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Executive Summary

The Youngstown State University campus communitu  was suaeveoasd daring
Spring Quarter 1983 to wmonitor opinions on the campus envirvornment ac it
relates to erime.  Faculbty, staff, administratorsy and elodents  fourrent,
grafuatedy, and withdrawn) were contacted by mail, by telephorney, and in
class and esked to participate. The major findings of ke =tudy were:

1, The campus communiby las npt limited their asctivities becanze  they
were afrald of crime on campuss

2. vy the past few years, people percelved theivr chances of  bheing
attacked or robbed as remaining the sames

3. Y&} die not dangercus encugh to think about dropping ocut owe finding
anciher jobsj

4. HMoust people on canpus have not been victimized;
9. HMany seriovs crimps are not reported to YSY Campus Securityd
4. Pasling decks and parking lots are believed to be unsafe abt niabtg

. e level of erime abt YSU is thought to be about the same 32 1Y waz  a
year or two agoi

8. Campus 1t believerd to be reasonably-to-somewbal sefe ab miahkt  for
penple nut alones

. YBU ie perceived i be less dangevous then downtown Youngsboond

1. COrime on campus is perceived to be worse than corime in bthe  suburbsi
and

11. Differing views of non-university pepple on  campus  euist! emplogoes
fesl  threatened but don’t want to restrict canpus entranics, mhile
female studentls feel less threatened but are more inclined to restrict
entrance to campus.
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Introduction

In the Spring of 1985y adwinistrators at Youngsfoun State University,
gz part of their continuing program te monitor opinien and preference in
the university community, conducted a study of crime oh campus. The study
precented the opportunity to eupand knowledge of the perceplionz of and
prablems with crime and safety on campus., The study methodology enployed a
combination of survey methods so that biases in uzsing some methods could be
understoeond by using data from another., A combination of self-administered
{in-class and mail) and telephone csurveys were utilizedd phone surveys
targeted several populations more likely to he the victims of certain

crimes.

Methodology

During Spring Quarter 1985, the Center for Urban Studies at  Youngstown
State University contacted four groups in the university communitby, includ-
ing: (1) currently enrolled students, (2} recent university graduates, {3}
students who had withdrawn, and (4) faculty, staff, and adwinistrators,

Currently enrolled =students were contacted throwah selecled classes
ang asked to participate; this group constituted the student base. In addi-
tion, three target groups of female students were survegsd by phonel
currently enrolled, gesaduated, and withdrawn. Femsles in  general may  be
targeted as  victims more often than males, and studuing these three groups
makes it possible to provide additicnal information en the experiences and
perceptions of females., Graduated and withdrawn femzle students were tar-
geted to determine if there were differences in the way former, as  compared

to currenty, students answered questions,



Surveys were sent to all full-time fagulty, staff, and administrators,
and limited-service faculty {(n=1,472) and &4Z were returned, making the
responcse rate for this group 45  percent. These surveys constituted the
employee base. Eighty courses out of approximately 1,830 were chosen in a
systematic random fashkionfll from the Spring 1985 Schedule of C(Classes
and surveys from 46 classes were returned, including over {,190@ self-admin-—
istered surveys, which made up the student base. In addition, three agroups
of women were targeted in the phkone survey segment of the research: cur-
rent, withdrawny, and graduated students. Names of female respondents were
drawn from ligts provided by the Registrar’s (Office. Some ZBE current
student, 98 graduate, and 143 withdrawn student surveds were completed.

(Place Table 1 Here.)

Initially, the demographics of the total student population and the
zample student group were compared to determine the representativeness of
the sample. Males were underreprecented by about & percenty and females
overrerresented by approximately 4 percent. Two percent didn’t indicate
their sey., The racial makeup of the student sample was almost identical to
the +total gopulation. Class rank subpopulations were diffarent from the
tpotal population as follows: 7.9 percent fewer freshmen, 2.8 percent more
sgphomoresy 5.8 percent more Juniors, 0.7 more seniorsy, and 8.5 percent
fewer graduate students.

{Place Takle I Here,:}

Employse total and sample populations were also compared. Males were
gverrrepresented, and females were underrepresented by about 5 percent.
Racially, there were 4 percent more whites, 27 percent fewer blacks, and 2

percent fewer "other" races in the survey population than in the fotal popu-

lation.



Table 1

tniversity Status of Respondents and Tupe of Survey Used

Type of Homen Men Total
Btatus Group Survey M “ N s ] A
Currently Belf-
enrolled administered
students in clacs &l 51.8 S44 44,8 1,18:2% 51.3
Currently
enronlled
students FPhone 00 102.2 2 .2 ek 8.7
Graduates Ohone 74 10¢. 0 a B.& 4 4,2
Withdraun
students Phone 145 128.0 @ f.0 145 &.3

Administrators, Self-
Facultu, Staff administered,
mailed 329 47.7 337 49.9 &21x% Z9.%5

Total 1,380 27.8 384 J89.3 2,305 100.0

sNumber of women and men do not eaual total
because some respondents on the self-administered
survey did not indigate their sex.



Tahle 2

Student Demographics

Survey University
Population Population
N 4 M A
Sex
Male B44 46,8 Tydz2d 52,3
Female blz 21.8 Ly&BD 47,7
Undetermined b 2.2 e ——
Race .
White 1,044 91.1 12,271 89.9
Black 73 W) 1,032 T4
Other 2% 2.8 385 Z.8
Class Rank
Frezshman 243 0.9 4,041 28,8
Sophomore 284 Zh. 4 3139 Z2.4%
Junior 788 24.7 ZyH31 18,9
Senior =67 2.9 3,113 22,2
Graduate g2 7.1 1,845 F-




For the purposes of this studys both the student and employee bace

werg determined to be representative of the populations sampled.

(Place Table 3 Here.)

Findings

In zurvey researchy it is well-known that the act nof ashking questions
with fixed (i.e.y closed-end) responses oftentimes influences respondent’™s
answers. (uestions may stimulate the creation of attitudes or opinions
which are not held or may tause interviewees to answer in a socizlly accept-
able fashion rather than acceording to their cwn feelinge. One wsy to avoid
this problem is to ask respondents opep-ended 4questionss the anowers  to
which interviewees must supply from their cwn bhelief sustems. EBefore any
closed-ended questions about perceptions ofy or problems withs crime on  the
¥5U campus were asked of phone interviewees, they were asked to name the
most important prablem facing them at the university. Almepst 408 ansuwers
wvere given and only & of them were related tao crime. Five women =aid they
were afraid to come to campus at night, and ¢ female said crims was  the
biggest problem facing her at YSU. Petause of time limitations, students

surveyed in the classropom were not asked this question.

The level of crime at YSU is thought to be about +the same as it was a
year or two ago.

Interviewees indiceted whether they thought thaty within the past year
gr twoe, cocrime  at YSU had increased: decreased, or remained the zame. The
majority of people in each group surveyed thonght the level ﬁf crime at  YGU

had remained the same, but there were differences in the perceptions of the



Table 3

Employee Demographics

Survey University

Fopulation Population

N % h %
=
Male 337 50.9 571 546.3
Female 25 49.1 458 43,7
Rage
White &F8 3.4 Q35 g7.1
Elaci 22 4,9 71 5.8
Other 11 1.7 43 A1



different groups. Higher percentages pf students, as oppossd to enployees,
thought that crime alb ¥Y5U had increased. Almost one—-third {(3Q.8%) of the
student baze group, 27 percent of the current female student target group,
41.7 percent of the female graduate target group, and 35.3 percent of the
withdrawn female target group believed crime had increzsed, while about one-—
fifth (22.8%4) of the emplogras felit thalt way.

(Place Table 4 Here.)

For both the student and emplouyee base, females significantly more
pften than males believed that Erimefhad increased. When the female phone
responidents who thought crime had increased were asked what kinds of orimes
were on the risey, the answer c¢ited by the largest percentags was rape.
Attacks, assaultsy, and theft were also commonly listed. ODther  crimes
mentioned by smaller numbers of women included mogginoes, killing, and
burglary.

(Flace Table 5 Here.)

If incidences of certain crimes reported to the Y8U Security Office
are examined, some have increased (robbery, aggravated burglary, criminal
mischief}, but many have decreased {assault, voyeurism, petty theft, break-
ing and enteringy burglary, grand theft, stolen autos, stolen bicyclesz).
If the nunber of reported incidences can be taken to reflect the actual
number of trimes ocourring on campus, it appears that certain orime rates
are decreasing, Given these changes, the prevalent belief that the orime

level i= about the same as it was a year or two 2go 15 accurate.

(Place Table 6 Here.)



Table 4

Change in Crime at YSU

Increased Decreazed Same

W % ] * M
Students {classl*®
Males 18 ol ey i, & 344 &5, 3
Females =19 35.8 48 a.1 3rb 55,1
Total 344 2.8 104 2.3 &7 ng.9
Stuients (phone)
Females 4 27.Q iz 8.1 24 4.9
Graduates
Females A3 41.2 & 7.5 41 51,2
Withtrawvals
Females 42 35.3 a 2.9 74 L7 2
Emplouspse
Males= &0 18.5 48 14.8 714 L5, 7
Females 84 2704 31 ig.1 192 475
Tatal 144 2.8 7 12.39 408 &4,7

*¥There are significant differences, at the 1@ level,
betweean the way males and females respanded to the question.



Table 5

Kinde of Crime That Have Increased

Flhione Respondents

Current Graduates Withdraun

N A N ol N A
Rape 14 7.0 11 11,2 18 b7
Mugging 3 1.5 i 1.2 5 3.4
fesault Z.9 Z | 8 5.5
Attacks 1Z 6.0 i@ 1a.z 9 &7
Theft 10 5.0 4 4,1 a 5.5
Killing ] 0.0 1 1.@ @ 2.0
Purglary @ 2.9 1 1.9 1] n.R
Other 1& B.@ Z 2.8 2 1.4

(z0) (78} (143)



Table &

Selected Crimes Repeorted to Y5U Becurity Office

July 81 July 782 July 83 July "84
Throuah Through Through Thyorgh
May 82 June 83 June T84 June 85
Crime Against Persons
Robbery
(including aggravated) i i 1 2
Aszaunlt 1 5 & T
Voyeur i sm,
Fublic Indecency Z 1 K 1
Rape {unfounded) 5] (0} i @
Aggravated Burglary 0 ©® 1
Crimes Against Property
Fotty Theft 227 169 z11 120
Breaking & Entering 4 ) 4 x
Eurglary 13 & 13 &
Criminal Mischief
or Damage &2 L3 71 an
Grand Theft MNA &G 51 o4
Stolen Autes 3 7 7 iy
Stolen Bivyclecs 7 @ 1@ 1

10



B e e L

The YS5U campus is believed to be reasonably-to-somewhat safe at night  for
people out alone.

Interviewses decopribed how they felt about being out alone =Y ¥YSU  at
night. The majority of each group surveyed (8%.7% to B2.8E) heliesed they
were reanpnabliy-to-somewhalt safe when owt alone on campus  at night, Mavre
emizloyees (45,34, thoaogh, fFelt very safe or reasgnably safe than ang of
the ctudent groups: 35.% percents student baze; 37.1  percent, current
stupent  targets; 41,1 percenty graduate targetsd 38,7 percenl, withdrzun
targets., Approsimately one—fourth of gach of the student grouwps felt  very
unsafe, while only 11.2 percent of employees felt very unzale being out
alone at YSU at night.

{Place Table 7 Here.)

Femsle enplouees ard female studentes felt significantly less  =afe

being out alone at night at ¥y8U than males did.

¥50 iz not dangerocus enough to think about dropping out o finding
another job.

Almozt everygone, (21,7-97.9%) in esach af the student arvowgs, and  in
the emploger base (27.3%) did not perceive the YS8U envivonment to bes danasr-
ous  enough to consider  degpping out or finding ancther job.  Tuwo of the
female larget groups, though, reported slightbly  higher @mercenlsges of
penple  who had thouyght aboutb leaving ¥Y5U3 these tweo grodps were puerent and
withdrawn etodents. More male emplowses thought about leaving YS! beconse
of perceived danger then did female semplovess,

{Place Table 8 Here.?

11
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Table

-

Feel About Eeing Alone at YSU at Night

Somewhat
Safe

Students {class)*
Males

Females

Total

Students {phone)
Females

Graduates
Femalez

bithdrawn
Females

Employess*
Males
Femalec

Total

¥There are significant differences,

Very Bafe

N %

b4 11.7
3 @.5

&7 5.8
8 4.1
7 7oh
7 4,9
27 8.5
7 3.1
36 &.8

Reasonably
Safe
N %
e 44,7
93 15,3
345 al.1
45 33.@
32 33.7
48 33.8
175 05,9
&9 23,4
244 40.3

195
248
443

73

3&

51

180
157
257

at the .10 level,

between the way males and females responded to the question.

12

o2 5.4
AL 45,4
253 25.5

51 23.9

Z0 21.1

Ah 5.4

11 3.5

n7 19.59

&R 11.2



Tabkle 8

Thought Y5U Dangerous Enougb To Drop Qut Or Find A Job Elseuhere

Yes No
N A M /

Students {(clasc)

Males 13 Z.h 5.9 97.4
Females 14 2.3 594 7.7
Total 27 2.3 14125 7.7
Student=s {phone)

Females t¢ 7.0 185 3.0
Graduates

Females z Z2.1 5 27.9
Withdrawn

Females 1z 8.3 133 1.7
Emploayees*

Males 13 1.9 azz 25.1
Females 5 1.6 317 28, 4
Total 18 2.7 439 97.3

*¥There are significant differences, at the .10 level,
between the way males and females responded to the auestion.

13



YSU is perceived to be less dangerous than downtown Youngstouwn.

Whin responidents were asked to compare crime on the YS5U  caopu= with
crime downtowny the majority of each group thought YSU waeg le=s dangarous
or wmuch  less dangerougs? student basey 74.6 percenlti current female
students, 74.% percenti fFemnsle graduates, 746.8 percent) withdranen females,
59,4 percenty and enployees bazey 72.3 percent. Mare female =ludents and
female employees than males  thought  that YBU was move dovgerous than
downtawn.

{Plare Table ? Here,)

Crime on campus is perceived to be worse than crime in the suburbs,

Students and emplogess compared YEU with suthurbs  like  PBoarv duan,  Can-
field, or Poland in terms of crime. The madority of each agrgup Hiought ¥YsU
was more dangernds than, or aboub the same as, thess threg Areas: student

7 percenti  current  female studentsy 81,5 perecent; fomale gratdu-

=g
Y
i
m
~4
-

ates, 2A.8 percenti withdrawun femalesy 74.% percents and ewmplogses, 7301
percent. A higher percentage of females than males in both the sludent and
emplovee bsse thought YSU was much more dangerous that  FBogy dmany, Canfield,
or Poland.

{Placre Table 18 Here.?

Parking decks and parking lots are believed to be unsafe at night.

tach interviewse wae asked whether there were areas on  canpus  where
tiiey  wanted to QD at nighty but were afraid to because &f fear af crime.
The magority of stoudents (62, 24) surveyed in class ancuered JEE. A mnch

higher percentage of  females (82.5%) than males (39,.3%) uwere afraid to go

14



Table %

Crime At YZU Compared To Downtouwn

N

Lecsa
Dangerous

Student {clacgi#
Males
Females

Total

Students (phone)
Females

firaduates
Females

Hithdrawn
Females

Employeess
Males
Females

Total

Much

More More
Dangerous Dangerous
M A N %
3 a.& 7 1.3
4 n.7 iz ¥
7 f. 4 17 1.7
g a.a 8 4 2
ta] a.m@ 1 1.2
5] Q.2 3 2.2
1 2.3 A 1.8
1 0.3 17 5.4
= .3 23 3.4

About
the ZBame
N A
58 18,4
1462 7.4
Y 23.1
41 21.4
17 |
53 JB. 4
L4 ZR.1
28 7.8
134 23.8

187

47

179
&8
347

it

Much
Less
Dangerous
N %
125 23.4
74 12,4
179 17.&
34 18.8
12 221
Zh 17.4
77 R
43 12,4
1.8 R4

¥ There are significant differences, at the .10 level,

betueen the way males and females responded to the question.

15



Table 18

Crime At YGU Compared To Suburbs

Much Mueh
More Mor-e Ahout Lezz Legw
Dangerous Dangerpus the Same Dangerous Dangevous
N pi K yA N pt M M A
Student {classi¥
Males 40 Tt 188 35.8 187 9.4 3 17.7 17 3.z
Females 44 7.8 291 49.5 183 32,9 51 8.7 1z .0
Total g4 7.7 477 43,0 375 33,7 144 172.9 P b
Students {phone}
Females 7 3.0 48 37.4 21 4y 5 23 T 3 1.4
Gratuates
Females 3 2.4 32 38.4 35 42,2 10 12,9 3 3.4
Hithdraun
Females I =2 Ra 41,8 47 35.1 3 17.2 3 3.7
Employpesk
Males ] 7.7 117 34,0 11z 34,5 aE 14,7 17 5.8
Females 7 8.4 131 41.9 R4 23,7 4R 12,8 4 2.7
Total e 8.2 248 34.9 zia 34,7 a9y 14,4 =R 4 4

¥ There are significant differencesy at the .10 level,
betueen the way meles and femsles responded to the guestion.

16



tu cerlain areas. For the three targeted groups of  females, the wajoritby
of  cwrvent (53.0%)  and withdrawn (51.7%) students =aid they were nok
afraid; but wore graduates {(953.1%) =zaid they were afraid of sone cambuog
aredas, More than half of the employees (B5%.7%), on the whele. avoided
parts of campus, but more females (¥3.%) than males (41,2%) were &fraid to
ga to =mme areas of canpus.

{Place Tabkle 11 Here.}

Feople who =aid thew avoided certain areas were ashed which  areas
applied. Approximalely three“fuuvthé of these groups——the ~tudenl base
(84,804}, the employees base {74H.74)y tarageted current «tudents (77.%%Y, and
gratuates {Y9.5%) uwere afraid to g into parbking decks or lot=. Other
areas being avelded by & large number of people included staivwellz,  alleu-
ways, athletic fields, and main streets.

{Place Table 12 Here.)

Over the past few years, people perceived their chances of being attacked
or robbed as remaining the same.

Fach group of respondents was asked whether, at ¥Y8U ocver the past  few
years, lhey would way their chaneces of hbeing attacked oy eobibked ad
tncreased, decreased; or vemsined the samp. Most people (455 Ip &4BYY  in
gach of the groups thought ftheilr chances had rvemained the camwe. The
magarily of the student basze (57.8%) thowght their chances had resdined  the
same, bul more Tfemales (38.7%) than males (23.4%) thought the rhunces had
tncreazed.  OFf the three Femsle target groupsy more  witlhdrawn inlervieweess

(34.8%)  than graduates {(25.5%)  or current students (20,9%) believed that

their chances of heing attacked or robbed had increased. The peroentage of

17



Table 1l

afraid to Go to Aress on Campus at Might

Yoo No Mo Answer
| A N p N yd
Students {clasg)#*
Males 214 37.3 Jo 58.8 i@ 1.8
Females 525 B?2.5 o7 15.9 in 1.4
Total 717 a2 417 35.8 20 1.7
Students (phone)
Females B7? 4.5 10& 53.0 5 2.8
Graduales
Females Rz 53.1 43 43,79 3 3.1
Withdrawals
Females &2 42,8 75 531.7 a 5.5
¥
Employoes*
Males 139 41.%¢ 121 84,7 7 21
Females 240 73.8 78 24,0 7 2.7
Total 377 55.7 2469 37.5 14 2.1
¥There are significant differencesy at the .10 level,

betuepn the way males and females responded to the question,

18



Tahle 12

Campus Areas Avoldeds®

Splif-pAdminictered Phone

Students Employees Current Grads Withdrawn

M Yo M % N % M % N %
Steirwells 454 4. 4 254 37.3 &3 31.5 41 41.8 a4 P
Parking decks Les 49,2 220 47.0 B85 42,59 49 5@, @ i 7.7
Parking lots 471 6.6 i 29.7 40 38.8 27 2. h 2é 7.7
Main streets 79 &.7 43 b3 25 iZ.5 15 15.3 11 7.6
Clazsrooms &1 5.2 14 2.1 1z 6.0 z 2.0 5 b
Campus Green 123 18. 4 53 7.8 31 15.5 12 2 14 11.@
Alleywaus 497 42.2 226 3.2 &8 33.9 22 e h 24 14. 4
Tennis Courts/
Athletic Fields 153 12.9 b4 9.4 37 18.5 11 11,2 il 7.6
Stambaugh
Stadium 2 0} 1 2.1 1 0.5 1 1.@ @ @
Library Q 1] 2 2.3 3 1.5 Z i i .7
Restrooms @ 4] 4 R.b Z 1.0 ;] @ @ (4]
Beeghly Q 5] 1 @.1 1 8.5 @ @2 1 0.7
Sanmkey Hollow f 4] 3 R.4 4] A o @ [ @
Wick fival 4] @ z 0.3 @ 2 @ 1] A @
Locker Roam 2 o 1 2.1 2 R 171 i} It 0
Evening Events 0 ] 2 9.3 ] 4] 4] 5] @ Q2
Elevator a @ 1 @.1 @ 6] ¢ @ 2 @
Hon-Classroom
Puildings 1 0.1 4 Q.6 4] 4] f A] @ f

(118x) £681) gnln gy £98) {145)

#hre(were) there areas on campus where uyow want{ed) ta go
at night but arefwere) afraid to becanse of fear of crime?

19



employees bhelieving the cheances had remained the =sane (95.@2%) was  Just
slightly lower than that of the student base. More female employees
(3Z2.2%) than males (232.8%) thought chances had increased, but the differ-
encve was not significant.

{Place Table 13 Here.}

The actual numbers of ascaults {including aggravated! and robberiec
reported tp campus cecurity were examined to cee how campus community
heliefe compared to reported incidences. Onpe assault was reported in the
1?81-8L school uyear, five were reported during §982-B3, six in 1983-B4, and
five reported in 1984-85. 50, incidences repoarted over the last four  years
increased initially, then remained about the same for the next thres years.
For robberies, the same number was reported for 1981-82, 1782-83, and
1983-H45 owne in each gyear. The figure donbled to two reported incidences
in 1984-85, so reported robberies have increased, but only by one  incident.
If it can be assumed that increases in the number of reported incidences
match increases in actual offences, then the majority of the campus commun-—
ity is correct in believing that their chances of being attacked or robbed
have remained about thé Same.

{Place Table 14 Here.)

The campus community has not limited their activities becawse they were
afraid of crime on campus.

The majority of interviewees in each grpup said that they had not
limited or changed their activities at ¥YS5U because they werr afraid of
crime on campus. Over ihree-fourths (79.8%) of the student base as a whole

kad not changed their activitiesy, but more femasles (33.46%) than males

20



Table 13

Chances of Being Attacked/Robbted

Increased Decreased Same
N * M * K A
Students {(class)#®
Males 124 234 77 14.5 39 IS |
Females Y] 38.7 53 8.2 313 5.4
Total 355 31.5 13@ i1.5 b4z 57.0
Students {phonel .
Females 48 235.9 Z6 14.1 111 &0, 8
Graduates
Females zb 26.5 11 11.2 54 57.1
Withdrawn
Females 53 35. 6 i5 1.3 71 42.0
Employeas
Males 78 3.8 L9 21.0 181 n5.7
Femalex 10z 32.2 41 2.2 174 54,9
Total 160 2.7 i1 17.1 355 55,0
_____________________ s e e it e i e e

#There are significant differencesy at the .10 level,
bhetween the way males and females responded to the gquestion.

21



Table 14

Assaults and Robberies Reported to Campuos Security

July 1981-May 1982 1
July 1782-June 1923 5
July 1983-June 1984 &
July 1984-June 1985 5

22



(6.5 had limited their actions. Fenale target groupz rveprorted higher
percenlages  of pegple modifying their behavior because of feart 37 peroent
of current students, 25.5 percent of recent graduates, and 26,7 geveent  of
withdrawn  womern. About  three-quarters (74.5)" of the emnplogcess didn’t
believe there was enough crime on campus o make then alter  their activi-
ties, hut a= with the studentsy & higher number of female emplousscs {35%,1%)
than male emplogess (1&6.0%) dig limit theiv activities.
{Plage Table 12 Here.}

Peuple who had limited their acti;ities were asked what clhianaes  they
tad  made. The vast majority sald they zstaved away from campus ol night,
Other people were careful about where they parkedy did nol oo &bt campus
aloney or were more careful aboul their personal safety fe.g., rareyg beys,
walt auicklyy obzerve enviroimentld. A few people said they carvied a gun,

{Place Table 16 Here.l

Most people on campus have not been victimized.

Each group of interviewess was asked whether theu hed supss isnced any
of the fpllowing crimes: had their packet picked oy pures =natched; had
someone take anylthing from them using forcey, threats or violence! hkad some-—
one coteal angthing  From  theilr card had soneons steal anuylhinz they l1eft
unattended; or had anyene attack or aszault them, The wmajority of  peorple
in  each group bhad not been the victim of any orime:  alunnst SRR (73.9%) of
the students surveusd in class, 84.2 percent of the largeled femsle
students, and 461 {57.7%) of the employees.

(Plave Table 17 Here.)
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Table 15

Fear of Crime Limited Activities

Students (class)*
Males

Females

Tetal

Students {(phone?
Females

Graduates
Females

Withdrawn
Females

Employees#*
Males
Femalex

Total

73,

£

e

7.

al.

-
ol

71.

83,
a4,
74,

L |

¥There are significant differences,
between the way males and females responded to the question.

Yes Mo
N % N
25 5.5 pata)
ez 33. & 399
237 0.8 SRy
Th 37.0 123
=5 25.5 72
39 6.9 104
53 14.2 275
117 5.1 27
145 25.5 gz
at the .10 level,
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Table &

Mow Activities LLimited

Bgli-Adminicslersd Phone -
Students Employpes Current Grads Withrawn
3 e ™ A Y] % N A 3 i
1. Stay auway
at night 1464 13.7 51 7.8 Lé 33.8 2h 5.9 1.3
. Careful
about where
car is
parhed 17 i.6 37 5.7 & 3.0 1 1.6 B 5.5
3. Use/provide
escort
SErVICE In
P.M. 24 .0 & Q.4 = 1.0 0 @ I 1.4
4, Don't hang
arcund
campus 9 2. 3 .4 1 2.5 i 1.9 - B.7
5. Carry a gun = 9.2 2 B.2 ] B.o 2 B 1 7.7
6. Avoid certain
areas 2 a. 2 g i.2 z 1.@ A ) naa
7. Conzidered, or
left ¥YSU f p.@a @ f.9 1 n.5 4 @ B 0.0
8. More careful
about perzonel
eafety (carry
beys, wallk
auickly,y etc.?
carry mace 1% 1.8 42 6.2 @ R.a @ @ 2 0.0
(1182) §6831) (Zoa} {78} {145)

*hrefyere) there areas on campus uwhere you wantl{ed) to go
at night but arefluwere) afraid to because of fear of crime?
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Table 17

Frequency of Victimization

MNumber of Times Student=-Class Employees Students—Phone
Victimized N 7 N % N A

Q 874 73.9 451 &7.7 373 2
1 s 17.1 ’ 159 23.3 44 18, 4
o+ Az 7. &1 7.0 24 5.4
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Specifically, among the students surveyed in class, 37 {(3.1%)  kad
their pocket picked or purse snatched. About an eaual propertion {(3.8%) of
employees had the same problem. Of the female trarget groups, 7 (3.5%)
currenty no  graduates, and 3 2.1%) withdrawn students had their pocket
picked or purse snatched.

Fewer pecople reported experiencing aggravated robbery, or someone tak=-
ing socmething by force, threats, or violence. The number of students
reporting this was 146 {1.4%). About the same number of employees——13
{2.2%) had been the victim pf aggravated robbery. In the target groups,
only 1 (@.2%) pe;scn said she had experienced this.

More than one-tenth of the students (11.7%) and employess (12.8Y%) had
something stolen from their-'car., Ten (3.8%) current students, 4 {4.1%)
graduates, and 14 {(9.7%) withdrawn students in the target aroups experi-
enced the same thing.

The majority of crimes reported involved theft of an unattended item:
16.2 percent of the student base, 22.53 percent of the employee base, 12.5
percent of targeted current female students, 7.1 percent of targeted female
graduates, and 11 percent of targeted withdrawn students said this had
happened to them.

Respondents were alsc asked whether they had anyone attack or assult
them. Forty (3.4%) students, 16 (2.3%) emplouses, and 1@ females in the
target groups indicated that they had been attacked or assaulted.

{Flace Table 18 Here.)
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Table 18

Crime at YSU

Self-Administered Phong
Students Employses Current Grads Withdrauwn
N A M X N r H % N %

Had your

packet picked

or purcse )
snatched 37 3.1 25 3.8 7 3.5 Q 0.0

ot
[
e

Had somepne

take anything

from you using

force, threats

oar violence 16 1.4 15 el 1 D.5 @a 2.0 8 a.a

Had someone
steal anything
from your car 138 11.7 87 12.8 19 5.0 4 4,1 14 9.7

Had someone
steal anything
you left

unattended 171 15.2 153 22.5 14 11.0

B
]
—
%]
i
-\J
-u..J
e

Had any one
attack or
assault you 48 3.4 ié . & 3.8 3 .
(118 (481) (z02) (98} 145}

[
—
—
=]
AN

o o o e -ttt A T o o o o i 8 e . £ e it o ot o T e o oy T - o s e v o et e o bk . iR o A i s T i S T e e ey A o e e o ot
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Many serious crimes are npt reported to YS5U Campus Security.

Table 19 shouws the number of people who veported, in the sureew,  heing
victime of certain corimegs while at  Y5U. Pecanse the survey ronple wse
deltermined {0 be representative of the entire student and emploues  popula-
tions: the percentages of  thoze affected by orime in bthe cami les rould be
projectad fur the universibty community as & wholey bul these orojections
must be gualified for several vgasons.

Almost 5 percent  (4.5%) of the students, and & percent af  the
employess  in the sample reporied being the victim of a robbery, T1F these
figures are used to project the total number of studentzs and emplousss who
were  robbedy,  then we can estimate that &93 peoele on campus were Affected,
yet only 5 robbteries were reported to Campus Security during the July 1988
to June 1985 period.

{Plare Table 19 Here.}

Fror oy ime=, including petty and grand thett, breaking st entering,
hurglaryy stoalen autes and bicyclezy, 27.2 percent of the students and 35.3
percent of the employses reported being wvictims. HWhen proiectod, the
number  affected in  the campus communlty was 4,278, About 1,898 of these
Linds of crimes were reported to YSU Security during the four-ugar weriod,

Attacks and assaultz were experienced by 3.4 percent of  the =tudents,
and 2.2 percent of employees  in the survey. This means thal 08 people
amang all students and employees were affected, but only 18 wers reporied
to Campus Security.

There are zome factors thet might explain some of the difleconces  in
the numberse of crimos reported in the suevey and lhose afficially reported

to Y5 Campus Security. Theees redszons include (1) estimates  thal only 50
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Table 1%

Reported and Projected Crimes on Campus

Reported
in Survey

7

Projected
Mumber
Affectedl 11
N %

Reported
To
Securitylzl

Crime

Robbery {including

aggravated)
Students
Employees

Tatal

Petty & grand theft,
breaking & entering,
burglary, stolen autos
and bicycles

Students

Employees
Total

Attacks, assaults
Students
Employees

Total

533
41
94

o b
= LA

&30
63
- 673

[ =
5o

3,928
378
44278

4 M2
no~)
L 3

476 3Bub
24 2.3
5@

[1] Figures reported in the survey were projected
including 1,@49

full-time employees and 14,807 students.

for the entire campus community,

A

1,040

[Z2} Includes incidences reported from July 1281 to June 1983,
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percent of all serious crimes are  reportedy, (2) survey  vespondenits mis—
clacscifuying some of the orimes they have expsrienced, or (20 apbigoitu
about Campus boundaries,  For gxample, someone mau have had an 1tem stoten
from & restadrant mneust o campus, and reported it in the cuevey as having
taben place on campus. One other factor that should be considered here s
that YSU-reported filigures were examined for only a four—uear period, hot
respondents may have been reporting incidences that occurred pulside these

four years. FEven given these considerations, the discorepsncies are large,

Differing views on non—university people on campus exict: employees  fepl
threatened but don’t want teo restrict campus entrants, whkile female
students feel less threatened but are more inclined to restrict entrance to
Campus.

Five attitudinal quesbtions conterning pecpls on campus  were azbed of
emplovees and  the three female target groups, but becavse of time lTimita-
tionzy were not askted of students surveyed in class. Respondente  agreed,
disagreed, or had no ppinign on five statements. The first statement said,
There are foo many peoples on campus who don’t belong  there, The  majoritu
(48, 4% of employess agreed with  this, but for sach of thpg thesze fepale
taraet groups, the minarity  agreeds; current stodents, 305 percent :
araduates, 34.7 percenti and withdrawn, 34.5 percent.

(Flace Table =0 Here.)

The second statement read, people from surrounding neighbor hoods cavse
trouble ©n campus. Employers were split on this?  J30.4% peroent agresd,
3.4 porcent disagreed, and 38.1 percent didn®t hknow. The farg%ted fenale

student groups  disagreed in higher percentages than emplpyess with this
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Table 20

People on Campusy Percent Agreeing With Each Stalement

Female Students

Employers Current Graids Wathdrawn
N A M A M g M %
Statement
There are too many penple
on campus who don't belong
here.
haree =75 4, 4 &1 20.5 34 24,7 51 34.5
Disagree 178 761 123 51.5 58 i L 78 52.7
Don't know 2ze 33.5 i6 8.0 b b, 2 19 i2.9
Peouple from surrounding
neighborhoods cause
trouble on campus.
fgree it 3B 4 35 .9 2 4.5 2% 17.4
Digagree 214 31.4 14z 71.@8 L &3.3 =N A7 .8
Don’t know 260 1841 23 11.5 1z 12.3 b 17.6
Yagrants and bums hanging
around campus make me
NeErvous.,
fgree 364 53.5 97 48.5 48 47,04 Ao 43,7
Disagree 22l 29.58 98 49,14 47 48,7 7R 47.3
Don’t know 114 17.82 5 2.5 3 3.1 13 2.8
Crime on campus committed
by people who don’t belong
here. .
Agree &2 53.2 99 49,5 53 54,1 L9 46,4
Disagree 25 14,0 69 34.5 27 2l 412 27.0
Dan’t know 224 32.9 32 16.0 1B i8.4 35 Zh 4
Campus should be restricted
only to those working or
attending classes here.
Agree =07 37.7 186 53.0 49 S8.8 s &7
Disagree 323 48,7 B4 4.9 4% 43,9 44 7.7
Don’t know 48 i3.2 1@ 5.@ & 6.2 4 2.1
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=tatement: current, ¥1 percent’ graduate, 63.3 percents and withdrawns
62.8 percent.

Employees and targeted student groups were asted whelher they agreed
that wvegrants and bums hanging around campus made them nervous. The major-
ity (53.5%) of employses agreedy but the target groups’ opinions were
split. Fer current studentsy 48.5 percent agsreed and 49.0 pereent dis-
agresd; for graduates 49.0 percent asgreed apd 4B.80  percent  dizagreedy  and
for students who withdrew, 43.9 percent agreed and 47.3 percent (izasreed,

Opiniong of studentz and employees were alike for  the s=tatement,
Crime on campus is commitied by people who don’t belong there. The
majority of each group agreed: employees, 53.2 percenti current  studente,
49.5 percenti graduates, 94,1 percents and students who withdrew, 44,8
rercent.

Interviewses were asked whether they thowght campus =howld be
restricted only to those working or attending classes lhere. Emplouses and
students had differing views., The majority of employses (4F7.9%) disagreed
with the statement, while the majurity aof each female student tavrget group
agreed that campus should be restricted: current students, 530 percent)

graduates, 58.0 percenti and withdrawn students, 52.7 percent.

Recommendations

Students and employeez geperally fesl that Youngs boun State
Universilty provides a =afe epvironment for working and leasrning; only a
small percentage reported experipncing serious grimes. There is a group  of
geople, however, who perceive the campug to be less safe than it is. A

comprehensive program to change the negative perceptionz of this groupy  and
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increpgae the swarenegs of  others on campus  is  recommended, Miiditional
informational programs  concerning  safety, proadent behavimr, «0t reportine
would ephance perceptions of the safety of the campus snvironmenl. Prranze
females express more  apprehepsion than malesy,  the peograms should be
tarygeled touwards females.

Evicling programs (hat enhance campus safety would benefit by wider
publiciby. These programe anclode  the escort servioey, energenry phones,
the shuttle buses, and crine posters.

Some people expressed fear about'comlng to campus  at  nwight. Efforks
to inrcrease the visibility of security forces would help allay theze fears,

VYagrants and other people on campus who are not  participating in the
university environment should be discouraged from hanging around cCanpus,

Most of the crimes veported in the survey invalved theft of items  from
tars, antt of items jeft unattended. The majority of crimes cowld be olimi-
nated if people on cameus changed their behaviar. One  additional progesm,

az  gutlined bhelpw, would involve education of the community, and hopefully

changes 1n behavior that wonld significantly reduce the ampunt of  orime  on
Camblt=. This program would inovolve eplicsting the cervices of a grougp of
voluntesr students and employses for a relatively shorty, =ay two weesh, time

period who weold act as safety officers. Volunteers would monitor various
areas on campus  to spot behaviors  which  might  encourasge theft, For
example, purses or calculators left wunatiended in study aress, valuahle
items lefl in unlocked cars, Or booke left on cafetsria tables. Lhen a
volunleer spotted ang of the situations abovey, a "ticket" would e placed

orn the item informing the "offender® that their actions could lead bt theft
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of belongings. Each volunteer would keep track of {ke mamber of  "tickelg!
given in  their area. This would pinpoinlt areas where ctudent larity is
most prevalent. Students end emplodess would benefit by being  natde aware
of their crime-promoting behaviory and hopefully chenging it. This program
would he most effective without prior advertising.

The maversity adwinistration has teken action oo impeovensnts and
program= that increass .the level of security on campus. Continoing and
expanding these sfforts will promote YSU as a safe place to worlk and  attend

school.



Faotnote

Approximately 1,858 classes were listed in the Spring 198% Sohedule  of
Clacses. Every 23rd class listed was chosen to participate. 1t was
aszumed that the proportions and types of clagses listed would be
representative of the school, class, and major of the student hody.,
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