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INTRODUCTION

In order to gain abetter understanding of students' impressions of safety in and around OSU'’s
Columbus campus, the Office of Student Affairs Assessment, Student Affairs Risk Assessment
and Univergty Public Safety included questionsin the annual OSU Poll addressing these issues.
Undergraduate and graduate/professiona students were asked a series of questions concerning
ther fedings of safety and thelr impressions of crime prevention strategies. With this
information, we gain an understanding of students' perception of safety and how to promote
various safety initiatives. In addition, repeating these questions on aregular basis dlows usthe
ability to track changes over time.

The OSU Poll isan annud survey of The Ohio State University, Columbus campus community.
The primary purpose of the Poll isto provide a platform for university departments/units to
gather drategic planning data for their use in developing and assessing programs and services.
The 2002 OSU Poll was conducted by the OSU College of Socid and Behaviora Sciences
Center for Survey Research (CSR) during winter quarter.

M ethodology

The sampling poal for the populations consisted of OSU Columbus campus undergraduates and
graduate/professiona students and was drawn from databases provided by the University
Regidrar. These data files were reviewed and cleaned to ensure that a random selectionwas
conducted on only those cases in which the student was involved on the Columbus campus and
for which contact information existed.

The poll was conducted using a multi-mode approach. Prospective respondents who had an e-
mail address were firgt solicited through thismeans. Thise-mall solicitation included alink to a
web ste developed by the CSR, aswell as a user name and password enabling the respondent to
enter the Ste and complete the survey. Following atwo-week period of web-based data
collection, attempts were made to contact by telephone those individuas who failed to respond

to the e-mail solicitation or who logged into the Ste and completed only a portion of the survey.

A totd of 499 randomly selected undergraduate student names and associated contact
information were sampled from the undergraduate population of 34,404. These 499 cases were
used to obtain 305 completed undergraduate sudent surveys. The overal 95% confidence
interna level sampling error for the undergraduate student sampleis plus or minus 5.6

percentage points.
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A totd of 536 randomly selected graduate and professiona student names and associated contact
information were sampled from the graduate student population of 11,790. These 536 cases
were used to obtain 310 completed graduate student surveys. The overal 95% confidence
interna level sampling error for the graduate student sampleis plus or minus 5.6 percentage
points. The student sample (both undergraduates and graduate/professionals) totals 615.

Limitations

Examining the demographics of the sample, one should acknowledge the potentid sampling bias
common to survey research. In that a sample that perfectly reflects the composition of the total
student population cannot be reconstructed, there are inevitably shortages and surpluses of
certain groups. In addition, al surveys are subject to other potentia sources of imprecison and
bias which may be associated with the question wording and/or ordering, the response rate, and
the quaity of the interviewers, for example, which could lead to somewnhat different results from
the present findings.

Demographics
Of the 615 graduate/professiona and undergraduate respondents.

GENDER: 49.4% were femae; 50.6% were mae
RANK: of undergraduates, 9.1% were freshmen; 12.0% were sophomores; 12.0% were
juniors; 15.6% were seniors. Of graduates students, 22.8% were master’ s students; 13.2%
were Ph.D. students; and 13.5% were professiona students; 0.2% refused; 1.6% did not
know
RESIDENCE: 17.1% lived in the resdence halls; 1.1% lived in married student housing;
51.2% lived in an off-campus apartment; 29.9% lived in some other off-campus housing;
0.3% refused to answer; 0.3% did not know
MARITAL STATUS: 77.2% were single; 21.3% were married; 0.5% were living as
married; 1.0% were divorced or separated
RACE/ETHNICITY: (Note: Seven respondents listed multiple racid/ethnic
designations.)

0 74.1% identified as White/Caucasian
13.6% identified as Asan/Peacific Idander
5.6% identified as African Americar/Black
2.6% identified as Higpanic Americarv/Latino(a)
2.3% either refused to answer or stated they did not know
1.0% identified as ‘ Other’
0.2% identified as Alaskan Nativel American Indian

OO0 O0O0OO0Oo
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FINDINGS

Students were asked a series of questions concerning both their fedings of safety aswell asthelr
impressions of certain crime prevention strategies. The data are first presented to show how
perceptions of safety have changed over time. Following this, the 2002 data are presented in the
aggregate, and comparisons are made between graduate/professiona students and
undergraduates, men and women, on-campus and off-campus residents. In the section on
sudents' fedings of safety, comparisons are dso made between North area and South area
campus resdents. [While resdents of west resdentia areas (n=12) and Buckeye Village (n=4)
were aso included, they represented a small portion of the total sample, making comparison
difficult.]

Fedlings of Safety

Questions of student safety have been asked over severd yearsin the OSU Poll. In Charts 1 and
2, data are presented regarding the perception of undergraduates feelings of safety on campus
and the campus area over time.

- Evidence suggests that since 1996-97 there has been an increase in undergraduate
sudents perceptions that the campusissafe. 1n 1996-97, 74.7% of students agreed that
the campus was safe; in 2001-2002, 93.7% responded this way
In Chart 2, data suggest that students' perceptions of safety around campus have
decreased from the 2000-2001 academic year, from 72.6% to 65.9% in 2001-02.

Chart 1: Perception of Safety on Campus
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Chart 2: Perception of Safety around Campus
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Focusing on the 2002 data, in Tables 1.0 and 1.1, data are presented regarding students’ fedlings
of safety on campus.

The mgority of respondents (94.1%) dtated that they fed safe on campus.

A large percentage of the sampled graduate/professiona students (94.4%) and
undergraduates (93.7%) stated that they either “strongly agree” or “agree’ that they fed
safe on campus.

There was aggnificant difference between men and woman, with men 17.4% more likely
to report that they “strongly agree” that they fed safe on campus.

There was a 9gnificant difference between on-campus and off-campus sudents’ fedings
of safety on campus, with on-campus students 12.6% more likely to “strongly agree” that
they fed safe on campus.

South area resdents responded dightly less postively regarding feding safe on campus
when compared to North area resdents, with 31.3% of South area residents “strongly
agreeing” compared to 37.0% of North area residents.

Table 1.0: | feel safe on campus; by statusand gender .

percentages Totals Graduate students | Undergraduates | Men Women
(n=615) (n=310) (n=305) (n=311) (n=304)
Strongly agree (1) 234 216 252 320 146
Agree (2) 70.7 72.8 68.5 65.4 76.1
Disagree (3) 54 49 59 2.6 8.3
Strongly disagree (4) 05 0.7 03 0.0 10
Average Scores 1.83 1.85 181 171 1.96*

* Significantly different from men at the 99% confidence level
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Table1.1: | feel safe on campus; by residence/location.

percentages On-campus Off-campus | North Area | South Area
(n=112) (n=499) (n=46) (n=48)
Strongly agree (1) 33.9 21.3 37.0 313
Agree(2) 64.3 721 63.0 64.6
Disagree (3) 18 6.3 0.0 42
Strongly disagree (4) 0.0 04 0.0 0.0
Average Scores 1.68 1.86** 163 1.73

** Gignificantly different from On-campus students at the 99% confidence level

In Tables 1.2 and 1.3, data are presented concerning the perceptions of safety around campus.

Nearly athird (32.8%) of al respondents reported fedling ether “somewhat unsafe’ or
“very unsafe’ around campus.

While nearly athird of both graduate students (32.6%) and undergraduates (32.5%) stated
they ether fed “somewhat unsafe’ or “very unsafe’ around campus, a mgority of both
graduate students (67.5%) and undergraduates (65.9%) stated that they either fed “very
safe’ or “somewhat safe’” around campus.

There was a gatigticaly sgnificant difference between the responses of men and women.
Women were 15.8% more likely than men to report feding ether “ somewhat unsafe’ or
“very unsafe’ around campus.

Table 1.2: | feel safearound campus; by status and gender.

percentages Totals Graduate students | Undergraduates | Men Women
(n=615) (n=310) (n=305) (n=311) | (n=304)
Very safe (1) 11.0 133 85 158 6.1
Somewhat safe (2) 56.2 54.2 574 59.2 53.2
Somewhat unsafe (3) 28.8 289 28.2 214 36.4
Very unsafe (4) 40 3.7 43 3.6 44
Average Scores 2.26 223 229 213 2.39*

* Significantly different from men at the 99% confidence level

Table 1.3: | feel safearound campus, by residence/location.

percentages On-campus | Off-campus North Area | South Area
(n=112) (n=499) (n=46) (n=48)

Very safe (1) 100 113 130 8.7

Somewhat safe (2) 54.5 56.7 60.9 52.2

Somewhat unsafe (3) 31.8 27.9 26.1 34.8

Very unsafe (4) 36 41 0.0 43

Average Scores 2.29 225 213 2.35

In Tables 1.4 and 1.5, data are presented concerning perceptions of safety in the residence hdls
for those sudents who lived on campus at the time of the survey.

A large percentage (97.3%) of orn-campus residents stated thet they fed either “very safe’
or “somewhat safe’ in the resdence halls.
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A mgority of both graduates (96.0%) and undergraduates (96.6%) stated that they fed
ether “very safe’ or “somewhat saf€’ in the resdence hdls.

There was a datigticaly sgnificant difference between men and women, with men 19.5%
more likdly than women to report thet they fed “very saf€’ in the resdence halls.

A mgjority of both North area (97.8%) and South area (97.9%) students responded that
they fed ether “very safe’ or “somewhat safe” in the residence hdls.

Table1.4: Towhat extent do you feel safein theresidence halls?; by statusand gender

percentages Totals Graduate | Undergraduates | Men Women
(n=112) (n=25) (n=87) (n=57) (n=54)
Veay safe (1) 730 68.0 736 825 63.0
Somewhat safe (2) 243 280 230 158 333
Somewhat unsafe (3) 27 40 23 18 37
Very unsafe (4) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Average Scores 1.30 1.36 1.28 1.19 141a

a Significantly different from men at the 95% confidence level

Table 1.5: Towhat extent do you feel safein theresidence halls?; by residence/location

percentages North Area | South Area
(n=46) (n=48)
Strongly agree (1) 804 70.8
Agree (2) 174 27.1
Disagree (3) 22 21
Strongly disagree (4) 0.0. 0.0
Don’t know 0.0 0.0
Average Scores 122 131

Crime Prevention Strategies

Students were asked to comment on the importance of Six possible crime prevention Strategies
designed to improve and promote student safety. These strategies are as follows. educational
programming to inform students about how to prevent crime; lighting improvements; fire safety
(i.e. alarms, drills, inspections); emergency telephones; greater police or security officer
presence; and more locks and better control or who can access buildings on campus.

In Table 2.0, data are presented that compare perceptions of the importance of the six crime
drategies. “Importance’ is acombination of the response percentages for “very important” and
“somewnhat important.” (See Appendix A for frequency distributions and Appendix B for
average scores.)
- Of thetotd respondents, lighting improvements were perceived as the most important.
For graduate/professional students, women and off-campus students, improved lighting
are the most important.
Undergraduate students, men and on-campus students noted that emergency telephones
are the most important.
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percentages Totals Graduate Students | Undergraduates | Men Women | On-campus | Off-campus
(n=615) | (n=310) (n=305) (n=311) | (n=304) | (n=112) (n=499)

Lighting

improvements 94.6 954 93.7 92.6 96.7 93.7 4.7

Emergency

telephones .2 93.2 941 93.2 954 U7 1

Greater police

presence 89.3 92.0 85.5 86.7 921 875 89.6

Fire safety 83.8 83.5 88.6 86.0 917 90.2 834

Educational

programming 85.3 84.1 86.2 80.6 90.1 89.3 84.2

More locks 84.7 86.4 80.9 80.5 89.0 812 85.3
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In the tables below, data are presented that present the full range of responses to questions of
sdfety dtrategies. In addition to the total sample, the responses of subgroups are also shown.

Table 3.0: Educational programming toinform students how to prevent crime; by statusand gender.

percentages Totals Graduate students | Undergraduates | Men Women
(n=615) (n=310) (n=305) (n=311) (n=304)
Very important (1) 37.7 385 36.7 329 126
Somewhat important (2) 476 456 495 417 475
Neither important nor
unimportant (3) 7.3 94 5.2 9.0 5.6
Somewhat unimportant (4) 6.2 58 6.6 87 36
Very unimportant (5) 11 0.6 16 16 0.7
Average Scores 185 184 187 1.98 1.72*
* Significantly different from men at the 99% confidence level
Table 3.1: Educational programming to inform students how to prevent crime; by residence/location
percentages On-campus | Off-campus
(n=112) (n=499)
Very important (1) 411 36.7
Somewhat important (2) 482 475
Neither important nor
unimportant (3) 71 74
Somewhat unimportant (4) 2.7 7.0
Very unimportant (5) 0.9 12
Average Scores 174 1.88
Table 3.2: Lighting improvements; by statusand gender.
percentages Totals Graduate students | Undergraduates | Men Women
(n=615) | (n=310) (n=305) (n=311) (n=304)
Very important (1) 65.2 710 59.3 57.2 734
Somewhat important (2) 294 24.4 A4 354 23.3
Neither important nor
unimportant (3) 28 36 20 42 13
Somewhat unimportant (4) 25 10 3.9 29 20
Very unimportant (5) 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.0
Average Scores 143 135 151+ 154 1.32*

+ Significantly different from Graduate/Professional students at the 99% confidence level

* Significantly different frommen at the 99% confidence level
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Table 3.3: Lighting | mprovements; by residence/location
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percentages On-campus | Off-campus
(n=112) (n=499)
Very important (1) 60.7 66.1
Somewhat important (2) 33.0 286
Neither important nor
unimportant (3) 18 3.0
Somewhat unimportant (4) 45 20
Very unimportant (5) 0.0 0.2
Average Scores 150 142
Table 3.4 Fire safety; by statusand gender .
percentages Totals Graduate students | Undergraduates | Men Women
(n=615) (n=310) (n=305) (n=311) (n=304)
Very important (1) 46.3 46.7 45.6 4.7 51.0
Somewhat important (2) 425 418 430 44.3 40.7
Neither important nor
unimportant (3) 6.4 6.9 5.9 7.2 5.6
Somewhat unimportant (4) 39 39 39 59 20
Very unimportant (5) 0.8 0.7 10 10 0.7
Average Scores 1.70 1.70 171 154 1.32*
* Significantly different from Men at the 99% confidence level
Table 3.5: Fire Safety; by residence/location
percentages On-campus | Off-campus
(n=112) (n=499)
Very important (1) 56.3 438
Somewhat important (2) 339 44.6
Neither important nor
unimportant (3) 54 6.7
Somewhat unimportant (4) 3.6 4.1
Very unimportant (5) 0.9 0.8
Average Scores 1.59 1.73
Table 3.6: Emergency telephones; by statusand gender .
percentages Totals Graduate students | Undergraduates | Men Women
(n=615) (n=310) (n=305) (n=311) (n=304)
Very important (1) 68.2 71.6 63.9 62.0 74.6
Somewhat important (2) 26.0 21.6 30.2 31.2 20.8
Neither important nor
unimportant (3) 31 39 23 26 36
Somewhat unimportant (4) 2.3 2.3 2.3 39 0.7
Very unimportant (5) 03 0.6 0.0 0.3 0.3
Average Scores 140 1.39 142 1.49 1.31*

Significantly different from men at the 99% confidence level
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Table 3.7: Emergency telephones; by residence/location

percentages On-campus | Off-campus
(n=112) (n=499)

Very important (1) 634 69.5
Somewhat important (2) 313 24.6
Neither important nor

unimportant (3) 27 32
Somewhat unimportant (4) 27 22
Very unimportant (5) 0.0 04
Average Scores 145 1.39

Safety & Crime Prevention Strategies

Table 3.8: Greater policeor security officer presence; by statusand gender.

percentages Totals Graduate students | Undergraduates | Men Women
(n=615) (n=310) (n=305) (n=311) (n=304)
Very important (1) 52.6 58.3 46.2 46.1 59.3
Somewhat important (2) 36.7 33.7 39.3 40.6 328
Neither important nor
unimportant (3) 5.7 4.9 6.6 6.5 5.0
Somewhat unimportant (4) 41 23 59 52 30
Very unimportant (5) 0.8 10 0.7 16 0.0
Average Scores 164 154+ 1.74 152 1.76*
* Significantly different from Graduate/Professional students at the 99% confidence level
* Significantly different from Men at the 99% confidence level
Table 3.9: Greater police or security officer presence; by residence/location
percentages On-campus | Off-campus
(n=112) (n=499)
Very important (1) 464 53.8
Somewhat important (2) 1.1 3.8
Neither important nor
unimportant (3) 71 55
Somewhat unimportant (4) 45 40
Very unimportant (5) 0.9 0.8
Average Scores 1.72 1.62
Table 3.10: Morelocksand better access control; by statusand gender.
percentages Totals Graduate students | Undergraduates | Men Women
(n=615) (n=310) (n=305) (n=311) (n=304)
Very important (1) 50.8 52.9 475 435 58.3
Somewhat important (2) 339 335 334 37.0 30.7
Neither important nor
unimportant (3) 7.9 7.1 85 104 5.3
Somewhat unimportant (4) 6.1 45 75 71 5.0
Very unimportant (5) 13 0.3 2.3 19 0.7
Average Scores 1.73 1.64 1.83 1.87 1.59*

*Significantly different from Men at the 99% confidence level
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Table3.11: Morelocksand better access control; by residence/location

percentages On-campus | Off-campus
(n=112) (n=499)

Very important (1) 446 52.2
Somewhat important (2) 36.6 331
Neither important nor

unimportant (3) 7.1 8.1
Somewhat unimportant (4) 938 53
Very unimportant (5) 18 12
Average Scores 1.88 1.70
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In Table 4.0, mean scores of importance are presented in rank order. These scores represent the
average response, where 1 equas “ very important” and 5 equals “very unimportant.” Given that
these are averages, these rankings are different than the combined averages presented in Table

2.0.

Emergency tel ephones were seen as the most important.
Lighting improvements and greater police/security officer presence were ranked as the
second and third most important Strategies, respectively.

Educationd programming was seen as the least important.

There were sgnificant differences between subgroups when asked about the importance of the
crime prevention strategies.
There were sgnificant differences between men and women for each strategy. Except for
greater police presence, women ranked al the strategies as being more important than did

men

Graduate and professond students rated lighting improvements and grest police presence
as being sgnificantly more important than did undergraduate sudents.

Table 4.0: Crime strategies, mean scores and significance

Average Totals Graduate Students | Undergraduates | Men Women | On-campus | Off-campus
Scores (n=615) (n=310) (n=305) (n=311) (n=304) | (n=112) (n=499)
Emergency

telephones 140 1.39 142 149 1.31* 145 139
Lighting

improvements 143 135 151+ 154 1.32* 150 142
Greater police

presence 1.64 14 1.74+ 152 1.76* 172 162
Fire safety 170 1.70 171 154 1.32* 159 173
More locks 173 164 183 1.87 159 1.88 170
Educational

programming 185 184 187 1.98 1.72* 174 1.88

* Significantly difference from men at the 99% confidence level
* Significantly different from Graduate/Professional students at the 99% confidence level
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