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The impacts of the Virginia Tech and Northern Illinois University shootings on fear of
crime on campus

Robert J. Kaminski a,⁎, Barbara A. Koons-Witt a, Norma Stewart Thompson b, Douglas Weiss c

a Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice, University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC 29208, United States
b Brevard College, Brevard, NC 28712, United States
c Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice, University of Maryland, College Park, MD 20742, United States

a b s t r a c ta r t i c l e i n f o

There has been a substantial increase in the number of mass shooting incidents on college campuses in the
United States in recent years. Although empirical research examined the impacts of secondary school
shootings on student fear, there have been no comparable studies of the impacts of campus shootings. This
study began to fill this void by examining responses to surveys administered to convenience samples of
students enrolled at the University of South Carolina prior to and following the mass shooting incidents on
the campuses of Virginia Tech and Northern Illinois University. Findings indicated that both shootings were
associated with modest increases in various measures of fear. Other findings were that the impacts of the
shootings depended on both the type of fear measured (e.g., general fear versus fear of being a victim of
specific crimes) and student characteristics such as age, sex, and race.

© 2009 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

Introduction

On April 16, 2007, in what is the deadliest school shooting in
United States history,1 Seung-Hui Cho shot and killed thirty-two
students and faculty and wounded seventeen others on the campus of
the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University (Virginia Tech)
in Blacksburg, Virginia (Virginia Tech Review Panel, 2007). Ten
months later, on February 14, 2008, Steven Kazmierczak killed five
and wounded eighteen in another mass shooting incident on the
campus of Northern Illinois University. This was the second-deadliest
university shooting in recent decades, and the fourth-deadliest in U.S.
history.2 Although anecdotal accounts indicate university students
feel more fearful in the wake of such events (e.g., Kelleher, 2008;
Montgomery, 2007; Pless, 2007), there has been no systematic
research on the effects of campus mass shootings on fear of crime
and perceived risk of victimization. Researchers examined the effect
of the 1999 Columbine shooting on fear among secondary schools
students (Addington, 2003; Brener, Simon, Anderson, Barrios, & Small,
2002) and a sample of female university students in upstate New York
(Stretesky & Hogan, 2001), but these studies did not address the
impacts of campus shootings on fear among university students. The
lack of research on fear and campus shootings is surprising, as there
appears to be an increasing trend3 in the frequency of campus
shooting events in recent years (see Fig. 1).

Recent campus shootings appear to be havingwide-ranging impacts
on colleges and universities across the country. Many campuses have
expanded their emergency communication systems using multiple
notification routes, such as text, e-mail, and phone alerts (Hamblen,
2008), though a recent survey of five hundred campuses using a
particular emergency alert system found that only about 40 percent of
students had registered for the service (Mark, 2008). Other initiatives in
place or under consideration include the use of campus lockdowns,
increasing security personnel, student profiling, and allowing students,
faculty, and staff to carry concealed firearms on campus (Fox, 2008). As
Fox (2008) notes, however, these responsesmay not be consistentwith
the actual threat tomembers of the university community and theymay
have detrimental consequences for the life and climate of college
campuses. Instead of making students feel safer about their surround-
ings, thesenewpoliciesmay, in fact,make studentsmore fearful and less
engaged in their college campuses. It is unclear whether the trend in
campus shootings will continue to increase, level off, or decline, but
clearly research on the effects of campus shootings is warranted.

This study added to the limited research on school shootings by
examining the impacts of the Virginia Tech (VT) and Northern Illinois
University (NIU) incidents on fear among convenience samples of
students enrolled at the University of South Carolina. First, the study
examined the extent to which fear varied before and after the
shootings on the VT and NIU campuses. Second, it used multiple
regression to examine the effects of the shootings on fear while
controlling for student characteristics (i.e., age, sex, race, and
residency status). Third, the study tested whether or not any observed
effects varied by student characteristics. The next section presents a
review of the fear of crime-on-campus literature.
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Fear of crime on college and university campuses

Social scientists first acknowledged fear of crime as an emerging
social problem during the early 1960s and the issue gained national
attention following President Lyndon Johnson's speech to the U.S.
Congress on March 9, 1966, in which he declared that fear of crime
impacts the life of every American (Woolley & Peters, n.d.). Since then,
scholars continued to examine the concept of fear of crime as it relates
to the general public. Prior research consistently found that personal
characteristics and contextual factors were significantly related to fear
of crime (Clarke & Lewis, 1982; Kennedy & Krohn, 1984; McConnell,
1989;Warr, 1980, 1990). Research generally observed higher levels of
fear among the elderly, minorities, and females, when compared to
other demographic groups (Clarke & Lewis, 1982; Lane & Meeker,
2003; Ortega & Myles, 1987; Riger, Gordon, & Le Bailley, 1978; Warr,
1984). Researchers also identified several personal, contextual, and
other factors associated with levels of fear of crime on campus.

Personal factors

Much of the available research on the relationship between fear of
crime on campus and personal factors observed higher levels of fear
among younger students, females, and minorities. Specifically, studies
found that female university students reported substantially higher
levels of fear of crime and fear of being a victim of crime, and they
engaged in more constrained behaviors to reduce their risk of
victimization on campus than did male students (Brantingham &
Brantingham, 1994; Ferraro, 1995, 1996; Fisher, 1995; Jennings,
Gover, & Pudrzynska, 2007; McConnell, 1997; Woolnough, 2009).
Kelly and Torres (2006) examined the campus experiences of forty-
six Canadian and American female college students and drew on the
“chilly campus climate” hypothesis (Hall & Sandler, 1984) as a
potential explanation for gender differences in levels of fear. Hall and
Sandler (1984) argued that despite common exposure to the same
curricula and academic programs, the continuation and preservation
of gender stereotypes with regard to behavior, personality, aspiration,
and achievement existed on college campuses. “Chilly campus
climate” refers to a campus environment or atmosphere that is
different based on gender and that impedes “women students' full
personal, academic and professional development” (Hall & Sandler,
1984, p. 4). They found that regardless of race, university classifica-
tion, and level of involvement, female students reported experiencing

a chilly campus climate, which Kelly and Torres (2006) argued
perpetuated the high levels of fear reported by female students.

Several studies examined factors associated with fear of sexual
assault among female college students (Day, 1994; Fisher & Sloan,
2003; Wilcox, Jordan, & Pritchard, 2007). Day's (1994) conceptual
model identified several individual, societal, and campus factors
associated with women's fear of sexual assault on college campuses,
including personal factors, the portrayal of sexual assault in themedia,
and physical characteristics of the campus. Fisher and Sloan (2003)
tested the “shadow of sexual assault hypothesis” originally proposed
by Ferraro (1996), which asserts that during potentially dangerous
situations, women's fear of sexual assault “shadows” or outweighs
their fear of other personal victimization, such as burglary. Utilizing
data from a national sample of college students, Fisher and Sloan
(2003) found evidence indicating that the fear of rape among college
women shadowed their fear of personal crimes on campus.

Researchers also considered the importance of prior victimization
experience on levels of fear among college students. Although
Brantingham and Brantingham (1994) and Jennings et al. (2007)
found that experience with prior victimization had no impact on
feelings of safety on campus, other researchers observed elevated levels
of fear among studentswho reported havingbeen victimized.McCreedy
and Dennis (1996) found that among victims of indecent exposure and
groping, 95percent of students reported veryhigh levels of fear of crime.
Wilcox et al. (2007) examined the relationship between prior sexual
assault or coercion, physical assault, and stalking and perceived risk of
victimization, fear of crime, and constrained behaviors among univer-
sity women and generally found weak relationships.

The impact of other factors, such as criminal events on campus and
program of study, were examined in relation to fear of crime on
university and college campuses. A study by del Carmen, Polk, Segal,
and Bing (2000) found that the percentage of university students
fearful of violent crime increased from 32 percent to 41 percent
following a sexual assault on campus. They also found that criminal
justice majors were less fearful than non-majors.

Contextual factors

Contextual factors also have been a focus of research on fear of
crime on campus. Previous studies found relationships between fear
of crime among students and faculty and contextual factors, such as
time of day and particular areas on campus (Brantingham &
Brantingham, 1994; del Carmen et al., 2000; Fisher & Nasar, 1992;
McConnell, 1997; McCreedy & Dennis, 1996). The study by del
Carmen et al. (2000) found one of the most significant factors
associated with fear of crime on campus was time of day, with
substantially more students reporting that they were fearful of being
the victim of a violent crime at night (68 percent) versus during the
day (16 percent). McConnell (1997) found that 20 percent of
respondents reported feeling afraid to walk alone on campus during
the day and 66 percent reported feeling afraid at night, while
Brantingham and Brantingham (1994) found that 98 percent of
students surveyed reported feeling safe on campus during the day and
33 percent reported feeling unsafe on campus at night. Their results
were conditioned by the sex of the respondent with 88 percent of
males feeling the campus was safe after dark compared to 52 percent
of females reporting the campus was safe after dark.

Other research examinedwhether or not student fearof crimevaried
by campus location, which is linked to campus architecture and
environmental design. For example, del Carmen et al. (2000) found
that 38 percent of students surveyed reported avoiding certain areas on
campus because they feared being a victim of crime. Brantingham and
Brantingham (1994) found a link between modes of transit at specific
places on campus and fear of crime among male students (not among
female students) during certain times of the day. Their results suggested
that males who drove cars to campus compared to males who rode

Fig. 1. Annual number of fatal campus shooting incidents, January 1, 1990-May 31, 2009.
Notes: Off-campus killings of students and on-campus killings by law enforcement
officers were excluded; shooter suicides were excluded from death counts. Information
on campus shooting incidentswere from a Lexis-Nexus search and listings from theNew
York Times (retrieved October 1, 2008 from http://www.nytimes.com/2007/04/17/us/
shootings-timeline.html?_r=1&oref=slogin), National Public Radio (retrieved October
1, 2008 from http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=9603275), and
other media sources. See Appendix A for a list of the shootings and additional details
(date, campus, and number of persons wounded or killed).
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buses to campus felt that the campus was more unsafe at night.
Brantingham and Brantingham (1994, p. 168) surmised that this
difference found among males may have been due to “the role males
might be expected to play in parking lot confrontations” given the
generally high level of fear reported by students in the study. These
findings provided support for Fisher and Nasar's (1992) model of
prospect, refuge, and escape, as parking garages were observed to
provide limited prospect or visibility and refuge for potential offenders.
These researchers observed that the highest levels of fear of crime on
campus were associated with areas with high levels of refuge for
potential offenders, and low levels of prospect and opportunity for
potential victims, such as open views and protection. Brantingham and
Brantingham's (1994) analysis of crime and fear of crime on campus
found higher-than-expected levels of fear among students compared to
the relatively low levels of actual victimization and the few violent
crimes reported on campus. These researchers attributed the high fear
levels on campus to several factors, including large multilevel parking
garages with elaborate landscaping (i.e., possible hiding places), an
isolated campus location, and a lack of physical security.

Precautionary behavior

Several researchers examined students' involvement in precautionary
or constrained behaviors, such as avoiding night classes or carryingmace.
Woolnough (2009) found that women were more likely than men to
avoid going out alone at night or during the day and to avoid areas on
campus perceived to be risky (e.g., areas with poor lighting), but men
were more likely to carry devices for self-protection (e.g., pepper spray).
Jennings et al. (2007) found female college studentsweremore likely than
their male counterparts to avoid night classes, but unlike Woolnough
(2009), they found that women were more likely than men to carry
pepper spray. Research by McCreedy and Dennis (1996) found that
respondents who were victims of lewd and/or threatening phone calls
were the most concerned about crime and more likely to avoid night
classes. Drawing from the routine activities theoretical framework,
Tewksbury and Mustaine (2003) considered the relationship between
students' lifestyle characteristics and behaviors, such as employment
status and associations with strangers, and the use of self-protective
measures. These researchers found that the strongest predictors of self-
protective behaviors were related to proximity and exposure to potential
offenders. Theymaintained that students in closer proximity or increased
exposure to potential offenders were more likely to take self-protective
measures, such as carrying mace or a knife, and that these factors likely
override individuals' perceptions of safety and fear of crime.

Secondary school shootings

Although the review of the literature failed to uncover a single study
on the impact of campus shooting incidents on fear among college
students, three studies that potentially had implications for research on
campus shootings examined the effects of the 1999 Columbine High
School shooting on secondary and post-secondary school students
(Addington, 2003; Brener et al., 2002; Stretesky & Hogan, 2001).

Using data from the National Crime Victimization Survey School
Crime Supplement, Addington (2003) found that students were only
slightlymore fearful of being attacked or harmed at school following the
Columbine shooting, and there were no significant changes in
precautionary behaviors. Brener et al. (2002) used data from the 1999
Youth Risk Behavior Study to assess the impact of the Columbine
shooting and found that secondary school students were more likely to
reportmissing school following the event because they felt toounsafe to
attend, but there were no reported effects on other behaviors, such as
weapon carrying,fighting, or being threatenedwith aweapon at school.

A more relevant study examined the impact of Columbine on
perceived safety among college women enrolled at the Rochester
Institute of Technology (RIT) in upstate New York (Stretesky & Hogan,

2001). The researchers used data from a survey on dating violence
administered to students a week before and after Columbine. The
findings indicated that women reported feeling less safe while
engaging in six hypothetical after-dark activities following the
shooting (walking alone, riding a bus alone, walking alone to one's
car, waiting for public transportation alone, and so forth). Limitations
of this studywere that: (1) the shooting occurred at a secondary school
and it therefore did not address the potentially greater impacts of
shooting incidents that occur on campuses; (2) it surveyed only
women, so the impacts on men are unknown; (3) it did not examine
directly the fear of being a victim of crime (e.g., murder, being attacked
with a gun or knife); and (4) it was carried out at a single university,
and thus of limited generalizability. Although inferences drawn from
the above studies regarding the potential impacts of the VT and NIU
shootings were limited, the research suggested that mass school
shootings are capable of impacting student levels of fear and/or
avoidance behaviors in geographically distant jurisdictions.

Theoretical considerations

Glassner's (1999) discussion of ‘killer kids’ highlighted the fact
that perceptions on the part of the public can be influenced by media
coverage and their appetite for sensational accounts of infrequent, yet
horrific events. He notes: “Disproportionate coverage in the news
media plainly has effects on readers and viewers” (p. xxi). Known as
the media-effects theory, it is argued that many fears are “off-base”
because the media coverage misrepresents the degree and extent of
different problems and is often driven by ratings. Other contributing
factors in spreading fear, according to Glassner (1999), include those
related to businesses, advocacy groups, religious organizations, and
political parties. The success of fear mongering is not only dependent
upon howwell it is delivered to the public, but also in howwell it taps
into “deeper cultural anxieties” (p. 208).

Gerbner and Gross (1976) noted the particular importance of
television as having broad and far reaching impacts on people and
their perceptions; they stated: “Television is the first centralized cultural
influence to permeate both the initial and the final years of life—as well
as the years between” (p. 176). Their use of cultivation analysis
examined the assumptions drawn by people viewing television
concerning facts, norms, andvalues in society, contrasting the “television
world” with the “observable world,” and the possible conditioning
effects based on the amount of television viewing (pp. 182, 191).

It is reasonable to expect, then, that media coverage of the VT and
NIU shootings impacted student fear of crime and victimization on
campus. Addington (2003), however, noted that the prior literature
on fear of crime is absent a theoretical framework directly applicable
to the study of campus mass shooting incidents and student fear.
Although theoretical models developed for testing the impacts of
indirect victimization (e.g., Chiricos, Eschholz, & Gertz, 1997; Chiricos,
Padgett, & Gertz, 2000; Heath & Gilbert, 1996) on fear of crime
logically may apply, the extent to which they are applicable is unclear.
According to Addington (2003), indirect victimization has been
operationalized “as fairly minor or routine crimes occurring in the
neighborhood or involving one's friends or family” (p. 369), whereas
school mass shootings are rare, extremely violent events involving
strangers not geographically proximate to most people.

Regarding the prior empirical research, studies of newspaper
accounts of sensational crimes found fear levels decreasedwith increases
in geographical distance from the events (Chiricos et al., 2000; Heath &
Gilbert, 1996), while research that examined the effects of television
coverage of crime found not only an influence on the perceived
likelihood of encountering violence (Gerbner & Gross, 1976), but a
positive association between fear and viewers who shared character-
istics with the victims as well (Chiricos et al., 1997). It is conceivable,
then, that students enrolled at colleges and universities located far from
VT andNIUwere less affected by the shootings than students enrolled at
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colleges and universities nearer VT and NIU. Further, one might expect
college and university students' fear of victimization to bemore strongly
related to on-campus shootings involving student victims than, say, off-
campus shootings of nonstudent victims.

Addington's (2003) findings on the impact of Columbine
suggested school shootings impacted students' fear of crime (see
also Brener et al., 2002), though the observed effect was small.
Further, Stretesky and Hogan (2001) found general perceived safety
among women enrolled at RIT declined following Columbine. Together,
these studies suggested that secondary school mass shootings can
increase fear regardless of geographical proximity and that the effects
generalize beyond secondary students to university students. Based on
this (albeit) limited empirical research, onewould expect that the VT and
NIU shootings increased fear among students enrolled at colleges and
universities across the county. That said, it is unclear how various
characteristics of these events may have interacted to influence fear of
crime. First, no researchhas explicitly examined the relationshipbetween
the degree of spatial proximity to campus shooting incidents and student
levels of fear. If the research on media accounts (Chiricos et al., 2000;
Heath & Gilbert, 1996) generalizes to campus mass shooting events, one
would expect the VT shooting to have had a greater impact than the NIU
shooting on students enrolled at the University of South Carolina (USC)
because of the former's closer geographical proximity to theUSC campus.
TheVT shooting, however,was a far deadlier event than theNIU shooting
and it is possible that the sheer magnitude of the violence associated
with VT (and its corresponding greater media coverage) rather than
geographical proximity is the more relevant factor.

Additional considerations not discussed in the literature on school
shootings include the timing of surveys or interviews relative to the
timing of the events and the impacts of repeated events. For instance,
onemight expect to observe a decay in fear with increases in time since
an event. This was relevant for the analysis, as the timing of the surveys
differed by several weeks for the VT and NIU shootings (discussed
below). Itwasalsonot clearwhether exposure to repeated campusmass
shootingsmay increase or decrease student fear levels. Repeated events
may lead to a desensitization effect, whereby students are less impacted
by subsequentmass shootings, or theymay increase fear levels because
multiple events may increase the perceived likelihood of a mass
shooting occurring on one's own campus.

A final consideration involves the degree to which campus mass
shootings are expected to correlate with more general fear indicators
versus indicators of fear of specific types of criminal victimization
(Ferraro, 1995; Warr, 1984;Wilcox et al., 2007). For example, although
campus shootings may increase student fear of walking alone on
campus or fear of crime on campus generally, they may increase more
strongly fear of being threatened with a gun or fear of being murdered
on campus, since guns and murder were characteristics specific to the
VT and NIU events.

This study added to the limited research on school shootings by
examining the impacts of the VT and NIU shootings on fear among
students enrolled at the University of South Carolina. First, it compared
mean levels of several fear-of-crime measures before and after each
shooting incident. Second, controlling for various student characteristics
(age, sex, race, and residency status), multiple regression was used to
test whether or not students weremore fearful following each shooting
incident. Third, the study tested whether or not any observed effects
varied by student characteristics.

Data and methodology

Fear of crime campus survey

This study involved the administration of a fear-of-crime survey to
convenience samples of students enrolled at the University of South
Carolina (described in detail below).4 The university enrolled 21,969
full-time students and 5,303 part-time students during the fall 2007

semester. The majority of students were White (70.5 percent), 12.7
percent were Black, and 16.8 percent were of another race. More than
half of the students were female (57.4 percent). The average age of
students was twenty-five, and the vast majority of students resided
off campus (75.7 percent).5

The surveys were administered at four different intervals; prior to
and following the April 16, 2007 VT shooting and prior to and
following the February 14, 2008 NIU shooting. The initial survey
(Survey 1) was administered between March 10 and March 18, 2007
as part of an exercise in a required undergraduate criminal justice
research methods class. The only criterion for administering the
survey was that respondents had to be students enrolled at the
university. Informal feedback suggested that the students complied
with this request and that the majority of surveys were administered
on campus. Following news of the VT shooting incident, students from
the same class were provided an opportunity to administer the survey
to a new sample in return for extra credit (Survey 2). Data collection
for this wave occurred between April 23 and April 30, 2007. The third
survey (Survey 3) was administered during the fall 2007 semester
(November 21–28), and the final survey (Survey 4) was administered
following the NIU shooting in the spring of 2008 (March 4–15). In
total, 1,952 surveys were collected; 749 were collected during the first
administration, 500 during the second, 345 during the third, and 357
during the final administration (response rates were 92.4 percent, 100
percent, 90.8 percent, and 92.7 percent, respectively).6 As part of the
learning experience in each class, the students entered the survey
responses into a statistical data base. The data were reviewed and
errors corrected during lab sessions taught by two advanced graduate
students. The graduate students then merged the four data sets and
conducted data verifications to correct additional errors.

Data

Descriptive statistics7 for the variables used in the analysis are
presented in Table 1 for all surveys combined and individually for each
survey administration. Respondent age ranged from seventeen to fifty-
eight, while average age ranged from 21 to 22.5 across survey
administrations. The proportion of female respondents ranged from
.47 to .56, the proportion of respondents who were non-White8 ranged
from .29 to .37, and the proportion of students who lived on campus
ranged from .31 to .40. The sampledemographics approximated those of
the university, though on average, respondents were slightly younger
(twenty-one versus twenty-five), non-White (32.0 percent versus 29.5
percent), andmale (50.0 percent versus 42.6 percent). Respondent race
most closely matched that of the population in Surveys 1 and 4, while
respondent gender most closely matched that of the population in
Survey 2. The greatest difference between the sample overall and the
population was in regards to residency; respondents were much less
likely to live on campus (38 percent versus 76 percent).

Five fear-related outcome variables were used in the analysis. Two
outcomes were based on questions that asked students how fearful
they were while walking alone on campus during the day and
after dark. A third question queried students about general fear of
crime on campus, while two other questions asked about fear of being
threatened with a weapon on campus and fear of being murdered on
campus. Specifically, fearday asked students who walked alone on
campusduring the dayhow fearful theywerewhile doing so. Response
categories were: 1=not at all fearful, 2=not very fearful, 3=some-
what fearful, and 4=very fearful. Sixty-eight percent (1,191) of the
students indicated they were not at all fearful, 25 percent (446)
indicated they were not very fearful, 6 percent (110) indicated they
were somewhat fearful, and .5 percent (10) indicated they were very
fearful. Only eight respondents indicated they were very fearful and
this category was combined with the somewhat fearful category prior
to estimation of regression models.
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Feardark asked studentswho reported theywalked alone on campus
after dark how fearful they were while doing so. Twenty-seven percent
(417) reported they were not at all fearful, 36 percent (552) reported
they were not very fearful, 29 percent (437) reported they were
somewhat fearful, and 8 percent (116) reported they were very fearful.

Also on a four-point scale, the general fear-of-crime question
asked students “Overall, how fearful are you of crime in general on the
USC campus?” Twenty-three percent (448) reported they were not at
all fearful, 45 percent (875) reported they were not very fearful, 29
percent (560) reported they were somewhat fearful, and 2 percent
(45) indicated they were very fearful.

The remaining two questions, both measured on a ten-point scale
ranging fromnot at all fearful to very fearful, asked students how fearful
they were of being threatened with a knife or gun and how fearful they
were of being murdered on campus. Students were somewhat more
likely to fear being attacked with a weapon (mean=3.59) than they
were to fear being murdered (mean=2.93).

Table 1
Descriptive information for variables used in the analysis

Variable Scale/
range

Description Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 3 Survey 4 Combined

X ̅ SD N X ̅ SD N X ̅ SD N X ̅ SD N X ̅ SD N

Fearday 1-4 How fearful walking alone on campus during
the day?

1.31 .55 638 1.47 .69 501 1.51 .68 302 1.35 .55 314 1.39 .63 1,755

Feardark 1-4 How fearful walking alone on campus after dark? 2.00 .84 499 2.38 .98 501 2.11 .88 251 2.12 .90 271 2.17 .92 1,522
Fearcrime 1-4 How fearful of crime in general on campus? 2.07 .78 747 2.20 .76 501 2.00 .77 337 2.15 .78 343 2.10 .78 1,928
Fearweapon 1-10 How fearful of being threatened with a knife

or gun on campus?
3.31 2.47 739 4.31 2.67 489 3.16 2.33 345 3.63 2.77 352 3.59 2.59 1,925

Fearmurder 1-10 How fearful of being murdered while on campus? 2.68 2.58 739 3.33 2.71 490 2.52 2.35 343 3.29 2.99 350 2.93 2.67 1,922
Age 17-58 Respondent age in years 20.89 2.80 738 21.12 3.54 489 21.49 4.07 344 21.00 3.06 353 21.08 3.30 1,924
Female 0-1 Respondent was female .50 .50 749 .56 .50 501 .47 .50 345 .48 .50 357 .50 .50 1,952
Non-White 0-1 Respondent was non-White .29 .45 744 .32 .47 501 .37 .48 345 .35 .47 356 .32 .47 1,946
Campus 0-1 Respondent resides on campus .40 .49 749 .37 .48 501 .31 .47 344 .39 .49 355 .38 .49 1,949
Pre-VT (ref) Survey 1 administered spring 2007 - - 749 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 749
Post-VT 0-1 Survey 2 administered spring 2007 - - - - - - 501 - - - - - - - - - - 501
Pre-NIU 0-1 Survey 3 administered fall 2007 - - - - - - - - - - 345 - - - - - - 345
Post-NIU 0-1 Survey 4 administered spring 2008 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 357 - - 357

Note: Response categories for fearday, feardark and fearcrime were 1=not at all fearful, 2=not very fearful, 3=somewhat fearful, and 4=very fearful; fearweapon and fearmurder
were measured on a ten-point scale that ranged from not at all fearful to very fearful. X ̅=mean, SD=standard deviation, N=number, - -=not applicable.

Fig. 2. Mean fear levels per survey administration.

Table 2
Fear of walking alone during the day partial proportional odds models

Variable Model 1 Model 2

Fear≥2 Fear≥3 Fear≥2 Fear≥3

eB eB eB eB

Pre-VT (reference) - - - - - - - -
Post-VT 1.655*** 1.523
Pre-NIU 2.091*** 2.098***
Post-NIU 1.172 4.048
Female 2.569*** 2.366***
Age 0.975 1.021 0.982 1.031
Non-White 1.366** 1.252 1.406*
Campus 1.204 2.300*** 1.259 2.390***
Post-VT x female - - 1.005 1.734
Post-VT x age - - 1.001
Post-VT x non-White - - 0.915
Post-VT x campus - - 1.102
Post-NIU x age - - 0.940
Post-NIU x female - - 1.443
Post-NIU x non-White - - 1.074
Post-NIU x campus - - 0.620

Constant -1.192** -4.452*** -1.313** -4.793***
LL -1293.07 -1286.93
LR 147.04; p≤ .0000 159.31; p≤ .0000
McFadden's pseudo R2 .054 .0583
Brant 20.69; p=.004 31.59; p=.007
N 1,722 1,722

Notes: Response categories for fearday were 1=not at all fearful, 2=not very fearful,
and 3=somewhat or very fearful. The coefficients for fear≥2 and fear≥3 correspond
to the logits formed from the contrasts {1, 23} and {12, 3}, respectively; *=p=.05,
**=p=.01, ***=p=.001; eB are exponentiated coefficients; LL=log likelihood;
LR=likelihood ratio test of full versus naive model; Brant=omnibus test of
proportional odds; constants are not exponentiated, --=reference category or
interaction term excluded; blank cells exclude coefficients because they were
redundant with the first column.
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Analytic strategy

To examine whether or not fear levels among students varied
before and after each of the two shooting incidents, the initial analysis
compared mean responses for each dependent variable across the
four surveys (Fig. 2). This was followed by multiple regression
analysis (Tables 2–5). Three of the dependent variables (fearday,
feardark, fearcrime) consisted of four ordered categories that ranged
from not at all fearful to very fearful. The study therefore used ordered
logistic regression to test the effects of the shooting incidents on levels
of fear, which was preferred over multinomial logistic regression as it
is more parsimonious and provides more precision by exploiting the
ordered nature of the dependent variable (Long, 1997). A positive
coefficient in the ordered logit model (OLM) estimates the (log) odds
of being in a higher category of the dependent variable versus a lower
category given a unit change in an independent variable, controlling
for the other variables in the model. A negative coefficient estimates
the (log) odds of being in the current or a lower category of the
dependent variable given a unit change in an independent variable. If
the proportional odds assumption holds, the effects of the indepen-
dent variables are constant across the categories of the dependent
variable. When the proportional odds assumption does not hold,
however, the effects of one or more of the regressors are not constant
and misleading results may be obtained. Under these conditions, an
appropriate alternativemethod is the generalized ordered logit model

(GOLM), which relaxes the proportional odds assumption and allows
the estimated coefficients on the explanatory variables to vary with
the level of the response category thresholds (see Fu, 1998). The
GOLM, however, estimates more parameters than is frequently
necessary because it frees all independent variables in the model
from the proportional odds assumption even though only one or a few
variables may actually violate it. A more parsimonious approach, and
the one used here, is the partial proportional odds model (PPOM),

Table 3
Fear of walking alone after dark partial proportional odds models

Variable Model 1 Model 2

Fear≥2 Fear≥3 Fear≥4 Fear≥2 Fear≥3 Fear≥4

eB eB eB eB eB eB

Pre-VT
(reference)

- - - - - - - - - - - -

Post-VT 1.319 2.067*** 2.744*** 0.215
Pre-NIU 1.299 1.291
Post-NIU 1.227 1.079
Female 9.172*** 7.579***
Age 0.952** 0.929**
Non-White 0.867 0.784
Campus 1.335** 1.077
Post-VT
x female

- - 1.708**

Post-VT x age - - 1.080*
Post-VT x non-
White

- - 1.103

Post-VT
x campus

- - 1.804*

Post-NIU
x female

- - 1.204

Post-NIU x age - - 0.994
Post-NIU
x non-White

- - 1.463

Post-NIU
x campus

- - 1.134

Constant 1.073** -1.097** -3.587*** 1.711** -0.325 -2.705**
LL -1645.98 -1643.45
LR 522.42; p≤ .0000 527.47; p≤ .0000
McFadden's
pseudo R2

.137 .138

Brant 24.26;
p=.043

-588.84;
p=1.000

N 1,493 1,493

Notes: Response categories for feardark were 1=not at all fearful, 2=not very fearful,
3=somewhat fearful, and 4=very fearful. The coefficients for fear≥2, fear≥3 and
fear≥4 correspond to the logits formed from the contrasts {1, 234}, {12, 34} and {123,
4}, respectively; *= p=.05, **= p=.01, ***= p=.001; eB are exponentiated
coefficients; LL=log likelihood; LR=likelihood ratio test of full versus naive
model; Brant=omnibus test of proportional odds; constants are not exponentiated,
- -=reference category or interaction term excluded; blank cells excluded coefficients
because they were redundant with the first column.

Table 4
Fear of crime ordered logistic regression models

Variable Model 1 Model 2

eB eB

Pre-VT (reference) - - - -
Post-VT 1.329* 0.811
Pre-NIU 0.932 0.936
Post-NIU 1.265 0.900
Female 5.346*** 5.504***
Age 0.948*** 0.942**
Non-White 1.071 0.909
Campus 1.369*** 1.225
Post-VT x female - - 0.818
Post-VT x age - - 1.018
Post-VT x non-White - - 1.415
Post-VT x campus - - 1.353
Post-NIU x female - - 1.194
Post-NIU x age - - 1.004
Post-NIU x non-White - - 1.453
Post-NIU x campus - - 1.165

Constant - - - -
LL -1972.241 -1968.2406
LR 396.37 p≤ .0000 404.37 p≤ .0000
McFadden's pseudo R2 .091 .093
Brant 9.18; p=.820 27.76; p=.583
N 1,892 1,892

Notes: Response categories for fearcrimewere 1=not at all fearful, 2=not very fearful,
3=somewhat fearful, and 4=very fearful; *=p=.05, **=p=.01, ***=p=.001;
eB are exponentiated coefficients; LL=log likelihood; LR=likelihood ratio test of full
versus naive model; Brant=omnibus test of proportional odds; constants are not
exponentiated, --=reference category or interaction term excluded.

Table 5
Fear of murder and fear of weapon attack OLS regression models

Variable Fear of murder Fear of weapon attack

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

β β β β

Pre-VT (reference) - - - - - - - -
Post-VT 0.571*** 0.308 0.924*** -0.813
Pre-NIU -0.130 -0.113 -0.076 -0.073
Post-NIU 0.573*** 0.663 0.348* 0.035
Female 1.227*** 1.148*** 1.567*** 1.430***
Age -0.069*** -0.061* -0.059*** -0.074**
Non-White 0.729*** 0.274 0.393*** 0.151
Campus 0.372** 0.227 0.387*** 0.128
Post-VT x female - - 0.092 - - 0.305
Post-VT x age - - -0.014 - - 0.050
Post-VT x non-White - - 1.172*** - - 0.815**
Post-VT x campus - - 0.375 - - 0.707*
Post-NIU x female - - 0.365 - - 0.377
Post-NIU x age - - -0.029 - - -0.004
Post-NIU x non-White - - 0.806* - - 0.156
Post-NIU x campus - - 0.240 - - 0.435

Constant 3.186*** 3.245*** 3.515*** 4.063***
F 32.64 16.86 46.88 23.41
Adjusted R2 .105 .112 .145 .151
N 1,895 1,895 1,898 1,898

Notes: Fearmurder and fearweapon were both measured on a ten-point scale ranging
from not at all fearful to very fearful; *=p=.05, **=p=.01, ***=p=.001, =
unstandardized OLS (ordinary least squares) regression coefficient; --=reference
category or interaction term excluded.
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which relaxes the proportional odds assumption only for those
variables for which it is not justified (Williams, 2006).

Brant tests of the proportional odds assumption (Long & Freese,
2006) indicated the effects of the independent variables were not
invariant to the thresholds or cut point categories in the OLM for
fearday and feardark (see Tables 2 and 3). Consequently, the PPOM
was employed for these outcomes. The Brant test for fearcrime
indicated the effects of the independent variables were invariant to
the thresholds, thus the OLM was employed for this outcome. The
effects of the shooting incidents on the two remaining dependent
variables—fearmurder and fearweapon—were estimated using ordi-
nary least squares regression (OLS).9

Predictions

The two shooting incidents may not have had equal effects on all
measures of fear of crime because of differences in the number of victims
associated with each shooting incident, the amount of media coverage,
geographical proximity, the timingof the surveys or other factors (e.g., the
general versus specific nature of the fear measures).10 It was anticipated,
however, that fear levels generally were higher following each shooting
incident relative to the two pre-shooting reference periods. It was thus
predicted that students were more fearful on all five fear-of-crime
measures following the VT shooting as compared to the pre-VT reference
period. Similarly, it was predicted that students were more fearful on all
five measures following the NIU shooting as compared to the pre-VT
reference period. It was also anticipated that students were more fearful
following the NIU shooting relative to the pre-NIU reference period.

Based on previous research on fear of crime among students
(Brantingham & Brantingham, 1994; Ferraro, 1995, 1996; Fisher, 1995;
Jennings et al., 2007; Kelly & Torres, 2006; McConnell, 1997), younger
students, minority students, and women were expected to be more
fearful of crime than their respective counterparts. In addition, because
of greater perceived exposure (Tewksbury & Mustaine, 2003), students
who resided on campus were expected to be more fearful of crime on
campus than thosewho resided off campus. Finally, it was expected that
the shooting incidents interacted with age, race, gender, and residency
status. Specifically, it was predicted that each shooting incident
increased fear among younger students, minority students, women,
and students living on campus, relative to their respective counterparts.

Findings

Fig. 2 presents mean responses by survey administration for each of
the five outcomes. Panel A shows that students were less fearful while
walking alone on campus during the day (fearday) than theywere after
dark (feardark) across all survey periods. The findings also indicated
small increases in average levels of fear following the VT shooting (i.e.,
across Surveys 1 and 2), suggesting that the incident may have had a
small impact on fear while walking alone. The pattern of responses
before and after the NIU incident, however, was inconsistent with an
effect of that shooting for either outcome (i.e., across Surveys 3 and 4).
Although there was an expected decay in the mean for feardark by
Survey 3, there was no substantial increase in the mean following the
NIU shooting (Survey 4). There was no corresponding decay for fearday
at Survey 3 (it actually increased slightly from 1.47 to 1.51) and rather
than increasing, the mean decreased following the NIU shooting.

Panel B shows the means for general fear of crime on campus
(fearcrime). Although the means for Survey 1 and Survey 2 were
consistent with an effect of the VT shooting, the increase was small
(from 2.07 to 2.20) and the means for Surveys 3 and 4 provided no
evidence of an effect of the NIU shooting.

While the pattern of responses in Panels A and B suggested no
effect of the NIU shooting and only small effects of the VT shooting on
fear of walking alone and fear of crime on campus, Panel C suggested
both shootings impacted fear of being attacked with a knife or gun on

campus (fearweapon) and fear of being murdered on campus
(fearmurder). As can be seen, there were increases in mean fear levels
for both outcomes after the VT shooting, followed by declines at
Survey 3, followed by increases post-NIU.

In summary, there was evidence that the VT and NIU shootings
increased fear of being attacked with a weapon and fear of being
murdered on campus. There was also some suggestion that the VT
incident may have increased fear of walking alone on campus during
the day and after dark, as well as fear of crime on campus generally,
though the effects were small. The NIU shooting, however, apparently
had no impact on these outcomes. Multiple regression was used next
to estimate the effects of the shooting incidents on fear while
controlling for student age, sex, race, and residency status (whether or
not they resided on or off campus). Interaction termswere included to
test whether or not the effects of the shootings varied by respondent
age, sex, race, and residency status.

Multiple regression results

Multiple regressionwas used tomore precisely assess the effects of
the shooting incidents on fear of crime and to determine whether or
not any observed effects depended on various student demographic
characteristics. The effects of the shooting incidents were captured by
the inclusion of the two dummy variables post-VT and post-NIU; pre-
VT served as the reference category.11 Main effects models were also
re-estimated (results not shown to conserve space) using pre-NIU as
the reference category as an additional test of whether or not the NIU
shooting incident increased fear among students.

Table 2 presents the partial proportional odds model (PPOM)
results for fear while walking alone on campus during the day
(fearday). Model 1 presents main effects only, while Model 2 includes
interaction terms between each shooting incident and respondent
demographic characteristics (age, sex, race) and residency status (on
campus versus off campus). Note that only eight respondents
indicated they were very fearful walking alone on campus during
the day andwere combinedwith respondents in the somewhat fearful
category prior to model estimation. Note also that coefficients for
independent variables that did not violate the parallel slopes
assumption were not repeated across the cut points in this and
subsequent PPOM models as they were equal and thus redundant.

Model 1 suggests the VT shooting significantly increased fear of
walking alone on campus during the day (eB=1.66), but that the NIU
shooting did not (eB=1.17; p>.05). Oddly, the pre-NIU coefficient
was statistically significant and larger than that for the post-VT
estimate. Taken at face value, this suggests that not only was there no
decay in fear following the VT shooting incident, but that fear of
walking alone on campus during the day actually increased between
Survey 2 (post-VT) and Survey 3 (pre-NIU). This seemed unlikely
since there were no other major shooting incidents between the
administrations of those surveys and there were no major crime
incidents on the USC campus that would account for this finding. Re-
estimating the model using pre-NIU as the reference category (not
shown) indicated that respondents were significantly less fearful
following the NIU shooting relative to that reference point (eB=.56;
p=.001). In all, the results for fearday did not support a conclusion
that the shooting incidents impacted fear of walking alone on campus
during the day. Other findings (Model 2) were that neither shooting
incident had a differential impact on women, older students, non-
White students, or students living on campus relative to their
respective counterparts. As the main effects in Model 1 indicate,
however, women were significantly more fearful than men
(eB=2.57), non-Whites were significantly less likely than Whites to
be not at all fearful (eB=1.37), and students residing on campus were
significantly more likely than students residing off campus to be
somewhat or very fearful (eB=2.30).
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Table 3 presents the results for fear of walking alone on campus
after dark (feardark). Model 1 indicates the NIU shooting incident did
not impact fear levels relative to the pre-VT reference period. Re-
estimating the model using pre-NIU as the reference category (results
not shown) also indicated no significant difference (eB=.95;
p=.736). The results, however, suggested that the VT shooting
significantly increased the odds of being somewhat or very fearful
(eB=2.07) and being very fearful (eB=2.74). Note that the effect of
the shooting was not constant across the cut points, and the fact that
the latter estimate was larger suggested that the VT shooting tended
to increase more extreme levels of fear of walking alone on campus
after dark rather than more moderate levels.

The results for Model 1 in Table 3 also indicated that women and
students living on campus were more fearful than men and students
living off campus, respectively, while older students were less fearful
than younger students. Interestingly, the interaction terms in Model 2
suggested the VT shooting significantly increased fear of walking alone
after dark among women (eB=1.71), older students (eB=1.08), and
those living on campus (eB=1.80) compared tomen, younger students,
and students living off campus, respectively.

Table 4 presents the findings for fear of crime on campus
(fearcrime). Model 1 suggests the VT shooting significantly increased
fear of crime (eB=1.33), but as in the previous models, the NIU
shooting was statistically insignificant compared to the pre-VT
reference period. Re-estimating the model using pre-NIU as the
reference category, however, did suggest the NIU shooting increased
fear (eB=1.36; p=.038). There was, therefore, evidence to suggest
that both shootings increased general fear of crime on campus.
Regarding other findings, it was observed that although women
(eB=5.35), younger students (eB=.95), and on-campus residents
(eB=1.37) were more fearful of crime on campus than their
respective counterparts (Model 1), none of the interaction effects in
Model 2 were statistically significant.

Table 5 presents findings regarding student fear of beingmurdered
on campus (fearmurder) and fear of being attacked with a weapon
(knife or gun) on campus (fearweapon). Models 1 and 3 indicate that
the VT shooting significantly increased fear of being murdered
(β=.57) and fear of being attacked with a weapon (β=.92). The
estimates for pre-NIU indicated no statistically significant differences
between this indicator and the pre-VT reference period in Models 1
and 3, suggesting there was a decline over time in fear following the
VT shooting. Importantly, unlike in previous models, the NIU shooting
was associated with significant increases in fear of murder (β=.57)
and fear of being attackedwith a weapon (β=.35) relative to the pre-
VT reference period. Significant effects for the NIU shooting on these
two outcomes also were observed (not shown) when substituting
pre-NIU for the pre-VT reference category (β=.70; p≤ .000 and
β=.42; p=.021, respectively).

The main effects for female, age, and campus were consistent with
those observed in most of the previous models. Unlike in those models,
however, the effect of race in Model 5 was statistically significant.
Specifically, non-Whites were more fearful than were Whites of being
murdered and being attacked with a weapon on campus (β=.73 and
.39, respectively). The interaction effects in Models 2 and 4 in Table 5
suggested neither shooting incident significantly impacted female
students more than male students or younger students more than
older students. There were, however, significant race and residency
status interaction effects. Specifically,Model 2 suggested theVT andNIU
shootings increased fear of murder among non-Whites (β=1.17 and
.82, respectively), whereas Model 4 suggested that the VT shooting, but
not the NIU shooting, significantly increased fear of a weapon attack
among non-Whites (β=.82). The model suggested also that the VT
shooting, but not the NIU shooting, increased fear of a weapon attack
among students who lived on campus (β=.71).

In summary, this study suggested that the VT shooting, but not the
NIU shooting, increased fear of walking alone on campus after dark,

while both incidents increased general fear of crime on campus as
well as fear of being murdered and fear of being attacked with a
weapon (gun or knife) while on campus. Why the VT shooting was
associatedwith increased fear of walking alone at night, while the NIU
shooting was not is unclear. Although speculation, perhaps the VT
shooting produced significant effects because it took a much greater
toll on life than the NIU incident, there was greater exposure to the
media coverage of the VT shooting, or because respondents became
somewhat desensitized to such events following the VT shooting, or
some combination of these factors. Another possible explanation may
have had to do with the timing of the administration of the surveys
following the shooting events. The post-VT survey was administered
one week after the shooting (April 23-30), while the post-NIU survey
was administered about three weeks after that shooting. Additionally,
it is important to point out that relatively little of the variance in
student fear was explained by any model (R2 and pseudo-R2 values
ranged from .054 to .151) and that the inclusion of other relevant
omitted variables could have changed the obtained results.

Other findings were that female students were more fearful than
male students on all five fear measures. Compared to students living
off campus and older students, students living on campus and
younger students were more fearful, respectively, on four of the five
fear measures (the exception being fear of walking alone on campus
during the day). Oddly, the results suggested that non-White students
were more fearful than White students to walk alone on campus
during the day, but not at night. They also were no more fearful than
Whites of crime on campus generally. Non-White students, however,
were more fearful of being attacked with a weapon on campus and of
being murdered on campus than were White students.

Regression models that included interaction terms suggested the
VT shooting, but not the NIU shooting, increased fear of walking alone
after dark among female students, older students, and students who
lived on campus. No such effects were observed for fear of walking
alone on campus during the day, fear of general crime, fear of being
murdered, or fear of being attacked with a gun or knife. The VT
shooting, however, was associated with increased fear of being
murdered and fear of being attacked with a weapon among non-
Whites, while the NIU shooting was associated only with increased
fear of being murdered among non-White respondents.

Discussion

Despite anecdotal accounts indicating university students felt
more fearful in the wake of shooting events such as those that
occurred on the VT and NIU campuses (e.g., Kelleher, 2008;
Montgomery, 2007; Pless, 2007), to date there had been no systematic
studies of the effects of campus mass shootings on fear of crime and
perceived risk of victimization. Researchers have examined the effect
of the 1999 Columbine shooting on fear among secondary school
students (Addington, 2003; Brener et al., 2002) and a sample of
female university students in upstate New York (Stretesky & Hogan,
2001), but these studies did not address the impacts of campus
shootings on fear among post-secondary students.

This study began to fill this gap by examining the impacts of the VT
and NIU shootings on fear among samples of students enrolled at the
University of South Carolina. First, the study examined the extent to
which fear varied before and after the shootings on the VT and NIU
campuses. Second, it used multiple regression to examine the effects
of the shootings on fear while controlling for student characteristics
(age, sex, race, and residency status). Third, the study tested whether
or not any observed effects varied by student characteristics.

Themajorfindingswere that both shootings significantly increased
fear of being a victim of crime on campus (being attacked with a
weapon and fear of being murdered) and fear of crime on campus
generally, whereas only the VT shooting was associated with an
increase in fear of walking alone on campus after dark. Although the
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impact of the VT shooting on fear of walking alone after dark was
substantial (e.g., it increased the odds of being very fearful by 174
percent), the impacts of the shooting incidents on fear of crime, fear of
being murdered, and fear of being attacked with a gun or knife
appeared to be more modest. For example, the regression results for
both the VT and NIU shootings suggested an increase of just over one-
half of one point (.57) on the ten-point scale of fear of beingmurdered
on campus, which represented about a 6 percent increase. The VT
shooting had a stronger impact than the NIU shooting on fear of being
attacked with a weapon on campus, however. Still, the increase was
just under one point on the ten-point scale (.92), which represented
about a 9 percent increase. Consequently, although the students at USC
were undoubtedly shocked by these mass shootings, they did not
appear to have instilled lasting extreme levels of fear. These somewhat
modest effects were congruent with the previous studies that
examined the impact of the Columbine shooting on fear among
secondary and post-secondary students (Addington, 2003; Brener
et al., 2002; Stretesky & Hogan, 2001).

This study also tested whether or not the shooting incidents
increased fear among women, minorities, younger students, and
students who resided on campus. Findings indicated no differential
impacts of either shooting on fear of crime on campus or fear of
walking alone on campus during day. The VT shooting, however, was
associated with increased fear of walking alone on campus after dark
among women, older students, and those living on campus compared
to their respective counterparts. Interestingly, the VT shooting was
associated with increases in fear of being murdered on campus and
fear of being attacked with a weapon on campus among non-White
students, while the NIU shooting was associated only with an increase
in fear of being murdered on campus among non-White students.
Why the effect of the VT shooting on fear of walking alone at night on
campus varied by gender, age, and residency status (but not race),
while its effect on fear of being murdered and fear of being attacked
with a weapon varied only by race was unclear and deserves
additional research, suffice to say that the pattern of effects suggested
that the types of fear impacted by mass campus shootings varied by
student characteristics.

Overall, theVT shootingwasmore consistently related to the various
fear-relatedoutcomes thanwas theNIUshooting. Thismaybedue to the
closer spatial proximity of USC to VT (Chiricos et al., 2000; Heath &
Gilbert, 1996), the sheer magnitude of the violence associated with the
VT shooting (thirty-twokilled versus sixkilled), greatermedia coverage,
some desensitization to similar repeated events (the VT shooting
occurred earlier in time), the timing of the surveys (the post-VT survey
was administered one week after the shooting, whereas the post-NIU
survey was administered about three weeks after that event), or some
combination of these or other factors. It was also possible that the
difference may be related to changes in policies governing campus
safety and security following the VT shooting. For example, like many
colleges, the University of South Carolina instituted new emergency
procedures involving, among other things, an alert systemusing faculty,
staff, and student cell phone numbers and e-mail addresses following
the events at VT. Students may have been less concerned about the NIU
shooting once the university instituted changes to safeguard them.
Although beyond the scope of this study, the potential effects of these
factors might be explored in future research.12

In summary, this study suggested that media coverage of mass
shooting incidents, such as those that occurred on the VT and NIU
campuses, may have increased significantly student fear of crime and
victimization. Further, the data presented in Fig. 2 suggested that the
incidence of fatal campus shootings has been trending upwards over the
last two decades. Given these findings, it is conceivable that media
coverage of any future mass shootings could contribute to a climate of
fear among students and university officials. The perceived risks,
however, must be tempered by the rarity of such events. For example,
dividing the estimated number of fatal shootings on campuses 2000-

2009 (n=28) by the number of colleges and universities in the United
States in2005 (N=4,140)13 showed that approximately a little overone-
half of 1 percent of campuses experienced a fatal shooting over the last
decade (.68 percent). Dividing the estimated number of persons shot and
killed on campuses in 1990 (the yearwith themost shootings; n=38)by
the number of students enrolled in public and private two- and four-year
institutions in 2005 (N=17,487,475) indicated that the approximate
percentage of students shot and killed on campuses was less than .0002
percent or .22 per 100,000 (note that some victims were university
faculty or employees). Although the extremely tragic consequences of
even a single death should not be minimized, policies designed to
prevent and respond to campus shootings (e.g., allowing students to
carry concealed handguns on campus, closing off open campuses) and
programsdesigned toeducate students about crimeoncampus shouldbe
based on empirical realities rather than (mis)perceptions of risk.

Appendix A. Listing of fatal campus shooting incidents, January 1,
1990–May 31, 2009*

November 1, 1991 University of Iowa Five killed,
one wounded

December 12, 1991 Kent State University (Ohio) One killed
April 23, 1992 Indiana University Two killed
October 25, 1992 Howard University (Washington, DC) One killed
December 14, 1992 Simon's Rock College (Massachusetts) Two killed,

four wounded
January 18, 1994 Norfolk State University (Virginia) One killed,

one wounded
February 12, 1995 Middlesex Community Technical

College (Connecticut)
One killed

February 16, 1995 Cuyahoga Community College (Ohio) One killed
August 15, 1996 San Diego State University Three killed
September 15, 1996 University of California – Los Angeles One killed
September 17, 1996 Pennsylvania State University One killed, forty-

one wounded
October 16, 1996 Purdue University (Indiana) One killed
January 12, 1998 South Texas Community College One killed, three

wounded
October 7, 1999 Southern University (Louisiana) One killed
June 28, 2000 University of Washington One killed
August 28, 2000 University of Arkansas One killed
October 8, 2001 Alcorn State University (Mississippi) One killed
January 16, 2002 Appalachian School of Law (Virginia) Three killed,

three wounded
January 18, 2002 Broward Community College (Florida) One killed
January 25, 2002 Catawba College (North Carolina) One killed
March 9, 2002 Southern University (Louisiana) One killed
October 28, 2002 Failing University of Arizona

Nursing College
Three killed

May 9, 2003 Case Western Reserve University
(Ohio)

One killed,
two wounded

October 22, 2003 Daytona Beach Community College
(Florida)

One killed

September 24, 2004 Butler University (Indianapolis) One killed
April 27, 2005 Holmes Community College

(Mississippi)
One killed

October 31, 2005 Tennessee State Campus One killed
September 2, 2006 Shepherd University (West Virginia) Two killed
June 25, 2007 University of Utah One killed
September 21, 2007 Delaware State University One killed,

one wounded
September 30, 2007 University of Memphis One killed
April 2, 2007 University of Washington One killed
April 16, 2007 Virginia Tech (Virginia) Thirty-two killed,

seventeen wounded
December 13, 2007 Louisiana State University Two killed
February 8, 2008 Louisiana Technical College Two killed
October 26, 2008 University of Central Arkansas Two killed,

one wounded
February 15, 2008 Northern Illinois University Six killed, eighteen

wounded
February 7, 2009 University of Houston (Texas) One killed
April 2, 2009 Radford University (Virginia) One killed
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April 10, 2009 Henry Ford Community College
(Michigan)

One killed

May 6, 2009 Wesleyan University (Connecticut) One killed
May 18, 2009 Harvard University (Massachusetts) One killed

* Off-campus killings of students and on-campus killings by law enforcement officers
were excluded; shooter suicides were excluded from death counts. Major pre-1990
incidents included the 1966 University of Texas shooting by Charles Whitman that
killed sixteen and the 1976 California State University, Fullerton shooting in which
Edward Allaway killed seven.

Notes

1. In comparison, Eric Harris and Dylan Klebold killed twelve and wounded
twenty-one at the Columbine High School on April 20, 1999; Charles Whitman killed
fifteen students and wounded thirty-one on the campus of the University of Texas,
Austin, on August 1, 1966, and Edward Allaway killed seven and wounded two at the
California State University, Fullerton, on July 12, 1976.

2. In 1966 Charles Whitman killed sixteen at the University of Texas and in 1976
Edward Allaway killed seven at California State University, Fullerton.

3. Although Fig. 1 suggests an increasing trend, readers are cautioned that fatal
campus shootings are statistically rare events and it is unclear whether further
increases in the years to come will be observed.

4. The initial intent of the research was to provide students with basic experience in
data gathering, entry, and analysis, thus the only criteria for administering the surveywas
that respondents had to be students enrolled at the university. Informal feedback
suggested they complied with this request and that most surveys were administered on
campus. The same instruction was given for each administration of the survey.

5. These statistics were obtained from the university Web site at http://www.ipr.
sc.edu/.

6. The number of surveys collected changed because students during the first
administration collected ten surveys each; during subsequent administrations,
students collected five surveys each. Note that information on the number of refusals
to participate was not collected, but presumably the number of refusals was small.

7. The reporting of means for noncontinuous variables was technically incorrect,
but they were used in Table 1 and for Fig. 2 as convenient “shorthand” to reduce the
size of the tables and figures.

8. Eight percent (150) of the respondents were Hispanic, Asian, or “other” and
were combined with African American respondents for the analysis.

9. OLS was chosen for these two outcomes for convenience, given that each
variable had ten categories. While this is a fairly common practice (see Long, 1997, p.
115 for a discussion of the pros and cons), it violates the assumption that the intervals
between adjacent categories are equal. The results, therefore, should be viewed with
caution. Note, however, the regression models were estimated using robust standard
errors, which are more robust to the failure to meet assumptions concerning normality
and homogeneity of variance of the residuals (Hardin & Hilbe, 2007).

10. An additional complication for comparing effects is that not all measures are
on the same scale.

11. Pre-VT was chosen as the reference category as fear levels were lowest during
this period (see Fig. 1).

12. The reporting of campus crime statistics, required by the Clery Act (2000) for
Title 1 institutions, also could inform students about crime on campus and therefore
impact levels of fear of crime and perceived risk of personal victimization (Gregory &
Janosik, 2002). Research, however, shows that the vast majority of students are not
aware of the Clery Act and that most do not receive or recall receiving information on
campus crime statistics as part of their admissions package (Janosik, 2001; Janosik &
Gehring, 2003). Further, even when exposed to campus crime statistics, students have
difficulty interpreting them properly (Gregory & Janosik, 2002). It was unlikely,
therefore, that the availability of local campus crime statistics impacted student fear of
crime or victimization in this study. The authors are indebted to one of the anonymous
reviewers for suggesting a potential link.

13. Data on enrollment and the number of colleges and universities in 2005 were
from the National Center for Educational Statistics, Digest of Education Statistics 2006,
retrieved from http://www.infoplease.com/ipa/A0908742.html.
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