28% of students 

were personally victims of a property crime. Among the students reporting being 

personally victimized, 10% of students were repeat victims, experiencing 56% of all the 

burglaries. Students in the study reporting being largely unaware of security efforts 

within a college setting, such as leaving a light on or locking dorm doors. This merits 
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attention, as these findings indicate that perhaps universities are not adequately getting 

information out to the students regarding crime-prevention efforts. 

 While educating students about crime prevention strategies may seem like an 

obvious choice, there can be a potential downside to this type of education.  In the same 

study mentioned previously, researchers Barberet and Bonnie (2009) found that 

knowledge of some crime prevention efforts was significantly related to an increase in 

fear of crime among students, particularly among female students.  While this 

relationship was not found for knowledge of all crime prevention techniques measured, 

the findings warrant further research into the possible negative effects of educating 

students about crime prevention techniques such as Situational Crime Prevention.  

 Tewksbury and Eharhardt (2003) examined factors related to students using self-

protective measures and found several variables significantly related to this behavior.  

Students who were employed were 40% less likely to use self-protective measures than 

those who were unemployed. Aside from employment status, Tewksbury and Eharhardt 

(2003) found the students’ residential location to be of significance, with students living 

near a police station being 66% more likely to utilize self-protective behavior. However, 

students who resided near fast food restaurants were 27% less likely to use self-protective 

behavior to prevent crime.  Additionally, students living within a community with higher 

levels of unsupervised youth were 23% more likely to use methods of self-protection. 

Interestingly, as it relates to drug use, students who indicated they had used crack were 

236% more likely than others to carry a self-protective weapon.  

Unfortunately, it seems as though crime prevention and security are among the 

last things on a student’s mind until they are victimized. Furthermore, Utz (1993) claimed 
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that students are more susceptible to leaving their belongings unattended or leaving 

belongings in areas unwatched by capable guardians, such as professors or police 

officers. According to Utz (1993), a program known as Gotcha was established within a 

university that allowed officers to issue cards to students that read, "If this had been an 

actual 'Rip Off,' you would have been a statistic. Don't give a thief an opportunity to rip 

you off. Lock it up!"  The cards have spaces for officers to identify the applicable 

security/safety violation, such as "your door unlocked," "your valuables left in plain 

view," or "equipment not secured." A blank space allows officers to make additional 

comments. The purpose of this program was to encourage students to be more security 

conscious and alert them of possible situations where they could have become a victim.  

Results indicated that the program resulted in a savings of $50,000 per calendar year of 

1992 in stolen goods.  Also, the program encouraged the notion that everyone can help 

prevent crime.   

Interpersonal violence such as sexual assault, stalking and relationship violence 

can be a significant source of crime for students (Marcus & Swett, 2003).  In trying to 

understand interpersonal violence among college students, Marcus and Swett (2003) 

found divided precursors into two categories: risk precursors (i.e., thoughts or behaviors 

that increase the likelihood of violence), and prevention precursors (i.e., thoughts or 

behaviors that decrease the likelihood of violence). The researchers found that gender 

was significantly related to violent crime perpetration in specific situations, with males 

being more prone than females to fight in a scenario-like situation (e.g., in a bar or off 

campus). 
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 Though all violence on campus is a significant issue, the crime of sexual assault 

as it relates to students within a university has been a significant topic of concern lately 

(Burn, 2008). In trying to understand how sexual assault can be prevented, Burn suggests 

that a number of criteria have to be met. First, Burn states that bystanders must notice the 

event taking place.  Then, the bystander must believe it is an event that merits interaction.  

If those criteria are met, the bystander must then believe in taking responsibility to help, 

figure out how to help, and, finally, intervene to have an impact.   

 In her study, Burn found that almost 25% of women students are survivors of rape 

or sexual assault, and that the victim typically knew who the offender was. Results 

indicated that bystanders would be more likely to intervene if the individuals knew the 

victim or the perpetrator.  

While the crime of rape within a college is increasing in awareness, typical crime 

prevention efforts regarding this crime, such as educational programs about rape, as well 

as self-defense training classes, are useful, but inadequate alone in preventing this crime. 

Establishing more situational specific methods for crime prevention, as advocated by 

SCP may be incredibly useful to preventing this crime. 

 

Fear of Crime on Campus  

 According to Rader (2004), fear of crime can be divided into three components:  

1) emotional component or fear of crime; 2) cognitive component or perceived risk of 

victimization; and 3) behavioral components classified into constrained behaviors leading 

to an overall consideration of the threat of victimization. As such, it is believed that 

vulnerability to criminal victimization, the experience of victimization, and the social 
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environment all impact fear of crime. Rader (2004) claimed that it is time for new 

development. Indeed, earlier researchers would look at fear of crime in generalized terms, 

such as survey questions asking how safe students feel going out at night by themselves. 

Such questions are too simplistic and do not consider offense-specific levels of fear and, 

therefore, do not weigh the severity of criminal victimization. Rader (2004) also deviated 

from previous researchers who considered fear of crime as the emotional indicator and 

the dependent variable, or perceived risk as the cognitive variable.  

 Rader (2004) also considered how prior victims utilize their cognitive response to 

the threat of victimization more so than the emotional or behavioral response because 

prior victims now assess their chances of being victimized; conversely, non-victims 

consider the emotional response more so than behavioral or cognitive responses to the 

threat of victimization because of never having faced victimization.  

 Wilcox, Jordan, and Pritchard (2007) found that women are typically far more 

fearful of crime than are their male counterparts within several realms of crime. In 

establishing this, the researchers identified three categories of questions relating to the 

respondents’ most recent stalking, physical assault, or sexual assault experiences by 

someone whom they did not know, or by someone known to the participant, such as an 

acquaintance.  The authors found that 35.6% of the female survey respondents had 

experienced stalking, physical assault, and/or sexual victimization while enrolled at the 

university. Furthermore, 24.9% experienced a single type of victimization, 8.7% 

experienced two of the three types of victimization, and 1.4% experienced all three types 

of victimization. Additionally, Wilcox et al. (2007) found that 15.5% of respondents 

experienced sexual victimization by an acquaintance, with physical assault being the least 
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common at 1.3%. Looking specifically at fear of crime on campus, 15.5% of respondents 

in the study indicated that they felt the campus was unsafe, indicating that despite being 

victimized, some students may still believe the campus to be a safe place (as almost 36% 

of the students had experience victimization). 

 Fear of crime on campus is a complex issue, with variations among 

demographics such as race, age, sex, and contextual factors like neighborhood or campus 

characteristics. (Jennings, Gover & Pudrzynska, 2007). Jennings et al. (2007) found that 

86% of a sample of criminology undergraduate students at a southeastern university 

reported being concerned about being victimized; however, when looking at sexual 

victimization, such as exposure or grabbing of body parts, the concern for such incidents 

rose to 95%.  

Jennings and colleagues also found that students who report higher levels of 

constrained behaviors (e.g., carrying keys defensively or asking a friend to walk with 

them, as well as carrying mace) report more perceived fear of crime. Students were 

surveyed regarding categories of safety relating to safety while on campus, safety at 

campus during the nighttime, and safety relating to whether or not the university has 

implemented sufficient security measures. The authors found that students are more 

fearful of crime during the night than during the day on campus.  They also found that 

females feel less safe at night on campus than do males.  

King (2009) also found that women report significantly higher percentages of fear 

of crime. King (2009) attributed specific behaviors to women who keep their purses close 

to them because of awareness of the possibility of purse snatchers, indicating a desire to 

actively prevent their own victimization. King (2009) claimed that site-specific examples, 
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such as overgrown vegetation, blind spots with relation to buildings, poor lighting, and 

overgrown vegetation, among others, can increase fear of crime.  

When looking at college and universities, it is crucial to examine characteristics 

specific to CPTED and SCP that have established efficacy in decreasing crime on campus 

and otherwise (King, 2009). Indeed, overgrown vegetation, lack of adequate lighting, and 

lack of properly implemented transportation systems allowing an individual to hide may 

significantly heighten the fear of crime among university students and staff members.  

 

Situational Crime Prevention on Campus 

Lee (2010) posited why universities are prime targets for SCP strategies. 

Considering that criminal events and victimization experiences can be related to specific 

contextual elements (e.g., vulnerability, physical design, and surveillability), the 

situational context for crime is grounded in an understanding that the motivation for 

criminal offending is not always deeply rooted within an individual. At the same time, 

Lee (2010) proposed that policy-changing strategies should be circumvented around 

theory and based on evidence in contemporary knowledge to lead to an effective SCP 

strategy. 

 Farina (2009) found much evidence of SCP relating to universities. Farina (2009), 

through the U.S. Department of Education, reported that 30,204 burglaries, 2,833 

aggravated assaults, 4,910 motor vehicle thefts, 1,935 robberies, and 2,698 forcible sex 

offenses occurred on United States college campuses. Though at first glance these 

numbers seem high, in reality, they are lower in comparison to city-level crime numbers.  
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Farina (2009) found that college students and campuses using SCP tactics 

experience less victimization and are less fearful of crime. In addition, Farina (2009) 

stated that student SCP is significantly related to property crime and overall crime; 

however, Farina found that as a student utilizes SCP tactics more often, the likelihood of 

being a victim of overall crime and property crime is increased. Furthermore, Farina 

(2009) found that school SCP and perceived risk was significantly and negatively related 

to a student’s fear of victimization. The more SCP that the school showed, the less fear of 

victimization among students; school SCP tactics also resulted in decreased fear and risk 

of victimization among students (Farina, 2009). 

  The safety of college students marginally relates to Part 1 index crimes that can be 

found through the Bureau of Justice Statistics. SCP poses an effective means to resolving 

crime issues on campus (Hummer, 2004). Hummer (2004) surveyed 2,500 students 

representing 581 university safety departments, using coding similar to that utilized 

through the FBI’s UCR, regarding their history of victimization by any of a variety of 

felony offenses, including murder/manslaughter, forcible sex offenses, robbery, 

aggravated assault, burglary, larceny/theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson throughout the 

United States. Hummer (2004) stated that the presence of more buildings leads to more 

issues of property offenses, as well as increases the overall crime-rate. Also, schools with 

criminal justice undergraduate and graduate programs have an overall lower crime rate, 

which supports the finding that having scholars within the discipline has an influence 

upon criminality within the school.  

 According to Hummer (2004), schools with less educated safety officers tend to 

have higher property-crime rates; however, significant support was not found for this 
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notion. Having an in-house law-enforcement agency that is more specific to the problems 

within a university can be much more beneficial to a university than outsourcing for 

security, law enforcement agencies, or private security that support higher levels of 

violent crime. Lastly, Hummer (2004) stated that institutions with blue-light phones have 

lower rates of violent crime than; on the other hand, institutions with more education 

programs have higher rates of violence. This may be due to data collection being 

conducted after “The Students Right to Know Act” implementation, which may not have 

given institutions sufficient time to fully develop and implement crime prevention 

strategies.  

Potter et al. (2011) stated that with the growing number of property crimes on 

campus, it can be seen why a focus on efforts significant to SCP are in place to help 

alleviate this issue, are subject to review, and are significant to the college town of 

Bloomington, IN, which has a population of 40,000 students during non-academic 

months and doubles to 80,000 students during the academic year. Potter et al. (2011) 

stated that data from the Indiana University Police Department from August 1, 1993 to 

July 31, 1994 was established with an emailed survey reaching out to the victims of bike 

theft, finding that increasing formal surveillance of bicycle areas could help alleviate the 

increase in bike theft.  

 Also significant, as it relates to SCP, natural surveillance could be enhanced by 

placement of bike racks in front of buildings or in front of dorms, where offenders could 

be more easily seen. Students who live on campus could store bikes indoors, thereby 

reducing the incidence of bike theft, as well as identify property that could prove 

significant in the recovery of stolen bicycles by students registering the bike with the 
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university police department. All of these techniques help to establish corresponding SCP 

tactics to help reduce the occurrence of bike theft to students, as well as an overall press 

toward a university more plentiful of SCP measures, which, in turn, can help alleviate 

property crime and decrease the overall crime rate.  

 Variation among crime type, location, time of day, and other factors can be found 

in students who are subject to victimization (Hasrt & Terance, 2011). Accoring to Harst 

and Terance (2011), this lays the ground for environmental factors that can play a key 

role into the context of preventing crime on campus. In addition, most crime occurrences 

to students are simple assaults, wherein the assailant is unknown, the typical victim is a 

male student reporting no injury, bystanders are present, and the incident typically occurs 

off campus. Furthermore, almost 63% of occurrences are included in the violent offenses 

category of the 10-year study. Hasrt/Harst and Terance (2011), in analyzing data from the 

National Crime Victimization Study (NCVS) from the years 1995 through 2005, found 

that aggravated assaults approximated 22% of student victimizations, with student 

robberies and sexual-assaults less common, with 9% and 6%, respectively. In addition, 

41% of students perceived the attacker to be under the influence of drugs or alcohol. 

Further, researchers have posited that most crime incidents occur during night-time 

hours, thereby suggesting that the risk of being caught in commission of a crime is lower 

during night-time. Hart and Terance (2011) also found that about 90% of violent crimes 

committed against students occurred off campus, suggest that off-campus crime is almost 

20 times that of on-campus crime, proposing that universities are much safer than 

portrayed by the media, and within many other contexts. Despite the high levels of safety 
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within a college or university setting, much research is still needed and will merit 

attention. 
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CHAPTER 3:  RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES 

 Much research has been focused on fear of crime, self-protective behavior, and 

crime prevention within schools, colleges, and universities. However, not as much 

research has been focused on the relationship of these variables with each other, 

including the influence of knowledge of SCP on these variables. Students, as well as 

parents, have an expectation of being safe while attending college institutions, as they 

should. Despite prior research, there are still gaps that the current study sought to address 

which related to fear of crime, self-protective behavior, and SCP among college students. 

Accordingly, this study tested several research questions and hypotheses to address these 

issues and fulfill current gaps within the relevant scientific literature. 

 Research Question 1: How does knowledge of SCP affect student behaviors on 

campus? In asking this question, this study sought to address levels of knowledge within 

SCP and whether there was an impact on student behavior on campus. Potentially, 

students who have more knowledge of SCP may exhibit less self-protective behaviors 

because they understand the lack of commonality of crimes on campus. Also, a 

realization can be foreseen that the college is doing something about crime prevention. 

There are three specific hypotheses for Research Question 1: 

Hypothesis 1: Students who have more knowledge of SCP will be less fearful of 

being victimized while on campus. Based on gaps within the relevant scientific literature,
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the purpose of this hypothesis was to address whether knowledge of SCP impacts fear of 

victimization on campus. Furthermore, previous researchers have suggested that SCP is 

very impactful in crime reduction; however, not so much within the area of fear of 

victimization, therefore, the researcher for the current study developed this hypothesis to 

assess if this is true. 

Hypothesis 2: Students who have more knowledge of SCP will exhibit less 

constrained behaviors while on campus. The current study sought to address whether 

knowledge of SCP influences constrained behaviors while on campus. Previous 

researchers have suggested that SCP deters crime (e.g., lights surrounding a once-

darkened area will deter offenders); however, the current research sought to establish 

simply having knowledge of SCP will effect student behavior while on campus.  

Hypothesis 3: Students who have more knowledge of SCP will believe that it is 

less common to be the victim of a crime while on campus. This study also sought to add 

evidence to the gaps in the relevant scientific literature relating to SCP and victimization. 

This hypothesis was developed with the logic that students who possess knowledge of 

SCP understand how unlikely it is to fall victim to a crime while on campus. Therefore, 

further evidence will be gained to address this issue.  

 Research Question 2: When controlling for other factors, what is the impact of 

knowledge of SCP on fear of victimization while on campus? Building on the hypotheses 

mentioned above, research question 2 will identify if an independent relationship exists 

between knowledge of Situational Crime Prevention and fear of victimization while 

controlling for other external factors. 
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Research Question 3: When controlling for other factors, what is the impact of 

knowledge of SCP on self-protective behaviors? Building on the hypotheses mentioned 

above, research question 3 will identify if an independent relationship exists between 

knowledge of Situational Crime Prevention and self-protective behaviors while 

controlling for other external factors. 

Research Question 4: How do students perceive the effectiveness of SCP 

programs on campus? Previous researchers have rarely established student’s perceptions 

of efficacy of SCP programs on campus. Therefore, the current study seeks to address 

this gap within the relevant scientific literature.
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CHAPTER 4:  METHODS 

 Data for the current study was collected through an email-administered student 

self-report survey.  The survey was developed and distributed through an online survey 

software company known as SurveyMonkey (see Appendix D for survey). The sampling 

frame included email addresses for all current students in April of 2014 at a large, 

southeastern public university.  In total, 25,025 students were included in the sampling 

frame.  Requests for voluntary participation in the survey were sent out to the entire 

student email list, with a follow-up request sent one week later. During the two weeks 

that data collection took place, a total of 1,707 students responded to the survey, with 

1,637 volunteering to participate.  This yielded a response rate of 6.82% and a 

participation rate of 6.54%. Even though this was a low participation rate, enough data 

were collected to perform the analysis.  Additionally, while low response rates generate 

concern regarding the generalizability of results, research has shown that differences 

between respondents and those who chose not to respond tend to be small (Kohut, Keeter,  

Doherty, Dimock,  & Christian, 2012). 

 Descriptive statistics for the overall sample are provided in Table 1. As can be 

seen from Table 1, 65% of the participants self-reported as being white students; the 

average age of the participants was 26, which is not surprising, considering the sample 

included undergraduate, graduate, and non-degree-seeking students typical of college 

demographics; 
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68% of the participants were female; and 77% of the sample reported being Non-

Hispanic. Finally, a majority of the participants reported that they mainly attended the 

Boca Raton campus of the university.    

Table 1: 

Descriptive Statistics for Participants 

 Cases Valid Percent Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Age 907  18 61 26.4598 9.58932 
Race 
White 
Non-white 

919 
599 
320 

 
65% 
35% 

  .6518 .46823 

Gender 
Male 
Female 

923 
299 
624 

 
32% 
68% 

  .6761 .46823 

Ethnicity: 
Hispanic 
Non-Hispanic 

915 
208 
707 

 
23% 
77% 

  .2273 .41933 

Criminal Justice 
Major 
Yes 
No 

917 
 

67 
825 

 
 

7% 
93% 

  .0731 .26038 

Criminal Justice/Sociology 
Urban Planning Major 
Yes 
No 

917 
 
 

92 
825 

 
 
 

10% 
90% 

  .1003 .30060 

Degree/Non Degree 
Yes 
No 

918 
882 
36 

 
96% 
4$ 

  1.0392 .19421 

Attend Boca Campus 
Yes 
No 

923 
867 
56 
 

 
94% 
6% 

 

  .9393 .23886 

Attend Davie Campus 
Yes 
No 

923 
269 
654 

 

 
29% 
71% 

 

  .2914 .45467 

Night Classes (Yes) 114 12%   .1235 .32920 
Day Classes (Yes) 472 51%   .5114 .50014 
Online Classes (Yes) 21 2%   .0228 .14919 
Night/Online Classes (Yes) 190 20%   .2059 .40454 
Day/Online Classes (Yes) 566 61%   .6132 .48728 
Class Rank 889    3.4882 1.11910 
Degree 
Non-Degree 

882 
36 

96% 
4% 

  1.0392 .19421 
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 The researcher for this study analyzed the data using IBM's SPSS 21 statistical 

software. The researcher performed a variety of statistical analyses, including 

correlations, frequencies, t-tests, reliability analyses, factory analyses, and OLS 

regression.  Based on the research questions, as well as the specific hypotheses, the 

researcher for this study developed several independent variables (IVs) and dependent 

variables (DVs), and discusses these below.      

Independent and Dependent Variables 

Fear of Victimization.   

 Fear of victimization was utilized as a DV and an IV, depending upon which 

hypothesis was being tested.  Fear of victimization was measured through the survey with 

the ability for the student to answer multiple questions under the conformity of the initial 

questions, such as, “During the day-time hours of campus, how afraid were you of the 

following crime-related incidents?” Also, “During the night-time hours of campus, how 

afraid were you of the following crime-related incidents?” After each of these questions 

was a list of sub-questions, to which participants responded that they were “not at all 

afraid,” “less afraid,” “more afraid,” or “very afraid” of the victimization incidents listed. 

Incidents such as being victim of a property crime, a personal crime, having items stolen 

from their vehicle, and being sexually assaulted, among others, were sub-categorical 

questions that were asked of the respondents. Each of these responses was coded from 0-

4 to determine a level of fear of victimization, with a score of 4 indicating a higher fear of 

being victimized for that item. 

  Factor and reliability analyses were conducted on daytime fear of victimization 

measures and separately for nighttime fear of victimization measures to determine if all 
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of the questions created to measure fear of victimization were in fact measuring a single 

factor to be identified as “fear of victimization” (for day and night time).  The factor 

analyses (and scree plots) revealed that all items were loading onto only one factor for 

day and nighttime fear of victimization, indicating that the items utilized to build each 

scale were successfully measuring an individual concept- fear of victimization. 

Level of Knowledge of Situational-Crime Prevention 

 Level of knowledge of SCP was assessed though the email survey using a variety 

of questions relating to SCP.  Questions were taken from a test bank used in an 

undergraduate course on the topic, and were slightly altered to decrease the level of 

difficulty. Questions measured a range of knowledge regarding the ideas utilized in SCP, 

included the following: 

• “Situational-crime prevention assumes that offenders are rational individuals?” 

• “Situational-crime prevention tactics, such as Lojack tracking systems are an example 

of what?” 

• “Crime reduction programs may produce short-term positive effect, but benefits then 

dissipate as criminals adjust to new conditions. This phenomenon is known as ____?”  

Questions were either multiple choice or true/false.  Once responses were collected, 

in order to develop a measure of knowledge regarding SCP for each participant, 

responses were then recoded to determine the student’s amount of knowledge, with a 0 

indicating incorrect and a 1 indicating a correct response.  Overall, there were 12 SCP 

questions utilized in the survey; therefore, the final Knowledge of SCP variable could 

range from 0-12 for each participant, with a score of 12 indicating the highest level of 

knowledge.  
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Personal and Vicarious Victimization Experiences  

 Students’ personal and vicarious victimization experiences were also assessed 

through the survey. Questions such as “Have you ever been the victim of a property 

crime? (A property rime being offenses such as burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle 

theft and arson),” or “Have you ever known of someone to be the victim of a personal 

crime as well as did this event ever happen on campus?” were utilized.  Answers were 

then coded with 0 = No and 1 = Yes to the corresponding questions. All of the definitions 

regarding specific crimes measured were retrieved from the Bureau of Justice Statistics 

(BJS) website.  

Likelihood of Crime Victimization on Campus 

 Students were asked to rate the likelihood of being victimized on campus. 

Responses ranged from 1 = not likely at all to 4 = very likely.   

Self-Protective Behaviors 

 The following questions within the survey related to students’ self-protective 

behaviors while on campus and were measured using a scale of likelihood. Students were 

asked to self-report the likelihood of utilizing various self-protective behaviors using the 

following responses: 0 = not at all likely, 1 = less likely, 2 = more likely, and 3 = very 

likely. Scores for each participant were summed resulting in a minimum score of 7 and 

the maximum of 28, providing a fairly wide range of scores involving likeliness to 

engage in self-protective behaviors (and providing a more sensitive analysis). This 

category of behaviors can be closely categorized within constrained behaviors; however, 

was more suited with the title self-protective behaviors considering the behaviors are 

more befitting of personal safety against crime.  
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 The following are a few of the questions related to self-protective behaviors: How 

likely is it that you will travel with a friend to your vehicle for the purpose of safety? 

How likely is it that you will avoid a specific area of campus due to fear for your safety? 

How likely is it that you will base your selection of classes to day-time hours instead of 

night-time hours due to concerns for safety? (Night-time hours being any classes starting 

6:00P.M. or later). 

   

Crime-Prevention Programs Available On Campus 

 Separate survey questions were designed to assess diverse notions pertaining to 

awareness of crime-prevention programs available to FAU students. One example is as 

follows: “Were you aware that FAU has a Night Owls Program that provides students 

with night-time transportation from 7 p.m. to 11 p.m. to and from anywhere on campus 

are available for free Monday through Friday?”  Participants could respond yes or no, 

with “yes” coded as 1 and “no” coded as 0. 

 If the student indicated “Yes,” they were then asked: “Have you ever used this 

service?” If the student had used the service, they were then asked: “Does the availability 

of this service make you feel safer while on campus?” with the option for open ended 

feedback regarding the students perceived effectiveness of the program.  

   

Perceptions of Crime-Prevention Measures 

 Questions were derived on perceptions of crime-prevention measures on campus 

regarding lighting, security cameras, security personnel, as well as blue-light phones. The 
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questions were recoded with 0 = there is not enough, 1 = it is adequate, 2 = there is too 

much of the specific measure.  

 

Control Variables 

Crime Incidents on Campus 

Unfortunately, in the semester prior to the research being conducted, there was a 

series of incidents on and around the study campus involving robberies and shootings.  In 

order to account for the potential effect these events may have had on the respondents, 

the survey asked the participants how they were affected by the events. The question 

asked: “How have the recent reports of robberies and shootings on and near the Boca 

Raton campus in October of 2013 affected you feelings of victimization?” Respectively, 

the participated could have chosen: “I feel more likely that I will be victimized,” “My 

feelings of being victimized have not changed,” or “I was unaware of these events until 

just now.”  

Consider Crime on Campus 

 Participants were asked as yes/no question regarding whether or not they 

considered crime on campus when deciding which university to attend. 

Frequency on Campus 

 Students were asked to estimate how much time they spend on campus each 

week.  Possible responses included: Never- All Classes Online, 1 day a week, 2 days a 

week, 3 days a week, 4 days a week, 5 or more days a week, or I Live on Campus. 
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Type of Classes 

 Students were also asked what types of classes they MAINLY registered for: 

Online, Night Classes, or Day Classes (ending before 7pm). 

Mass Media Influence 

 When dealing with crime and the perceptions of individuals relating to crime, the 

media almost always plays a factor within this scenario. Therefore, the researcher 

developed a question such as. “How much time do you spend purposely viewing crime-

related media each week? By indicating 1 hour or less, 1-5 hours, 6-10 hours, or more 

than 10 hours further evidence can be gained on how much of an impact media has on 

fear of victimization. 
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Table 2: 

Measures of Central Tendency for Variables 

Measures N Min. Max. Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Daytime Fear of Crime 1425 9.0 36.0 16.4330 6.28087 
Nighttime Fear of Crime 1425 9.00 36.0 22.3460 7.97655 
All Fear of Crime 1425 18.00 72.00 38.7789 13.25292 
Self-Protective Behaviors 956 7.00 28.00 18.1109 6.01936 
(SCP) Scale 994 1.00 11.00 5.9416 1.59513 
Personal or Property Victimization for Individual 989 .00 1.00 .5288 .49942 
Any victimization anywhere personal or property 989 .00 1.00 .5288 .49942 
Summed awareness of (SCP) programs 954 .00 5.00 3.1373 1.09325 
Did you consider crime on campus when choosing a 
college? 

923 .00 1.0 .2654 .44181 

Have you heard of (SCP) before this survey? 923 .00 1.00 .2546 .43587 
Perceptions of (SCP) on campus 923 4.00 12.00 6.1495 1.50392 
How much knowledge do you have of (SCP)? 994 1.00 10.00 4.3893 2.39425 
How much time do you spend purposely viewing crime-
related media? 

917 1.00 4.00 1.6041 .79250 

How common do you think it is that students will be the 
victim of a crime while on campus? 

1373 
 

1.00 4.00 2.3074 .75414 

Frequency on campus? 923 1.00 2.00 1.0392 .19421 
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CHAPTER 5:  RESULTS 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Research Question 1: How does knowledge of Situational Crime Prevention affect 

student behaviors on campus? The researcher evaluated Research Question 1 via 

Hypotheses 1-3, via Pearson correlation and found all to be significant and correlated.  

Hypothesis 1: Students who have more knowledge of situational-crime prevention 

will show less fear of being victimized while on campus. The researcher assessed 

Hypothesis 1 via a Pearson correlation and found a correlation coefficient of -.115**.  

Hypothesis 2: Students who have more knowledge of situational crime prevention 

will show less constrained behaviors at campus. The current hypothesis was tested 

through a Pearson correlation and resulted in a correlation coefficient of -.068*. This 

correlation was significant at the .05 level.  

Hypothesis 3: Students who have more knowledge of situational-crime prevention 

will think it is less common to be the victim of a crime while on campus. The researcher 

tested this hypothesis using a Pearson correlation and found a coefficient of -.083*. This 

correlation was significant at the .05 level of significance that students who have more 

knowledge of SCP will feel it is less common to be the victim of a crime while on 

campus.  

Research Question 2: When controlling for other factors, what is the impact of 

knowledge of Situational Crime Prevention on fear of victimization on campus? The  

researcher assessed Research Question 2 using OLS linear regression analysis and found
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 the adjusted R square was .127 or 12.7% of the variance for daytime fear of 

victimization was explained by factors within the model.  Gender was significant 

(b=2.212, p<.001). Race was significant (b=-1.472, .p<.001). Also, significant is 

choosing crime on campus with (b=1.266, p<.01).  Accordingly, when considering crime-

related media (b=.599, p<.05) remains significant, perceptions of SCP on campus find 

(b=-.743, p<.01). However, when looking at knowledge of SCP (b=-.233, p=.051) 

finding that there is no longer significance. Finally, when looking at personal or property 

victimization anywhere at the individual level (b=.946, p<.05).   

Table 3: 

Research Question 2:  OLS Regression Daytime Fear of Victimization 

Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig. 

Male/Female 2.212 .414 .168 5.344 .000 
White/Non-
White 

-1.472 .404 -.114 -3.639 .000 

(SCP) Scale -.233 .119 -.061 -1.954 .051 
Consideration 
of crime on 
campus 

1.266 .439 .091 2.883 .004 

Awareness of 
(SCP) 
programs 

-3.42 .177 -.061 -1.930 .054 

Crime-related 
media 

.599 .242 .077 2.479 .013 

Perceptions of 
(SCP) on 
campus 

-.743 .130 -.181 -5.703 .000 

Personal or 
Property 
victimization 
anywhere 

.946 .387 .077 2.447 .015 

 

When looking at nighttime fear of victimization for research question 2, the 

adjusted R square-.380 or 38% of factors were explained in the model. Furthermore, all 

the remaining variables were significant except for knowledge of SCP with (b=-.323, 
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p=.015) and any victimization anywhere for a sole individual, with (b=.915, p=.130). 

Therefore, the researcher accepted the null hypothesis that fewer factors are relevant to 

knowledge of SCP and fear of victimization. 

Table 4: 

Research Question 2:  OLS Regression Nighttime Fear of Victimization 

Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig. 

Male/Female 3.838 .462 .227 8.312 .000 
White/Non-
White 

-.119 .448 -.007 -.266 .791 

Hispanic 1.576 .508 .083 3.104 .002 
(SCP) 
knowledge 
scale 

-.323 .508 -.065 -2.441 .015 

Did you 
consider crime 
on campus? 

1.985 .132 .111 4.096 .000 

Awareness of 
(SCP) 
programs 
available 

-.601 .198 -.082 -3.036 .002 

Crime-related 
media 

.594 .268 .059 20212 .027 

Perceptions of 
(SCP) on 
campus 

-.980 .148 -.185 -6.639 .000 

Personal or 
Property 
victimization 
anywhere for 
individual 

.915 .604 .041 1.514 .130 

Commonality 
of students 
being victim to 
a crime on 
campus? 

4.056 .297 .384 13.673 .000 

 

Research Question 3: When controlling for other factors, what is the impact of 

knowledge of Situational Crime Prevention on self-protective behaviors? The researcher 

tested Research Question 3 with OLS linear regression and found an adjusted R square of 

.404 or 40.4% if the variance is explained within the factors of the model. All factors 
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relating to perceptions of SCP on campus and fear of victimization were found to be 

significant, except for level of knowledge of SCP (b=-.009, p=.929), as well as 

perceptions or commonality of falling victim to a crime while on campus (b=.190, 

p=.177). 

Table 5: 

Research Question 3: OLS Regression Self-Protective Behaviors 

Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig. 
Male/Female 2.995 .355 .237 8.434 .000 
White/Non-
White 

-.749 .338 -.060 -2.214 .027 

Hispanic .177 .377 .013 .469 .639 
Age -.010 .019 -.017 -.546 .585 
Class Rank -.212 .160 -.040 -1.328 .185 
(SCP) 
knowledge 
scale 

-.009 .100 -.002 -.089 .929 

Did you 
consider crime 
on campus? 

1.580 .366 .118 4.314 .000 

Perceptions of 
(SCP) on 
campus 

-.369 .114 -.093 -3.223 .001 

Commonality 
of students 
being victim to 
a crime on 
campus? 

.337 .249 .043 1.352 .177 

All fear of 
victimization 

.190 .015 .416 12.387 .000 

 

Research Question 4: How do students perceive the effectiveness of Situational 

Crime Prevention programs on campus? The researcher analyzed Research Question 4 

through feedback from study participants. Upon closer examination of lighting on 

campus, the researcher found that 49% of students felt there was not enough lighting on 

the FAU campus at the time this study was conducted; 50% of the participants felt 

campus lighting was adequate. Regarding security cameras, 48% felt there were not 
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enough, while 50% felt that the amount present was adequate. When looking at security 

personnel, 59% felt there was not enough, while 39% felt it was adequate. When looking 

at blue-light phones, 35% of participants felt there were not enough, while, 64% felt it 

was adequate. Just under 2% and below of participant relating all crime-prevention 

measures felt there were too many in place. The results indicated that students were split 

between there being enough lighting and security cameras present verses not enough of 

either. However, according to study participants, there was not enough security 

personnel, but, there were enough blue-light phones on campus.  

Currently, many various crime-prevention services are available to students at 

FAU. For example, the Night Owls Program is a program available to students from 

7p.m. to 11p.m. Monday through Friday free of charge. The researcher for this study 

found that 76% of students had heard of this program, while 24% had not. Furthermore, 

39% of students reported having used this service; while, 61% had not. Lastly, students 

were given a chance to answer “Does the availability of this service make you feel safer 

while on campus? Students reported that 68% did indeed feel this program made them 

feel safer; although 32% did not feel the program made a different relating to feelings of 

safety. So, the overall consensus can be made that relating to the Night Owls Program, 

FAU is getting the word out about relating the programs ex, that students do feel safer, 

while at the same time, about one out of four students actually have ever used the 

program.  

Rape Aggression Defense for Women is a class that is devoted to self-defense 

techniques and tactics for female students at FAU. The results of the current study 

indicated that 26% of students were not aware of this program, while, 74% not aware this 
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program was available. Furthermore, 6% of students reported having used this program 

previously, while 94% reported never having used it. Lastly, 55% of participants reported 

that this program does indeed make them feel safer, while 45% do not. When looking 

closer at this service, there needs to be more knowledge spread about the program and 

even though male students got to respond to the question overall students do feel safer 

with this program at campus.  

Blue-light phones that are directly linked to the campus police department are 

located in many areas of the university to assist students at a time of emergency. The 

results of this study indicated that 88% of students knew about these phones, while, 12% 

did not. Furthermore, 97% of participants reported having had to use these phones before, 

while 3% have not. The results of the study indicated that 76% of students did indeed feel 

these phones make them feel safer while on campus, while the remaining 24% did not. 

Overall, students are in support of having these phones; though there use has been very 

minimal.  

The Victim Advocate Program at FAU offers students an opportunity to manage 

and understand their emotional and physical reactions to a situation, whether the situation 

happened on or off campus, for free. Participants reported that 33% knew about this 

program, while 67% did not. Furthermore, 3% of students reported ever having had to 

use this service, although 97% have not. Lastly, 49% of students felt this program made 

them feel safer, while 51% did not. When looking at the Victim Advocate Program, 

approximately one out of every three participants know it exists, students have 

marginally never used it, and students seem split between the factors of the program 

making them feel safer.
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CHAPTER 6:  DISCUSSION 

The current study tested control variables relating to prior research, thereby 

adding further evidence to research related to crime prevention. The study adds 

information to prior research reinforcing that students who are Non-White will indeed 

fear victimization more; also, female students will be more fearful of victimization than 

male counterparts and older students will actually fear victimization less.  

The current study supports that students who are on campus at night will fear 

victimization less, students who have been prior victimized will indeed fear victimization 

more, students who view more crime-oriented media such as television, newspaper, and 

otherwise will be more fearful of victimization. When looking at factors affecting self-

protective behaviors and students the study supports that students who feel victimization 

is more common will show more self-protective behaviors, and students who are on 

campus during the night will not affect student self-protective behaviors.  

When specifically examining the relationship between knowledge of situational 

crime prevention, perceptions of SCP on campus, and fear of crime, results of the 

regression analysis indicated that both were significantly related to fear of crime.  

Specifically, increased knowledge of SCP related to higher levels of fear of crime, 

whereas being satisfied with SCP on campus resulted in lower levels of fear of crime.  

This relationship may be due to the fact that overall, respondent found
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the level of SCP utilization on campus to be inadequate.  Additionally, students aware of 

SCP, and aware that it was not implemented as well as possible on campus may in turn 

naturally be fearful of victimization. 

 The current study possessed an optional section that was left for student responses 

in accordance with some of the questions on crime-prevention programs at FAU. 

Questions such as: “Does the availability of Night Owls Service make you feel safer 

while on campus?” “Does the availability of the Victim Advocate Program make you feel 

safer while on campus?” The researcher allotted comment spaces for questions such as 

these to gain a better understanding of how the participants felt about this 

service/program.  

 Overall, relating to the Night Owls Program, participants supported the program; 

however, as with many programs, issues still remain present. First, “they are always 

super late and you stand outside waiting a long time in the dark” was reported by more 

than one participant. Furthermore, comments like, “they don’t show up when called 

sometimes or they don’t answer the phone,” as well as, “still have to wait for the shuttle 

in dark areas.” So, considering the aspect that students have to wait in dark areas, which 

is completely contrary to SCP, including reoccurring issue that students have trouble 

reaching the service, indicates that improvements can be made. Considering much of the 

feedback from participants, there is still room to improve lighting on campus, as well as 

reaching the service when needed. Perhaps more individuals to answer the phones need to 

be examined, as well as potential shuttle stations, where students could rally together in a 

safe place to wait for the transportation assistance. Utilizing student feedback through the 

42 
 



 

classroom and perhaps another survey aimed more at crime-prevention program and 

improvements upon them could be a unique direction for future research.  

 When looking at the Rape Aggression Defense for Women program, 75% of 

participants were unaware this program existed. Therefore, FAU is seemingly not getting 

the word out relating to the availability of this program. Accordingly, participants were 

very supportive of the program, stating that:  “Now that I know, I will sign up for the 

course,” “I like that FAU offers this, however, I wish it were advertised in a better way,” 

“If I had not taken this survey, I would have never known,” and “I would like to see more 

awareness spread about the issue on our campuses.” Responses also ranged from, “I go to 

the Jupiter campus, so I don’t think they have it there” and “if other women are able to 

protect themselves while on campus, this will deter attackers from myself, as well.”  

There is not enough information being spread about the program from the Boca 

Raton campus, to Jupiter, to all others, for that matter, even though students do support it. 

Even if the program is based upon availability which could posit why campuses other 

than Boca do not have scheduled times for the program, the word is still not getting to the 

students relating information to it. When looking at the program, Rape Aggression 

Defense for Women improvements should be focused on getting information to the 

students relating the program. Flyers and posters could be spread around the school, more 

surveys could be administered relating crime-prevention services/programs such as this 

one and a section relating crime-prevention and safety can be required within the student 

syllabus that each student receives. Students are required to agree to the terms of the 

syllabus when taking classes, so it would make perfect sense to include crime-prevention 

information regarding these program and services to “help keep students safe.”  
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 When looking at blue-light phones on campus, 76% of students felt that having 

these phones made them feel safer while on campus and many more than that were aware 

of them on campus. Though students were in support of having these phones, a lot of 

issues still merit attention. First, comments such as “they look run down,” “there should 

be more,” “the emergency phones are not targeted in the right areas,” “when I tried to use 

one it was not working, had to walk around looking for another one until I found a 

student who let me borrow her cellphone to call for help,” and “if they work properly, 

yes.” So, it can be noted that during the time of a real emergency, students will have 

many issues with these phones and, most significantly, an issue if they are not working. 

Clearly, improvements can be made regarding these phones, such as location, the number 

of phones readily available, and proper maintenance. In the case of an emergency time 

can be everything and if the condition and abundance of these phones or more so lack of 

abundance exists, then something needs to be done before someone has to be deemed a 

victim.  

 When attention is given to the Victim Advocate program, just under 70% of 

participants knew this program was available. Relating to the matter of expectations of 

safety, students seemed to be split. Students’ responses seem to be more negative, with 

consideration that this is an “after-the-fact” type of program, though, laying consideration 

to that support can be noted. Students stated “safer, not necessarily. But I’m glad to hear 

that an effort is being made to assimilate victims back to their lives,” “I did not know 

about it,” or “wasn’t aware of it,” as well as one student who commented that “I know 

someone who went through this program and did not like it. Plus, the counseling center is 

woefully uninformed about the needs of LBGT people when it comes to safety and 
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knowledge.” Improvements can be made upon the program to having more skilled 

workers within the program, putting more effort into spreading the word about the 

program, perhaps through posters or flyers. Though students marginally support all of 

these program/services, improvements can always be made and more effort can be put 

toward getting the information out to students relating to crime-prevention efforts at 

FAU.  

Limitations 

 As it can be noted, with many existing survey limitations always exist; 

accordingly, this study was no different. When looking at research methodology, it is 

crucial to consider the response rate within the sample. Therefore, emailed surveys 

typically rank very low within this spectrum of analysis. The survey at hand of Crime 

Prevention at FAU was no different with a response rate just under 4%.  

 However, though a very low response rate even for an online type questionnaire, 

this does not mean the sample was not representative of the population. Lambert and 

Miller (2014) posited that despite low response rates, this issue may not be as severe as 

once thought. Are the surveys still representative? Lambert and Miller (2014) claimed 

that indeed, they still can be by the study conducted that tested responses of graduating 

seniors from 2000, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, and then again in 2010 to determine 

significant differences. Lambert and Miller (2014) argued that though email addresses 

may be out of date, bad contact information apparent, among other factors relating to 

survey response rate, the results of the data were not biased or unrepresentative, finding 

that even though lower response rates may be apparent, this does not conclude lack of 

representativeness.     
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 Limitations did exist when consideration was focused on the formal processes 

required of the approval and distribution of the survey itself. From administrative 

blockage to extensively drawn out review of the study that involved committees and 

administration, approval, among others, the process of experimentation was very long 

and strenuous. All of this revolves around the notion of time:  Time is money and time 

could have influenced the potential of policies within the university much sooner without 

these administrative roadblocks. Though necessary, the study could have been expedited 

much quicker. Furthermore, as it can be noted within Goyder (1986), that with all 

surveys, respondents can lie and seemingly fake their responses within the survey 

skewing results and providing inaccuracies within research.  

 Further limitations exist when looking at survey research and validity, as they can 

be noted through the works of Porter 2011). Subsequently, Porter (2011) claimed that 

many limitations within surveys of college students finding that the study at hand is just 

as subjective as any other, resulting in limitations that actually exist, such as college 

students maintaining a belief that they can respond accurately to information about self-

behaviors and attitudes, however; evidence from the standard model of human cognition 

as well as survey responses suggest otherwise.  

 According to Porter (2011), issues within comprehension exist, such as whether 

students can understand common words or phrases and whether that understanding is the 

same across different age populations. For example, have you as a student discussed your 

test with your colleagues? Issus may arise when looking at the word “discussion,” like, 

what is a discussion? Is a discussion a two-minute conversation with your friend on how 

well you did? Is it a one-hour-long conversation with a group of your colleagues going 
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over the questions? One student may interpret this question from the other, which will 

skew the results of research and lower the validity of the research, as well.  

 Furthermore, Porter (2011) argued that existing research suggests that college 

students have issues even answering simple questions. For example, a student may be 

asked a question regarding the student’s hair color, or even weight. At first glance, this is 

a clear question; however, when analyzed deeply, is the true or (valid) answer the 

student’s hair color at the time of the question? Is it the student’s natural hair color? Or, 

even students’ weight responses can be skewed. What type of scale was used to weigh the 

student? How long ago did the student weigh themselves?  

 Furthermore, Porter (2011) claimed that female students tend to report weighing 

less than they actually do. Thus, Porter (2011) reviewed a phenomenon deemed the 

“correlation fallacy.” As Porter (2011) suggested, in relation to this correlation fallacy, 

“high correlations can make large differences within measures,” which, in gauging results 

of data, can yield a significant difference within the results. It is always crucial to 

maintain validity within any study; however, when dealing with surveys, a flaw is that 

part of the cost of the type of experimentation utilized. It has been found when dealing 

with surveys that they can be very high on external validity, but, low on internal validity. 

So, it is crucial to establish that the questions are organized in a very simple manner to 

ensure the most valid responses have been generated. 

 Surveys, such as Crime Prevention at FAU, tend not to be excluded, as well as 

many others, typically ask respondents time-dated questions that establish issues within 

limitations. The student’s mind is of a complex source in data retrieval crucial for many 

surveys. The most prominent result desired, as Porter (2011) stated, was that researchers 
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typically desire students to retrieve information similar to the following manner. First, to 

scan the acquired period of time; next, retrieve all relevant information; and, finally, 

count the number of events the researcher desires to input to the survey question. 

However, when relating to surveys, Porter (2011) claimed that the desired outcome is 

much more different than the actual outcome that participants are more likely to take. 

  Research within the realm of memory retrieval through Bradburn, Rips, and 

Shevell (1987) claimed that memories may not be fully encoded, that even if they are 

fully encoded, they may not be retrieved to the fullest extent, and to be even more 

instrumental is the element of individuals having issues with assigning dates to 

memories. Limitations exist with any experiment or research project, and the experiment 

at hand, as well as surveys in general, are no exception. Therefore, it is crucial for future 

research to improve upon these limitations in order to further expand and improve 

scientific knowledge.  

Future Research 

As always, a question may exist as to what now? Or, what do we do from this 

point? From here, future research could look at other universities to answer the question 

of how applicable this is to other student populations. When looking at large-scale 

universities, such as FAU, or otherwise, that maintain a student population of around 

30,000, many similar questions that were found through the administered survey can be 

asked to determine if there is a significant variance of responses. When consideration is 

drawn to other applicable universities.  

Accordingly, analysis of the effectiveness of crime-prevention programs could be 

considered at other universities. Perhaps many of these same programs in operation at 
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FAU could be well utilized at other universities. Also, significant to note, how well 

emailed surveys on crime-prevention work at other universities relating to the experiment 

at hand. Questions could be answered, such as are students more involved with campus 

crime in general across different universities? Future research could be directed at a 

comparison of the responses from one university to the next regarding a survey similar to 

the one used in this study. All of this information could add to the knowledge bank 

regarding crime-prevention at universities, as well as many other contexts. Looking 

forward, surveys could be conducted within a classroom-type setting to reevaluate the 

response rate and further test validity. With a basically guaranteed higher response rate, 

responses could then be measured and evaluated on any variances with comparison to the 

results of this study. Did the responses to the survey indeed significantly change? In 

comparing the results between surveys, further evidence evaluating lower response rates 

in relation to online surveys could merit attention.   

Conclusion 

The researcher for this study collected data relating to crime prevention at FAU 

and found various results. Some were hypothesized, and others were not. A general 

consensus relating to crime-prevention programs that are indeed more profoundly 

publicized does its job. Students were much more aware of blue-light phones because 

they had seen them on campus, and students were more aware of the Night Owls Service 

because they had seen the golf carts late at night. A less-clear picture can be noted when 

looking at programs that are not publicized so proficiently. Also, when looking at fear of 
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victimization and many other variables, many factors were in common with fearing 

victimization, while others were not supported or significant. So, what can be said about 

crime-prevention and FAU now, after the current study?  
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Table 7: 

All Fear of Victimization Reliability Analysis 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha N of Items 

.960 18 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. All fear of victimization factor analysis.
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Table 8:  

Daytime Fear of Victimization Reliability Analysis 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha N of Items 

.932 9 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Daytime fear of victimization factor analysis.
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Table 9:  

Nighttime Fear of Crime Reliability Analysis 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha N of Items 

.955 9 

 
 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Nighttime fear of crime factor analysis. 
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Table 10:  

Self-Protective Behaviors Reliability Analysis 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha N of Items 

.907 7 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Self-protective behaviors factor analysis.
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Table 11:  

SCP Knowledge Reliability Analysis 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha N of Items 

.050 12 

 

 

 

Figure 6. SCP knowledge factor analysis
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