
Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
http://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=wjsv20

Download by: [University of Nebraska, Lincoln] Date: 24 June 2016, At: 10:58

Journal of School Violence

ISSN: 1538-8220 (Print) 1538-8239 (Online) Journal homepage: http://www.tandfonline.com/loi/wjsv20

College Student Reporting Responses to
Hypothetical and Actual Safety Concerns

Brandon A. Hollister, Mario J. Scalora, Sarah M. Hoff, Heath J. Hodges &
Allissa Marquez

To cite this article: Brandon A. Hollister, Mario J. Scalora, Sarah M. Hoff, Heath J. Hodges &
Allissa Marquez (2016): College Student Reporting Responses to Hypothetical and Actual Safety
Concerns, Journal of School Violence, DOI: 10.1080/15388220.2015.1129498

To link to this article:  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2015.1129498

Published online: 18 May 2016.

Submit your article to this journal 

Article views: 14

View related articles 

View Crossmark data

http://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=wjsv20
http://www.tandfonline.com/loi/wjsv20
http://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/15388220.2015.1129498
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2015.1129498
http://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=wjsv20&page=instructions
http://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=wjsv20&page=instructions
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/15388220.2015.1129498
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/15388220.2015.1129498
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/15388220.2015.1129498&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2016-05-18
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/15388220.2015.1129498&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2016-05-18


College Student Reporting Responses to Hypothetical and Actual
Safety Concerns
Brandon A. Hollister , Mario J. Scalora, Sarah M. Hoff, Heath J. Hodges, and Allissa Marquez

Department of Clinical Psychology, University of Nebraska–Lincoln, Lincoln, Nebraska, USA

ABSTRACT
Campus violence prevention often includes proactively reducing crime
through noticing and resolving concerning situations. Within these efforts,
interventions aimed at enhancing reporting have been considered neces-
sary. The current study explored several reporting influences on college
students’ responses to hypothetical and actual campus safety concerns.
Students were unwilling to report most (i.e., 52%) vignettes of pathway
behavior, and most students who witnessed campus safety concerns did
not report (i.e., 87%). Students who witnessed several concerning behaviors
from a nonfriend perpetrator tended to be more willing to report, especially
if personally victimized and understanding the violence risk associated with
pathway behavior. Analyses supported campus-wide exhibitions of the
dangerousness of various pathway behaviors and the fair, flexible authority
problem solving available to struggling students.
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Campus-targeted violence includes a perpetrator that poses an identifiable or potentially identi-
fiable threat toward an individual, group, or organization prior to attack (Fein, Vossekuil, &
Holden, 1995). In police and media records of targeted violence, a behavioral “path to intended
violence” (Calhoun & Weston, 2003, p. 58) has preceded nearly all of these attacks (Fein &
Vossekuil, 1999; Meloy et al., 2004), as violent statements, stalking/harassing actions, aggressive
behaviors, and weapon acquisitions have been displayed by perpetrators before intended assault.
Thus, campus safety professionals can prevent violence through gathering, assessing, and inter-
vening upon noticeable threatening behaviors (i.e., pathway behaviors) that signify foreseeable
violence (Cornell et al., 2004; Deisinger, Randazzo, O’Neill, & Savage, 2008; Meloy, 2011; Scalora
et al., 2002a).

This prevention approach, termed threat assessment, has mostly been considered a strategy to
inhibit sensationalized attacks (Hollister & Scalora, 2015), but pathway behaviors also relate broadly
to general assault prevention on campus. Other effective campus violence prevention approaches,
such as community-oriented policing, sexual assault, and workplace violence prevention efforts
(Hollister, Scalora, Bockoven, & Hoff, 2015a), similarly attempt to interrupt repetitive, escalating
problematic behavior, and, in one collegiate study, 84% of students who witnessed physical assault
and 56% of students who witnessed sexual assault also observed pathway behaviors from the
perpetrator (Hollister et al., 2015b). Thus, across safety efforts, campus security professionals have
an interest in gathering a range of concerning pathway behaviors in addition to general criminal acts
(Scalora, Simons, & VanSlyke, 2010; Sulkowski & Lazarus, 2011).

If students fail to report pathway behavior, effective violence prevention procedures can be
hindered (Hollister, Scalora, Hoff, & Marquez, 2014; Scalora et al., 2010; Sulkowski, 2011).
Analyses of victimized college students (e.g., stalking, sexual assault, and physical assault victims)
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have included less than 5% informing police, with most victims seeking assistance through informal
sources (e.g., friends or family; Buhi, Clayton, & Surrency, 2009; Thompson, Sitterle, Clay, &
Kingree, 2007). Approximately one third of college students who witnessed stalking, threatening,
or assaultive behavior on campus (i.e., about 85% nonvictimized bystanders) reported their observa-
tions to authorities (Hollister, Scalora, Bockoven, & Hoff, 2015a), and most took no action or
informally responded (e.g., changed personal security, sought assistance from a friend, talked with
the perpetrator; Hodges, Low, Holliser, Viñas-Racionero, & Scalora, 2015). Because of these low
reporting rates, interventions intended to enhance victim and bystander reporting have been
considered necessary to effective campus violence prevention (Deisinger, Randazzo, & Nolan,
2014; Griffith, Hueston, Wilson, Moyers, & Hart, 2004; Hollister et al., 2014; Sulkowski, 2011).

Even with these recommendations and recent increases in administrative scrutiny and financial
expenditures on campus violence prevention (i.e., after mass shootings at Northern Illinois and
Virginia Tech universities; Drysdale, Modzeleski, & Simons, 2010; Lazarus & Sulkowski, 2011),
seemingly no empirical program evaluation of attempted collegiate reporting improvement efforts
has occurred (Hollister & Scalora, 2015).

This paucity may relate to existing research seeming to highlight only a portion of influences that
affect reporting decisions and not reviewing interactions between reporting factors. Thus, the current
study comprehensively examined college student reporting responses to hypothetical and actual
pathway behaviors with a range of hypotheses from relevant criminological and crime prevention
fields and inclusive multivariate models.

In-depth, small-sample victim and bystander surveys with high school and college students have
explored attitudes corresponding with authority notification decisions (Buhi et al., 2009; Daniels,
et al., 2007; Nekvasil & Cornell, 2011; Pershing, 2003; Pollack et al., 2008; Thompson et al., 2007),
but generally have not assessed incident characteristics and interactions between attitudinal factors.
Victims and bystanders that inform authorities have possessed connection with their school,
certainty that concerns will be taken seriously, and awareness of risk associated with observed
concerns. Those not informing authorities have noted their concerns were not serious, not likely
to relate to further risk, and personal. These nonreporters have lacked trust in police and have
worried of negative authority responses to their concerns. These findings have corresponded with
suggested campus reporting enhancement through increasing positive authority–student interactions
(Pollack et al., 2008; Sulkowski, 2011), advertising an anonymous reporting contact (Scalora et al.,
2010), displaying the range of concerning activity that can relate to heightened violence (Hollister
et al., 2015b), and exhibiting the positive impacts (e.g., problem-solving perpetrator grievances) that
can follow reporting.

In studies with larger collegiate samples, several incident and attitudinal factors have related to
students’ unwillingness to report (Hollister & Scalora, 2015). But, without comprehensive multi-
variate considerations, these examinations have provided several disparate reporting improvement
suggestions. In college student samples, nonassaultive concerning behaviors (23%) have included
lower authority notification rates than assaults (35%), which suggests contacting authorities may be
delayed until the criminal conduct is clear and completed (Hollister et al., 2015a; Pollack,
Modzeleski, & Rooney, 2008). College bystanders have displayed strong peer loyalty limiting their
willingness to “betray” fellow students through reporting misconduct (Pershing, 2003, p. 150),
especially if bystanders identify with social groups possessing antisocial beliefs (Sulkowski, 2011).
College students tend to overestimate peer involvement in deviant behavior and underestimate
protective responses to misbehavior (Martens et al., 2006; Paul & Gray, 2011), which corresponds
with fear of losing respect and social status upon confronting problematic behavior (Fabiano,
Perkins, Berkowitz, Linkenbach, & Stark, 2003). College students are unlikely to report offending
behavior if committed by a friend or intimate partner due to concerns about harming loved ones
(Buhi et al., 2009; Thompson et al., 2007); yet, perpetrators most often display problematic behaviors
to close friends or family (Fein & Vossekuil, 1999; Pollack, Modzeleski, & Rooney, 2008). College
bystanders that see conflicts within intimate relationships are less likely to consider pathway
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behavior problematic or report their observations (Weller, Hope, & Sheridan, 2013; Yamawaki,
Ochoa-Shipp, Pulsipher, Harlos, & Swindler, 2012), despite intimate contexts accounting for a
substantial proportion of general criminal activity on campus (Drysdale et al., 2010; Noonan &
Vavra, 2007). Thus, several incident and attitudinal factors that impact collegiate reporting have
been explored (Deisinger et al., 2014; Griffith et al., 2004; Hollister et al., 2014; Sulkowski, 2011), and
subsequent recommendations have involved requests to strengthen awareness of campus resources,
enhance prosocial student attitudes, and support intimate partner victims.

Studies utilizing vignettes of concerning behavior within college student samples have further
clarified incident-related and attitudinal influences (Hollister et al., 2014; Sulkowski, 2011; Weller
et al., 2013; Yamawaki et al., 2012), but may have limited applicability to actual reporting decisions
(Baumeister, Vohs, & Funder, 2007; Shaffer, Peller, Laplante, Nelson & Labrie, 2010). College
students have exhibited lower willingness to report in response to vignettes with intimate partner
conflict, fewer concerning behaviors, and no threatening verbalizations (Hollister et al., 2014;
Tarling & Morris, 2010; Weller et al., 2013; Yamawaki et al., 2012). College students most willing
to report in response to vignettes have had greater campus connectedness and trust in campus
authorities. They have been less likely to feel safe on campus, have less involvement in delinquent
behavior (Hollister et al., 2014; Sulkowski, 2011), and have beliefs in an inherently fair world
(Yamawaki et al., 2012). Hypothetical reporting studies have proposed psychoeducational pre-
sentations exhibiting the impact of criminal behavior, the importance of combatting social norms
supportive of offending, and the methods of assisting victims (e.g., reporting to campus autho-
rities; Hollister et al., 2014; Sulkowski, 2011).

Some campus sexual assault prevention efforts have produced lasting attitudinal changes
(Brecklin & Forde, 2001; Breitenbecher, 2000; Paul & Gray, 2011), but have generally lacked review
of willingness to report (Breitenbecher, 2000; Hollister & Scalora, 2015; Paul & Gray, 2011). Sexual
assault prevention efforts have been most successful with relevant and nonconfrontational material
tailored toward college students likely to witness and not report concerning activity (e.g., males and
minority groups with poor perceptions of police; Brank et al., 2007; Slocum, Taylor, Brick, &
Esbensen, 2010), and these effective techniques have frequently been applied to recommendations
for addressing general student attitudes related to unwillingness to report (Hollister et al., 2014;
Sulkowski, 2011).

Additionally, large national victimization surveys have analyzed locational reporting factors
(Goudiraan et al., 2004; Schnebly, 2008). In these studies, countries with greater trust in police
and cities with community-policing departments have greater reporting rates for victimizations.
With these findings, collegiate reporting improvement through exposure to police officers in non-
crisis situations (e.g., foot patrol, new student orientation presentation; Griffith et al., 2004), police
postings (e.g., campus posters, Internet displays) emphasizing a collaborative-community approach
to maintaining campus safety (Bain, Robinson, & Conser, 2014; Bartling, Yardley, & Evans, 2010),
and opportunities for prosocial partnerships (e.g., service-learning experiences, interest groups)
between students and campus professionals (Sulkowski, 2011) have been suggested.

The current study comprehensively reviewed these several hypothesized reporting influences.
With these hypotheses, several research fields were explored to aid in reporting improvement
suggestions for campus violence prevention efforts.

Based on in-depth, small-sample victim and bystander surveys, the following hypotheses are
presented:

H1: Personally victimized students will be less likely to report to campus authorities than nonvictimized
bystanders.

H2: Higher campus connectedness will correspond with increased reporting to campus authorities.

Based on findings from larger college student samples, the following hypotheses are presented:
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H3: Students who viewed weapon use will be more likely to report to campus authorities.

H4: Students who viewed property damage will be more likely to report to campus authorities.

H5: Students who viewed assault will be more likely to report to campus authorities.

H6: Students who were friends with the perpetrator will be less likely to report to campus authorities.

H7: Students who were friends with the victim will be more likely to report to campus authorities.

H8: Students with prior exposure to safety concerns will be less likely to report to campus authorities.

H9: Students who observed campus safety concerns within intimate partner contexts will be less likely to report
to campus authorities.

H10: Students with more peer loyalty will be less likely to report to campus authorities.

Based on studies utilizing hypothetical reporting responses from college students, the following
hypotheses are presented:

H11: Students who observed fewer concerning behaviors from the perpetrator will be less likely to report to
campus authorities.

H12: Students who observed threatening statements will be more likely to report to campus authorities.

H13: Students who felt less safe on campus will be more likely to report to campus authorities.

H14: Students with greater adherence to beliefs in an inherently fair world will be less to likely to report to
campus authorities.

H15: Students with higher self-reported delinquency will be less likely to report to campus authorities.

Based on reviews of collegiate sexual assault prevention efforts, the following hypotheses are
presented:

H16: Males will be less likely to report to campus authorities.

H17: Students of minority ethnic groups will be less likely to report to campus authorities.

H18: Students with higher estimations of problematic behavior on campus will be less likely to report to
campus authorities.

Based on large national victimization surveys, the final hypothesis is presented:

H19: Greater trust in campus police will correspond with increased reporting to campus authorities.

Method

Participants

Undergraduate students in the psychology department subject pool (n = 1,735; 70% female; 85%
White) of a large, public, Midwestern university selected to participate in an online survey in
exchange for course credit.

Procedure

Prior to the survey, students electronically received study information and agreed to a statement of
consent. At the conclusion of the study, these students were provided a debriefing statement.
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Measures

Dependent variables
Participants completed two dependent variables to measure reporting responses to pathway beha-
viors. The Vignettes of Concerning Behavior (VCB) measure provided a continuous, hypothetical
reporting measure of willingness to report. For participants that noted observation of actual campus
safety concerns, the categorical binary reporting to authorities (RA) measure examined self-reported
responses to witnessed collegiate safety issues.

Vignettes of Concerning Behavior. The VCB assesses participants’ willingness to inform campus
authorities of concerning behaviors (Hollister et al., 2014). This measure consists of 12 scenarios
with 9 containing behavior that has preceded targeted attacks (e.g., violent expressions, fixation on
weapons). After each scenario, participants select any actions they would take in response on a 7-
point scale (1 = none; 2 = change my personal security [such as changing locks or changing phone
numbers]; 3 = have a third party, besides university administration, talk to the individual; 4 = talk
with a friend of the individual; 5 = talk with the concerning individual; 6 = notify the university
administration or faculty; 7 = notify police). Participants could select multiple responses and could
also choose “other” then enter a text description. Each answer to scenarios that possesses concerning
behavior was coded 0 if authorities would not be notified (i.e., not selecting 6, 7, or an “other”
authority reporting description), or 1 if authorities would be notified (i.e., selecting 6 or 7 or entering
an authority reporting other description). Thus, the maximum score of this continuous scale was 9,
and higher scores represented greater willingness to inform authorities of concerning behavior.

This scale was normally distributed (skewness = 0.20, SE = .06; kurtosis = −0.61; SE = .06) and
had good internal consistency (α = .75) with the current sample. In the portion of the total sample
that observed concerning behavior on campus (n = 631), this scale significantly corresponded with
actual campus safety reporting decisions, t(108.94) = 4.08, p < .01, r = .23, as those reporting in
actual campus safety concerns (M = 4.89, SD = 2.03) displayed higher VCB scores than those not
reporting in actual campus safety concerns (M = 3.91, SD = 2.05).

Reporting to authorities. Participants’ self-reported responses to their observations of concerning
behavior (i.e., Appendix A, Question 5) were used for a categorical binary RA variable. Responses
that would not notify campus authorities (i.e., not selecting 6, 7, or “other” authority notification
description) were coded as 0, and responses that would notify campus authorities (i.e., selecting 6, 7,
or “other” authority notification description) were coded as 1.

Independent variables
Two binary demographic variables were included in analyses. A gender variable (male) included
females coded as 0 and males coded as 1. An ethnicity variable (White) included participants that
identified as white coded as 1 and participants that identified with other ethnicities coded as 0.

All participants were presented demographic questions, the Self-Report Delinquency Scale
(SRDS), the Campus Connectedness Scale (CCS), the Peer Loyalty Scale (PLS), the Feelings of
Safety on Campus Scale (FSCS), and the Feelings Toward Campus Police Scale (FCPS).
Participants were also asked questions about their estimation of peer involvement in problematic
activity, beliefs about the world being inherently fair, and exposure to concerning behavior on
campus.

Self-Report Delinquency Scale (SRDS). The SRDS measures self-reported criminal involvement in
the past 12 months (Piquero, MacIntosh, & Hickman, 2002). This scale was originally nine questions
in length, but has been shortened to four questions in the past “due to limited variability across items
and categories” (Sulkowski, 2011, p. 56). Participants were asked these four questions (i.e., about
illicit drug use, theft, forcible robbery, and use of physical aggression). The scale had low internal
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consistency with the current sample (α = .25), but was included in analyses as a diverse, face-valid
measure of self-reported antisocial involvement.

Campus Connectedness Scale (CCS). The CCS measures student attachment to the campus com-
munity (Summers, Beretvas, Svinicki, & Gorin, 2005) with 16 Likert-type questions measured on a 6-
point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 6 = strongly agree). Higher scores correspond with greater
connection to the campus community. The scale had excellent internal consistency with the current
sample (α = .94).

Peer Loyalty Scale (PLS). The PLS measures participants’ loyalty to their friend group (Hollister
et al., 2014) with three Likert-type questions measured on a 6-point scale (1 = strongly disagree;
6 = strongly agree). Higher scores correspond with greater peer loyalty. The scale had good internal
consistency with the current sample (α = .70).

Feelings of Safety on Campus Scale (FSCS). The FSCS measures students’ feelings of safety on
campus with two face-valid questions (i.e., “I feel safe on campus during the day”; “I feel safe on
campus at night”; Hollister et al., 2014, p. 133) answered on a 5-point, Likert-type scale (1 = in no
areas; 5 = in all areas). These scores are reverse coded and summed. This scale had acceptable
internal consistency with the current sample (α = .60).

Feelings toward Campus Police Scale (FCPS). The FCPS measures participants’ support for campus
police with a five-item, 5-point Likert-type questions (1 = not at all true; 5 = completely true)
regarding the perceived quality, confidence, and performance of campus police (Hollister et al.,
2014). Higher scores correspond with more positive feelings of campus police. The scale had good
internal consistency with the current sample (α = .85).

Social Norms Scale (SNS). Participants were asked four questions about their estimation of peer
involvement in problematic activity, listed in Appendix B, which will be referred to as the SNS. The
answers to these four questions were summed, and higher scores corresponded with greater estima-
tions of student involvement in problematic activity. The SNS had good internal consistency with the
current sample (α = .85).

Just World Scale (JWS). Participants were asked to provide their level of agreement with nine
statements about beliefs in a fair world, listed in Appendix C, which will be referred to as the JWS.
The answers to these nine questions were summed, and higher scores corresponded with greater
adherence to beliefs in a fair world. The JWS had excellent internal consistency with the current
sample (α = .92).

As shown in Appendix A, participants were asked about their exposure to a range of concerning
behavior while on campus. If participants indicated observation of at least one concerning behavior,
they were informed to “focus on the most recent [perpetrator] in answering the following questions”
and asked additional questions shown in Appendix A.

Participant Exposure to Concerning Behavior (PECB). If participants selected “I have not observed
any of the behaviors listed above,” they were not asked the questions shown in Appendix A and were
excluded from analyses regarding responses to actual campus safety concerns. They were coded as 0
on a binary PECB variable, and 1 signified participants that witnessed at least one listed concerning
behavior.

Incident-related variables. Eight incident-related variables that have impacted reporting decisions
(Hollister & Scalora, 2015) were coded based on participant answers to questions in Appendix A.
The total concerning behaviors displayed by the perpetrator (TCB) variable was calculated by adding
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the amount of threatening behavior categories selected (i.e., on Appendix A, Question 1). The
perpetrator involvement in assault (PerpA), vandalism/property theft (PerpV), acquisition/interest
in weapons (PerpW), and/or threatening statements (PerpT) variables were based on participant
selection of these categories of concerning behavior (i.e., on Appendix A, Question 1). Participants’
friendship with the perpetrator (FPerp) related to their selection of this relationship (i.e., on
Appendix A, Question 2). The participant being personally victimized (PVic) or witnessing the
victimization of a friend (FVic) corresponded with selection of these victim categories (i.e., on
Appendix A, Question 3). An intimate partner context (IPCont) involved participant identification
of romantic/sexual obsession and/or an intimate relationship relating to the concerning behavior
(i.e., on Appendix A, Question 4). These variables were coded with 0 being absence of the incident
characteristic and 1 being the presence of the incident characteristic.

Results

All participants (n = 1,735; 70% female; 85% White) were included in analyses of willingness to report.
The VCB was used as the criterion variable, and the means for variables utilized in willingness to report
analyses are displayed in Table 1. The bivariate relationships between these variables are shown in
Table 2. Without controlling across factors, females, students with less self-reported delinquency,

Table 1. Means of variables in willingness to report analyses.

Variables M SD

VCB 4.30 2.19
Male 0.31 0.46
White 0.85 0.36
SRDS 5.18 2.05
CCS 71.46 15.03
PLS 12.62 1.86
FSCS 8.40 1.24
FCPS 18.56 3.77
SNS 12.04 5.53
JWS 27.70 5.98
PECB 0.36 0.48

Note. VCB = Vignettes of Concerning Behavior; SRDS = Self-Report Delinquency Scale; CCS =
Campus Connectedness Scale; PLS = Peer Loyalty Scale; FSCS = Feelings of Safety on Campus
Scale; FCPS = Feelings Toward Campus Police Scale; SNS = Social Norms Scale; JWS = Just World
Scale; PECB = Participant Exposure to Concerning Behavior.

Table 2. Bivariate relationships between variables in willingness to report analyses.

Variables VCB Male White SRDS CCS PLS FSCS FCPS SNS JWS PECB

VCB —
Male −.08** —
White .01 .01 —
SRDS −.12** .27** −.01 —
CCS .04 −.07** .15** −.12** —
PLS −.02 −.11** .12** −.01 .33** —
FSCS −.11** .37** .03 .10** .07** .01 —
FCPS .17** −.12** .02 −.17** .17** .16** .21** —
SNS .04 −.23** .02 −.03 .07** .08** −.20** −.05 —
JWS .02 −.05* .08** −.05* .25** .23** .16** .27** −.03 —
PECB −.09** .04 .01 .07** .04 −.02 −.09** −.17** .09** −.06* —

Note. SRDS = Self-Report Delinquency Scale; CCS = Campus Connectedness Scale; PLS = Peer Loyalty Scale; FSCS = Feelings of
Safety on Campus Scale; FCPS = Feelings Toward Campus Police Scale; SNS = Social Norms Scale; JWS = Just World Scale; PECB =
Participant Exposure to Concerning Behavior. The listed number is the Pearson’s correlation (r) value between the two
intersecting variables.

*p < .05. **p < .01.

JOURNAL OF SCHOOL VIOLENCE 7

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
N

eb
ra

sk
a,

 L
in

co
ln

] 
at

 1
0:

58
 2

4 
Ju

ne
 2

01
6 



students with less feelings of safety on campus, students with greater trust in campus police, and students
who had not observed concerning behavior on campus had greater willingness to report. Several
variables did not have significant binary relationship with willingness to report, as noted in Table 2.

A multiple regression was conducted to review the interaction of predictor variables on will-
ingness to report. The VCB was the dependent variable, and the predictors were the variables shown
in Table 3. This multiple regression model was significantly predictive of VCB, R2 = .07, F(10,
1702) = 12.66, p < .01. A scatterplot of the dependent variable and the regression values indicated
that an assumption of linearity was reasonable. The regression model was normally distributed
(skewness = −.59, SE = .06; kurtosis = .72, SE = .12).

In this model, four variables had significant negative regression weights, as less self-reported delin-
quency, less peer loyalty, fewer feelings of safety on campus, and no prior exposure to concerning behaviors
on campus significantly related to greater willingness to report, after controlling for other predictors.
Additionally, one variable had a significant positive regression weight, as more positive feelings of campus
police significantly corresponded with greater willingness to report, after controlling for other predictors.
Several predictors did not have significant contributions to the model, as noted in Table 3.

The portion of the total sample that observed concerning behavior on campus (n = 631, 67%
female, 85% White) was used in analyses of authority notification in actual observations of con-
cerning behavior. The binary RA variable was used as the criterion, and variables listed in Table 6
were used as predictors. The means of participants on continuous variables separated into those that
did not report and those that did report are shown in Table 4. Independent sample t tests with equal
variances not assumed are also displayed in Table 4 to exhibit bivariate relationships with the
criterion reporting variable. Without controlling across variables, participants with less campus
connectedness, lower estimations of peer involvement in problematic activity, and more categories
of concerning behavior observed were more likely to report their observations to campus authorities.
Several variables did not have significant differences between those that did not report and those that
did report, as noted in Table 4.

The distribution of participants based on categorical predictor variables are separated into those
that did not report and those that did report and shown in Table 5. 2 × 2 X2 Tests of Independence
were used to display bivariate relationships with the criterion variable. Without controlling across
variables, participants that experienced personal victimization, witnessed the perpetrator engage in
physical/sexual assault, and/or observed vandalism/property theft from the perpetrator were more
likely to report. Several variables did not significantly differ between those that did and did not
report, as noted in Table 5.

A binary logistic regression was conducted to review the interaction of predictors on actual
reporting decisions. Thus, the categorical binary RA was the dependent variable, and the categorical

Table 3. Multiple regression results with willingness to report criterion variable (VCB).

Variables b SE (b)

Male .09 .13
White .09 .14
SRDS −.08** .03
CCS .01 .01
PLS −.07* .03
FSCS −.26** .05
FCPS .11 .02
SNS .01 .01
JWS −.01 .01
PECB −.38** .11

Note. SRDS = Self-Report Delinquency Scale; CCS = Campus Connectedness Scale; PLS = Peer
Loyalty Scale; FSCS = Feelings of Safety on Campus Scale; FCPS = Feelings Toward Campus
Police Scale; SNS = Social Norms Scale; JWS = Just World Scale; PECB = Participant Exposure to
Concerning Behavior; b = unstandardized coefficient; SE (b) = standard error of the unstandar-
dized coefficient.

*p < .05. **p < .01.
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and continuous predictors were the variables shown in Table 6. This binary logistic regression was
significantly predictive of the dependent variable, X2 (18) = 47.55, p < .01. The model was able to
correctly classify 99.8% of those that did not report and 7.2% of those that did report, which resulted
in an 87.6% overall success rate. Three variables had significant positive regression weights, as
students with higher estimation of peer involvement in misconduct, higher adherence to beliefs in
a fair world, and personal victimization were significantly more likely to inform authorities, after
controlling for other predictors. Two variables had regression weights that approached significance,
as students who observed more types of concerning behavior (B = 0.22, p = .07) and who were not
friends with the perpetrator (B = −0.83, p = .05) tended to be more likely to report, after controlling
for other predictors. Several predictors did not have significant contributions to the model, as noted
in Table 6.

For the current study, Table 7 summarizes the outcome of hypothesis testing with vignettes and
actual responses to campus safety concerns.

Personally victimized students were more likely to report to campus authorities than non-
victimized bystanders, and Hypothesis 1 was not supported. Higher campus connectedness did
not correspond with increased reporting to campus authorities, and Hypothesis 2 was also not
supported. Furthermore, Hypothesis 3 was not supported, as students who viewed weapon use were
not more likely to report to campus authorities.

Table 4. Means of continuous variables in actual reporting analyses.

M (SD)

Variables Did not report (n = 548) Did report (n = 83) t

SRDS 5.36 (2.19) 5.37 (2.44) .04
CCS 72.71 (13.93) 68.80 (15.23) 2.21*
PLS 12.61 (1.80) 12.35 (2.00) 1.10
FSCS 8.28 (1.35) 8.06 (1.43) 1.33
FCPS 17.76 (3.94) 17.61 (4.53) 0.27
SNS 12.42 (5.30) 14.57 (5.91) 3.12**
JWS 27.16 (5.90) 27.71 (6.21) 0.75
TCB 1.97 (1.30) 2.48 (1.67) 2.70**

Note. SRDS = Self-Report Delinquency Scale; CCS = Campus Connectedness Scale; PLS = Peer Loyalty Scale; FSCS = Feelings of
Safety on Campus Scale; FCPS = Feelings Toward Campus Police Scale; SNS = Social Norms Scale; JWS = Just World Scale; PECB =
Participant Exposure to Concerning Behavior.

t scores were used to calculate the differences for each variable between the “did not report” and “did report” categories.
*p < .05. **p < .01.

Table 5. Distribution of categorical variables used in actual reporting analyses.

n (%)

Variables Did not report Did report
X2

(1) =

Male 182 (33%) 25 (30%) 0.31
White 472 (86%) 66 (80%) 2.51
PerpA 106 (19%) 27 (33%) 7.54**
PerpV 127 (23%) 30 (36%) 6.49*
PerpW 8 (1%) 2 (2%) 0.42
PerpT 203 (37%) 28 (34%) 0.34
FPerp 82 (15%) 8 (10%) 1.67
PVic 70 (13%) 21 (25%) 9.17**
FVic 192 (35%) 30 (36%) 0.04
IPCont 209 (38%) 26 (31%) 1.43
Total 548 (100%) 83 (100%)

Note. PerpA = perpetrator involvement in assault, PerpV = vandalism/property theft, PerpW = acquisition/interest in weapons,
PerpT = threatening statements; FPerp = participants’ friendship with the perpetrator; PVic = personally victimized; FVic =
witnessing the victimization of a friend. 2 × 2 X2 Tests of Independence were used to calculate the differences between the “did
not report” and “did report” category.

*p < .05. **p < .01.
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Hypotheses 4 and 5 were partially supported, as witnessed property damage and assault related to
reporting in bivariate analyses, but not multivariate review. After controlling for other factors,
students who were friends with the victim were more likely to report, but this variable did not
relate to reporting decisions in multivariate analyses. Thus, Hypothesis 6 was also partially
supported.

Table 6. Binary regression results for participants observing concerning behavior on campus with reporting criterion variable (RA).

Variables B SE (B) Odds Ratio

Male .55 .32 1.06
White −.49 .33 0.61
SRDS −.01 .06 0.99
CCS −.02 .01 0.99
PLS −.07 .07 0.94
FSCS −.02 .10 0.98
FCPS .01 .03 1.00
SNS .05* .02 1.05
JWS .05* .02 1.05
TCB .22 .12 1.24
PerpA .48 .31 1.61
PerpV .39 .30 1.47
PerpW −.11 .90 0.90
PerpT −.45 .35 0.64
FPerp −.83 .43 0.44
PVic .81* .31 2.25
FVic .22 .27 1.25
IPCont −.47 .29 0.63

Note. SRDS = Self-Report Delinquency Scale; CCS = Campus Connectedness Scale; PLS = Peer Loyalty Scale; FSCS = Feelings of
Safety on Campus Scale; FCPS = Feelings Toward Campus Police Scale; SNS = Social Norms Scale; JWS = Just World Scale; PECB =
Participant Exposure to Concerning Behavior; PerpA = perpetrator involvement in assault, PerpV = vandalism/property theft,
PerpW = acquisition/interest in weapons, PerpT = threatening statements; FPerp = participants’ friendship with the perpetrator;
PVic = personally victimized; FVic = witnessing the victimization of a friend.

*p < .05. **p < .01.

Table 7. Support for hypotheses across experimental methodologies.

Hypothesis

Methodology

Bivariate VCB Multivariate VCB Bivariate RA Multivariate RA

1 ! !
2 ✔ ✕ ! ✕
3 ✕ ✕
4 X ✕
5 X ✕
6 ✕ X
7 ✕ ✕
8 X X
9 ✕ ✕
10 ✔ X ✕ ✕
11 X X
12 ✕ ✕
13 X X ✕ ✕
14 ✔ ✕ ✕ !
15 X X ✕ ✕
16 X ✕ ✕ ✕
17 ✔ ✕ ✕ ✕
18 ✔ ✕ ! !
19 X X ✕ ✕

Note. VCB = Vignettes of Concerning Behavior; RA = reporting to authorities; X = findings that significantly (p < .05) or near
significantly (p < .09) supported the hypothesis; ✔ = insignificant findings that did not support the hypothesis; ! = significant
findings (p < .05) that did not support the hypothesis; blank = hypothesis not examined with the specific methodology.
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Students who were friends with the victim were not more likely to report to campus authorities;
thus, Hypothesis 7 was not supported. Throughout analyses, students with prior exposure to safety
concerns were less likely to report to campus authorities, and Hypothesis 8 was fully supported.

Hypothesis 9 was not supported, as reporting in intimate contexts did not differ from noninti-
mate contexts. Hypothesis 10 was partially supported, as peer loyalty corresponded with heightened
reporting in multivariate vignette analyses, but not in other examinations.

Hypothesis 11 was fully supported, as students who observed fewer concerning behaviors from
the perpetrator were less likely to report. Hypothesis 12 was not supported, as students who observed
threatening statements were not more likely to report to campus authorities.

Hypothesis 13 (i.e., students who feel less safe on campus were hypothesized to be more likely to
report to campus authorities) and Hypothesis 15 (i.e., students with higher self-reported delinquency
were expected to be less likely to report to campus authorities) were supported in vignette, but not
actual reporting analyses. Students with greater adherence to beliefs in an inherently fair world were
not less likely to report to campus authorities; thus, Hypothesis 14 was not supported.

Hypothesis 16 was partially supported, as males were less likely to report in binary vignette
analyses, but not other examinations. Throughout analyses, Hypothesis 17 (i.e., students of minority
ethnic groups were expected to be less likely to report to campus authorities) and Hypothesis 18 (i.e.,
students with higher estimations of problematic behavior on campus were hypothesized to be less
likely to report to campus authorities) were not supported. Hypothesis 19 (i.e., greater trust in
campus police was expected to correspond with increased reporting to campus authorities) was
supported in vignette analyses, but not actual reporting reviews.

Discussion

The findings of the current study suggested reporting improvement efforts were important to
effective campus violence prevention. College students were unwilling to report most (i.e., 52%)
vignettes of pathway behavior, and most students who witnessed campus safety concerns did not
report (i.e., 87%). Students who witnessed concerns were equally unlikely to inform authorities of
witnessed intimate (i.e., 11% reported) and nonintimate concerns (i.e., 14% reported), and only 20%
of students who saw assault and 19% of students who witnessed vandalism noted that they reported
their observations. Thus, regardless of examined contextual and incidental characteristics, observed
campus safety concerns were unlikely to be reported, and several dangerous situations appeared to
exist outside the awareness of protective campus resources.

These authority notification issues were not limited to specific college student groups, as gender,
ethnicity, and self-reported antisocial involvement did not significantly impact reporting decisions
by witnesses of campus safety concerns. Thus, in the current study, campus reporting improvement
efforts, with campus-wide focus, received further support (Banyard, Plante, & Moynihan, 2004;
Potter, Moynihan, Stapleton, & Banyard, 2009; Sulkowski, 2011).

With broad focus, campus safety professionals could exhibit utilization of flexible, problem-solving
approaches in managing campus safety concerns (Hollister et al., 2014; Scalora et al., 2010). Consistent
with criminological and threat assessment findings (Bosick, Rennison, Gover, & Dodge, 2012; de Becker,
1998; Deisinger et al., 2014; Hollister et al., 2014; Pollack et al., 2008; Tarling & Morris, 2010), for
observers of campus safety concerns, witnessing more types of concerning perpetrator behavior related
to heightened reporting, which suggests students may initially ignore or informally manage a proble-
matic individual (e.g., talking with the perpetrator or a friend; Hodges et al., 2015; Pershing, 2003) prior
to seeking authority assistance. Thus, campus authorities could promote (i.e., through posters or social
media; Bain et al., 2014) their use of informal nonconfrontational aid (e.g., informed referrals to
supportive campus resources) for struggling students. This enhanced understanding of supportive
campus resources would seem highly important to campus violence prevention, as assaultive perpetra-
tors often exhibit forewarning behaviors to close associates (Pollack et al., 2008), and friend perpetrator-
observer relationship corresponded with failure to report, in the current study.
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Similarly, as police contact has related to subsequent unwillingness to report (Tarling & Morris,
2010; Thompson et al., 2007), including in the current study, campus authorities could enhance
reporting through enacting safety processes perceived as fair, hassle-free, and legitimate (Tarling &
Morris, 2010; Tyler, Sherman, Strang, Barnes, & Woods, 2007). For instance, campus safety profes-
sionals could provide reporters anonymity, general support, and safety planning expertise (Deisinger
et al., 2014; Pollack et al., 2008; Scalora et al., 2010). Through poster campaigns and social media
(Bain et al., 2014), campus authorities could display their positive efforts and referral abilities to
generate broad perceptions of trust and fairness within the campus community, since, in the current
study, observers with greater beliefs in a fair world were more likely to report witnessed campus
safety concerns, after controlling across other influences.

Additionally, campus authorities could inform the campus community of concerning behaviors
that signify violence risk (Hollister et al., 2014; Pollack et al., 2008). Similar to national victimization
surveys and police report analyses (Bosick et al., 2012; Tarling & Morris, 2010), in the current study,
personally-victimized students, in comparison to nonvictimized bystanders, were more likely to
inform authorities of witnessed concerns. As many victims fail to report concerns (i.e., in the current
study, 77% noted not reporting), instead seeking trusted third party assistance (Buhi et al., 2009;
Thompson et al., 2007; Yamawaki et al., 2012), campus authorities could display improvements in
campus safety and victim outcomes that follow bystander reporting. Campus safety efforts could
generalize this understanding through referencing various types and contexts of concerning behavior
(Bartling et al., 2010; Hollister et al., 2014).

In the current study, for witnessed campus safety concerns, heightened estimation of peer
misconduct related to increased reporting, which could be associated with higher estimations
relating to awareness of the likelihood and immediacy of dangerousness upon concerning behavior
exposure (Hodges et al., 2015; Pollack et al., 2008). Therefore, campus reporting improvement efforts
could incorporate displays of attention-grabbing statistics regarding the prevalence and prevent-
ability of general violence concerns. For instance, students could be advised observers of campus
physical (80%) and/or sexual (60%) violence often indicated witnessing additional pathway behaviors
from perpetrators (Hollister et al., 2015b).

Several campus reporting improvement recommendations can be formed from the current study;
however, limitations should be considered. All variables involved self-reporting from participants,
which can include impression management and biased recall of past events. Moreover, the SRDS
included poor internal consistency, and incident characteristics (i.e., TCB, PerpA, PerpV, PerpW,
PerpT, IPCont) are based on observers’ interpretations of these terms without standard definitions.
Two scales (i.e., JWS, SNS) were generated for the current study without confirmatory factor
analyses validity analyses. In general, all variables included mostly close-ended, multiple-choice
questions that may not have captured additional unmeasured reporting factors. Regarding campus
generalizability, the sample may not fully represent the collegiate community, as participants were
from a psychology department student pool, and no faculty/staff was surveyed. Thus, with repetitive
requests for additional research (Hoff, 2015; Hollister, 2015; Hollister & Scalora, 2015; Pollack et al.,
2009; Scalora et al., 2010; Sulkowski, 2011), campus reporting improvement could be explored
further, with diverse samples, various scales of reporting factors, and multimodal examinations, to
address weaknesses in the current study and general field.

Nonetheless, this study clarified interactions between reporting influences in hypothetical and
actual student responses to concerning behavior. Several underexplored suggestions for campus
reporting enhancement were examined, and the current study displayed options most likely to
generate increased authority notification. Throughout analyses, findings supported campus-wide
exhibitions of the dangerousness of various pathway behaviors and fair, flexible authority problem
solving for struggling students. Rather than utilizing several disparate attempts, centralized reporting
improvement techniques emphasizing these specific, empirically backed facets could be enacted and
programmatically reviewed.

12 B. A. HOLLISTER ET AL.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
N

eb
ra

sk
a,

 L
in

co
ln

] 
at

 1
0:

58
 2

4 
Ju

ne
 2

01
6 



ORCID

Brandon A. Hollister http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2070-0824

References

Bain, A., Robinson, B. K., & Conser, J. (2014). Perceptions of policing: Improving communication in local commu-
nities. International Journal of Police Science & Management, 16(4), 267–276. doi:10.1350/ijps.2014.16.4.345

Banyard, V. L., Plante, E. G., & Moynihan, M. M. (2004). Bystander education: Bringing a broader community
perspective to sexual violence prevention. Journal of Community Psychology, 32(1), 61–79.

Bartling, K., Yardley, O., & Evans, C. (2010, October). UNL threat assessment partnership: Communications campaign.
Paper presented at the Great Plains Association of Threat Assessment Professionals Meeting, Lincoln, Nebraska.

Baumeister, R. F., Vohs, K. D., & Funder, D. C. (2007). Psychology as the science of self-reports and finger movements.
Perspectives on Psychological Science, 2(4), 396–403.

Bosick, S. J., Rennison, C. M., Gover, A. R., & Dodge, M. (2012). Reporting violence to the police: Predictors through
the life course. Journal of Criminal Justice, 40, 441–451. doi:10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2012.05.001

Brank, E. M., Woolard, J. L., Brown, V. E., Fondacaro, M., Luescher, J. L., Chinn, R. G., & Miller, S. A. (2007). Will
they tell? Weapons reporting by middle-school youth. Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice, 5, 125–146.

Brecklin, L. R., & Forde, D. R. (2001). A meta-analysis of rape education programs. Violence and Victims, 16(3), 303–321.
doi:10.1177/1524839908319593

Breitenbecher, K. H. (2000). Sexual assault on college campuses: Is an ounce of prevention enough? Applied &
Preventive Psychology, 9, 23–52. doi:10.1016/S0962-1849(05)80036-8

Buhi, E. R., Clayton, H., & Surrency, H. H. (2009). Stalking victimization among college women and subsequent help-
seeking behaviors. Journal of American College Health, 57(4), 419–426. doi:10.3200/JACH.57.4.419-426

Calhoun, F. S., & Weston, S. W. (2003). Contemporary threat management: A guide for identifying, assessing, and
managing individuals of violent intent. San Diego, CA: Specialized Training Services.

Cornell, D. G., Sheras, P. L., Kaplan, S., McConville, D., Douglass, J., & Elkon, A., et al. (2004). Guidelines for student
threat assessment: Field-test findings. School Psychology Review, 33, 527–546.

Daniels, J. A., Buck, I., Croxall, S., Gruber, J., Kime, P., & Govert, H. (2007). A content analysis of new reports of
averted school rampages. Journal of School Violence, 6(1), 83–99.

de Becker, G. (1998). The gift of fear: Survival signals that protect us from violence. New York, NY: Little Brown.
Deisinger, E. R., Randazzo, M. R., & Nolan, J. J. (2014). Threat assessment and management in higher education:

Enhancing the standard of care in the academy. In J. R. Meloy & J. Hoffman (Eds.). International handbook of
threat assessment (pp. 107–125). New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Deisinger, G., Randazzo, M., O’Neill, D., & Savage, J. (2008). The handbook for campus threat assessment and
management teams. Stoneham, MA: Applied Risk Management.

Drysdale, D. A., Modzeleski, W., & Simons, A. B. (2010). Campus attacks: Targeted violence affecting institutions of
higher education. Washington, DC: U.S. Secret Service, U.S. Department of Homeland Security, Office of Safe and
Drug-Free Schools, U.S. Department of Education, and Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S. Department of Justice.

Fabiano, P. M., Perkins, H. W., Berkowitz, A., Linkenbach, J., & Stark, C. (2003). Engaging men as social justice allies
in ending violence against women: Evidence for a social norms approach. Journal of American College Health, 52(3),
105–112. doi:10.1080/07448480309595732

Fein, R. A., & Vossekuil, B. (1999). Assassinations in the United States: An operational study of recent assassins,
attackers, and near-lethal approachers. Journal of Forensic Sciences, 50, 221–233.

Fein, R. A., Vossekuil, B., & Holden, G. A. (1995). Threat assessment: An approach to prevent targeted violence (Vol. 2).
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice.

Goudriaan, H., Wittebrood, K., & Nieuwbeerta, P. (2006). Neighbourhood characteristics and reporting crime: Effects
of social cohesion, confidence in police effectiveness, and socio-economic disadvantage. British Journal of
Criminology, 46(4), 719–742.

Griffith, J. D., Hueston, H., Wilson, E., Moyers, C., & Hart, C. L. (2004). Satisfaction with campus police services.
College Student Journal, 38(1), 150–156.

Hodges, H. J., Low, E. C., Hollister, B. A., Viñas-Racionero, M. R., & Scalora, M. J. (in press). Examining the reasons
and responses to threatening behaviors on a college campus. Journal of Threat Assessment and Management.

Hoff, S. (2015). Self-protective behaviors and campus threat assessment (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University
of Nebraska-Lincoln, Lincoln, Nebraska.

Hollister, B. A. (2015). Exposure and responses to pre-incident behavior in a college student sample (Unpublished
doctoral dissertation). University of Nebraska-Lincoln, Lincoln, Nebraska.

JOURNAL OF SCHOOL VIOLENCE 13

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
N

eb
ra

sk
a,

 L
in

co
ln

] 
at

 1
0:

58
 2

4 
Ju

ne
 2

01
6 

http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2070-0824
http://dx.doi.org/10.1350/ijps.2014.16.4.345
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2012.05.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1524839908319593
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0962-1849(05)80036-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.3200/JACH.57.4.419-426
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07448480309595732


Hollister, B., Scalora, M., Hoff, S., & Marquez, A. (2014). Exposure to preincident behavior and reporting in college
students. Journal of Threat Assessment and Management, 1(2), 129–143. doi:10.1037/tam0000015

Hollister, B. A., & Scalora, M. J. (2015). Broadening campus threat assessment beyond mass shootings. Aggression and
Violent Behavior, 25, 43–53. doi:10.1016/j.avb.2015.07.005

Hollister, B. A., Scalora, M. J., Bockoven, J., & Hoff, S. M. (2015a). Campus stakeholder reporting of pre-incident
behaviors. Manuscript submitted for publication.

Hollister, B. A., Scalora, M. J., Hoff, S. M., Viñas-Racionero, M. R., Hodges, H. J., & Low, E. C. (2015b). Observed
behavioral indicators of assaults witnessed on college campuses. Manuscript submitted for publication.

Martens, M. P., Page, J. C., Mowry, E. S., Damann, K. M., Taylor, K. K., & Cimini, M. D. (2006). Differences between
actual and perceived student norms: An examination of alcohol use, drug use, and sexual behavior. Journal of
American College Health, 54(5), 295–300. doi:10.3200/JACH.54.5.295-300

Meloy, J. R. (2011). Approaching and attacking public figures: A contemporary analysis of communications and
behavior. In C. Chauvin (Ed.), Threatening communications and behavior: Perspectives on the pursuit of public
figures (pp. 75–102). Washington, DC: The National Academies Press.

Meloy, J. R., James, D. V., Farnham, F. R., Mullen, P. E., Pathe, M., Darnley, B., & Preston, L. (2004). A research review
of public figure threats, approaches, attacks, and assassinations in the United States. Journal of Forensic Sciences, 49
(5), 1–8. doi:10.1520/JFS2004102

Nekvasil, E. K., & Cornell, D. G. (2012). Student reports of peer threats of violence: Prevalence and outcomes. Journal
of School Violence, 11(4), 357–375.

Noonan, J. H., & Vavra, M. C. (2007). Crime in schools and colleges: A study of offenders and arrestees reported via
national incident-based reporting systems. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of
Investigation, Criminal Justice Information Services Division.

Paul, L. A., & Gray, M. J. (2011). Sexual assault programming on college campuses: Using social psychological belief
and behavior change principles to improve outcomes. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 12(2), 99–109. doi:10.1177/
1524838010390710

Pershing, J. L. (2003). To snitch or not to snitch? Applying the concept of neutralization techniques to the enforcement
of occupational misconduct. Sociological Perspectives, 46(2), 149–178. doi:10.1525/sop.2003.46.2.149

Piquero, A. R., MacIntosh, R., & Hickman, M. (2002). The validity of a self-reported delinquency scale: Comparisons
across gender, age, race, and place of residence. Sociological Methods & Research, 30(4), 492–529. doi:10.1177/
0049124102030004002

Pollack, W. S., Modzeleski, W., & Rooney, G. (2008). Prior knowledge of potential school-based violence: Information
students learn may prevent a targeted attack. Washington, DC: U.S. Secret Service & U.S. Department of Education.

Potter, S. J., Moynihan, M. M., Stapleton, J. G., & Banyard, V. L. (2009). Empowering bystanders to prevent campus
violence against women: A preliminary evaluation of a poster campaign. Violence Against Women, 15(1), 106–121.

Scalora, M. J., Baumgartner, J. V., Zimmerman, W., Callaway, D., Hatch-Maillette, M. A., Covell, C. N.,…
Washington, D. O. (2002a). An epidemiological assessment of problematic contacts to members of Congress.
Journal of Forensic Sciences, 47(6), 1360–1364.

Scalora, M., Simons, A., & VanSlyke, S. (2010). Campus safety: Assessing and managing threats. FBI Law Enforcement
Bulletin, 79(2), 1–10.

Schnebly, S. M. (2008). The influence of community-oriented policing on crime-reporting behavior. Justice Quarterly,
25(2), 223–251. doi:10.1080/07418820802025009

Shaffer, H. J., Peller, A. J., Laplante, D. A., Nelson, S. E., & Labrie, R. A. (2010). Toward a paradigm shift in Internet
gambling research: From opinion and self-report to actual behavior. Addiction Research and Theory, 18(3), 270–
283.

Slocum, L. A., Taylor, T. J., Brick, B. T., & Esbensen, F. A. (2010). Neighborhood structural characteristics, individual-level
attitudes, and youths’ crime reporting intentions. Criminology, 48(4), 1063–1100. doi:10.1111/j.1745-9125.2010.00212.x

Sulkowski, M. L. (2011). An investigation of student’s willingness to report threats of violence in campus communities.
Psychology of Violence, 1(1), 53–65. doi:10.1037/a0021592

Sulkowski, M. L., & Lazarus, P. J. (2011). Contemporary responses to violent attacks on college campuses. Journal of
School Violence, 10(4), 338–354. doi:10.1080/15388220.2011.602601

Summers, J. J., Beretvas, S. N., Svinicki, M. D., & Gorin, J. S. (2005). Evaluating collaborative learning and community.
The Journal of Experimental Education, 73(3), 165–188. doi:10.3200/JEXE.73.3.165-188

Tarling, R., & Morris, K. (2010). Reporting crime to the police. British Journal of Criminology, 50, 474–490.
doi:10.1093/bjc/azq011

Thompson, M., Sitterle, D., Clay, G., & Kingree, J. (2007). Reasons for not reporting victimizations to the police: Do
they vary for physical and sexual incidents? Journal of American College Health, 55(5), 277–282. doi:10.3200/
JACH.55.5.277-282

14 B. A. HOLLISTER ET AL.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
N

eb
ra

sk
a,

 L
in

co
ln

] 
at

 1
0:

58
 2

4 
Ju

ne
 2

01
6 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/tam0000015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2015.07.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.3200/JACH.54.5.295-300
http://dx.doi.org/10.1520/JFS2004102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1524838010390710
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1524838010390710
http://dx.doi.org/10.1525/sop.2003.46.2.149
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0049124102030004002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0049124102030004002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07418820802025009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.2010.00212.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0021592
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2011.602601
http://dx.doi.org/10.3200/JEXE.73.3.165-188
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azq011
http://dx.doi.org/10.3200/JACH.55.5.277-282
http://dx.doi.org/10.3200/JACH.55.5.277-282


Tyler, T. R., Sherman, L., Strang, H., Barnes, G. C., & Woods, D. (2007). Reintegrative shaming, procedural justice, and
recidivism: The engagement of offenders’ psychological mechanisms in the Canberra RISE drinking-and-driving
experiment. Law & Society Review, 41(3), 553–586. doi:10.1111/j.1540-5893.2007.00314.x

Weller, M., Hope, L., & Sheridan, L. (2013). Police and public perceptions of stalking: The role of prior victim-offender
relationship. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 28(2), 320–339. doi:10.1177/0886260512454718

Yamawaki, N., Ochoa-Shipp, M., Pulsipher, C., Harlos, A., & Swindler, S. (2012). Perceptions of domestic violence:
The effects of domestic violence myths, victim’s relationship with her abuser, and the decision to return to her
abuser. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 27(16), 3195–3212. doi:10.1177/0886260512441253

Appendix A
Questions for Participants that Indicated Being Exposed to Concerning Behavior on
Campus

(1) What were the behaviors of the potentially dangerous individual? Please select all that apply.

Repeated unwanted verbal contacts through email or phone (1)

Repeated unwanted face-to-face contact (2)

Physical following (3)

Vandalism or property theft (4)

Surveillance or monitoring (5)

A threatening gesture (6)

A threatening statement (7)

Acquisition or interest in weapons (8)

Physical assault (9)

Sexual assault or touching (10)

Suicidal statements or attempts (11)

Other (12) ____________________

(2) What was your relationship with this potentially dangerous individual?

Previous or current romantic partner (1)

A friend’s previous or current romantic partner (2)

A friend (3)

An acquaintance (4)

Stranger (5)

University faculty, administration, or staff (6)

Other (7) ____________________

(3) What was your relationship to the victim or victims? Please select all that apply.

I was the victim (1)

Previous or current romantic partner (2)

A friend’s previous or current or romantic partner (3)

A friend (4)

An acquaintance (5)

Stranger (6)

University faculty, administration, or staff (7)

An organization I was involved in (8)

The university I attend (9)

Other (10) ____________________

(4) What was the context of these behaviors? Please select all that apply.

An individual romantically/sexually obsessed with someone (1)

Related to an intimate relationship (2)

Concerns about grades (3)

A suspension or expulsion (4)
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Workplace dismissal (5)

Draw attention to self or issue (6)

Mental health issues (7)

Revenge for perceived wronging (8)

Motivated by bias (such as racism, sexism, homophobia, etc.) (9)

Other (10) ____________________

(5) What action if any did you take in response to observing the behavior? Please select all that apply.

None (1)

Changed the victim’s personal security (such as changing locks or changing phone numbers (2)

Talked with the potentially dangerous individual (3)

Had a third party, beside university administration, faculty, or police, talk to the individual (4)

Talked with a friend of the potentially dangerous individual (5)

Notified the university administration or a university faculty member (6)

Notified police (7)

Collected or saved evidence (8)

Consulted a trusted individual (9)

Other (10) ____________________

Appendix B
Social Norms Scale

(1) What percentage of students do you think have been a victim of stalking on campus?

0–10% (1)

10–20% (2)

20–30% (3)

30–40% (4)

40–50% (5)

50–60% (6)

60–70% (7)

70–80% (8)

80–90% (9)

90–100% (10)

(2) What percentage of students do you think has ever felt unsafe because of the concerning behavior of another
person, such as an exboyfriend/girlfriend, friend, acquaintance, stranger, etc.?

0–10% (1)

10–20% (2)

20–30% (3)

30–40% (4)

40–50% (5)

50–60% (6)

60–70% (7)

70–80% (8)

80–90% (9)

90–100% (10)

(3) What percentage of students do you think has ever been physically assaulted on campus?

0–10% (1)

10–20% (2)

20–30% (3)
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30–40% (4)

40–50% (5)

50–60% (6)

60–70% (7)

70–80% (8)

80–90% (9)

90–100% (10)

(4) What percentage of students do you think has ever been sexually assaulted on camp

0–10% (1)

10–20% (2)

20–30% (3)

30–40% (4)

40–50% (5)

50–60% (6)

60–70% (7)

70–80% (8)

80–90% (9)

90–100% (10)

Appendix C
Just World Scale

(1) Generally speaking, I would say that most people can be trusted.

Not at all true (1)

A little true (2)

Moderately true (3)

Very true (4)

Completely true (5)

(2) I believe that people are basically moral.

Not at all true (1)

A little true (2)

Moderately true (3)

Very true (4)

Completely true (5)

(3) I believe in human goodness.

Not at all true (1)

A little true (2)

Moderately true (3)

Very true (4)

Completely true (5)

(4) I believe most people try to be fair.

Not at all true (1)

A little true (2)

Moderately true (3)

Very true (4)

Completely true (5)
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(5) I trust others.

Not at all true (1)

A little true (2)

Moderately true (3)

Very true (4)

Completely true (5)

(6) I would say that most of the time people try to be helpful.

Not at all true (1)

A little true (2)

Moderately true (3)

Very true (4)

Completely true (5)

(7) I believe that others have good intentions.

Not at all true (1)

A little true (2)

Moderately true (3)

Very true (4)

Completely true (5)

(8) I trust what people say.

Not at all true (1)

A little true (2)

Moderately true (3)

Very true (4)

Completely true (5)
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