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Abstract: Campus safety is a universal concern for both students and their parents, particularly for students from vulnerable populations. This case study examines publicly available crime data collected by University Police for its two campuses in a metropolitan area in the U.S. The use of descriptive statistics, two-sample t-tests, one-way ANOVA, and p-values are employed to compare crime statistics between the two campuses. The results for select offenses are compared to national averages for postsecondary institutions to determine whether the university is more/less safe than the national averages of other postsecondary institutions in the U.S. Despite some crime occurring during the period under evaluation, 2021-2023, results indicate that this is a safe university in comparison with national averages. This approach offers a robust tool for comparing crime data for universities with multiple campuses. 
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1 Introduction

Kennesaw State University (KSU) is a fast-growing, predominantly undergraduate (90%), comprehensive public research institution. KSU is in the suburban/exurban “Northern Arc” of metro-Atlanta, Georgia, USA. A leader in innovative teaching and learning, KSU is one of the 50 largest public institutions in the U.S. KSU offers more than 190 undergraduate, graduate, and doctoral degree programs to more than 47,000 students. With 13 colleges on two metro-Atlanta campuses, Kennesaw and Marietta within 10 miles of each other in Cobb County, Georgia, Kennesaw State University is a member of the University System of Georgia and is the third largest university in the state. 

Like the population it serves, KSU has a very diverse student body, including many students from socioeconomically disadvantaged situations. About 70% of the undergraduate population and 31% of the graduate students are full-time students. Minority enrollment is 26% overall and has grown by over 45% in the past 15 years. About 60% of students identify themselves as White, 20% as Black or African American, 4% as two or more races, 3% as Asian, less than 1% as American Indian or Alaskan Native or Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, and 8% as Hispanic or Latino. 

Additionally, 57% of the KSU student body is female and 43% is male. Approximately 36% of the student body hails from Appalachian counties in Georgia, with smaller numbers from Appalachian counties in the surrounding states. About half of the students are first-generation college students. 

Multiple high-profile incidents of violent crimes on campus have become a prominent issue in the U.S. in recent years. Incidents such as the Virginia Tech massacre, and the deaths of Jeanne Clery in 1986 [1], Lauren McCluskey in 2018 [2], and Laken Riley in 2024 [3] on college campuses have emphasized an increased need for legislation to assist students in selecting a safe college and improve their safety by reducing the incidence of crimes and fires. 

1.1 The Clery Act

The Clery Act was signed into law in 1990 and was amended to the Jeanne Clery Disclosure of Campus Security Policy and Campus Crime Statistics Act in 1998 [4] in honor of Jeanne Clery, an 18-year-old student at Lehigh University, who was raped and murdered in her dorm room in 1986 [5]. She chose Lehigh over other universities because it was close to home. At that time, there was no legal requirement for universities to publish campus crime statistics. Clery’s parents learned that there were 38 violent crimes, including sexual assaults, rapes, and robberies, in the three years preceding Jeanne’s death. They argued that had they known of the crimes at Lehigh, Jeanne would
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not have attended Lehigh University [6]. They pushed for legislation resulting in the 1990 Clery Act to promote transparency around campus safety, including sexual assault and other crimes of violence towards women [7, 8]. 

This legislation requires campus safety authorities at schools receiving federal funds to collect and annually disclose campus crime statistics and campus security policies by October 1 of each year [9] and issue Timely Warning Notices to the campus community when there is a perceived security threat that would include information to (1) promote safety and (2) aid in the prevention of similar crimes [10]. Broadly stated, the Clery Act intersects with other federal laws, including the Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) and Title IX, which collectively address violence and sex/gender discrimination [11]. Clery Act requirements include (1) colleges that receive federal funding must be transparent about certain crimes, including crimes of sexual violence, (2) publishing an Annual Security Report (ASR) to employees and students every October 1st, including criminal offenses, hate crimes, VAWA offenses, and arrests and referrals for disciplinary action in their ASR crime data, (3) colleges must maintain a detailed, accessible public crime log, (4) crime statistics must include incidents that occur on, around, and in some cases, off campus, (5) colleges must issue timely warnings and have an emergency response system in place, and (6) colleges must protect the confidentiality of victims [12]. The 1998 amendment increased the reporting requirements by adding more crimes that must be reported, increased the geographic area to include residence halls and other university-owned facilities, and increased the availability of reports [13]. The Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 added emergency response criteria and requirements for hate crimes [13]. The VAWA was amended in 2013 and included additional provisions for reporting crimes such as domestic violence, stalking, and hate crimes related to gender identity [13]. 

The goal of Clery’s parents and lawmakers was for families to use transparent campus crime reporting data to make decisions on where their children should attend school [14]. 

The Clery Act, while virtuous, is not without its challenges. For example, Nobles et al. [15] posit that the Clery Act fails to meet its stated goal of transparency in crime reporting on college campuses because it paints an incomplete picture of victimization risk by excluding incidents occurring very near, but technically not on college campuses. They designed a study to spatially investigate the extent to which the Clery Act captures crime occurring on and around campus during a five-year period using GIS software, results indicate that almost half the actual crime that occurs within 500 feet of the campus boundary is not reflected in the official Clery statistics, even though reporting requirements under the Act have technically been met [15]. 

Additionally, in a mixed-methods survey of a large metropolitan university of nearly 50,000 students, results from a convenience sample indicate that some respondents seem inattentive to notifications from campus security, whereas others appear to overreact, which suggests the Clery Act might decrease safety on college campuses [16]. 

In an analysis of over 20 years of Clery Act investigation documents from 1996-2017 and interviews with Clery and Title IX coordinators, Terman [17] reports that sexual assault policies were more consistently missing from Annual Security Reports than most other topics of policies. 

1.2 Campus Safety

A 1997 campus safety poll conducted by the Art & Science Group [18] revealed that 64% of parents and 57% of students rated having a safe campus as “very important” in the college choice. A subsequent study conducted in 2016

revealed that 60% of students rated campus safety as “very important” in considering their choice of college [19]. 

Shariati and Guerette [17] suggest a Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) approach to deter crime on campus by manipulating the physical and social qualities of the campus environment (i.e., reducing the suitability of college campuses as a venue for crime); however, their study did not yield a statistically significant positive relationship between the use of CPTED and campus crime rates [20]. 

1.2.1 Sexual assault

Prominent issues concerning campus safety include acquaintance rape and sexual assaults, hate crimes, and campus carry laws. Data collected by the U.S. Department of Justice shows that 1 in 5 college females are affected by sexual violence during their college career [21] overwhelmingly by men they know [22, 23]. They further state that female college students between the ages of 18 to 25 are three times more likely than females of other ages to experience sexual violence and that men are much more likely to commit sexual assault than women [21]. McDaniel and Rodriguez [24] postulate that men who strongly endorse male role norms may be more “at risk” for perpetuating sexual violence. Burt [25] originally defined “rape myths” as “prejudicial, stereotyped, or false beliefs about rape, rape victims, and rapists”. A more recent definition of rape myth is “attitudes and beliefs that are generally false but are widely and persistently held, and that serve to deny and justify male sexual aggression against women” [26]. 

Studies show that men who accept rape myths are consistently more “at risk” to perpetrate sexual violence or rape than those who do not hold such false beliefs [27–29]. Using longitudinal data with a sample of 488 men, O’Connor [30] concluded that causality exists for rape myth acceptance and rape proclivity. In a review of legal literature and original empirical research, Cantalupo [31] shows inconsistent incentives for schools to encourage victim reporting and proactively address sexual violence on campus and suggests that both legal and experience-based reasons support an amendment to the Clery Act or Department of Education regulations mandating that all higher 26

education institutions regulated by the Department of Education survey their students approximately every 5 years about students’ experiences with sexual violence. Experiencing sexual assault while at college can severely affect a survivor’s physical and mental health, academic performance, and personal relationships [32]. Annie Clark, founder of the advocacy group End Campus Rape Now, declares that colleges routinely mishandle sexual assault cases [33]. 

1.2.2 Hate crimes

For several decades, most U.S. colleges and universities have prioritized the inclusion of a diverse student body with a focus on racial/ethnic diversity. Nonetheless, hate crimes against racial/ethnic diversity has become increasingly common. Smith & Trotta [34] reported a 20% increase in the number of hate crimes in 2016. Recent high-profile hate crimes have targeted African Americans [35], Muslims [36], Asians [37], religion [38], and the LBGTQ+ community [39]. Conversely, Stotzer and Hossellman [40] discovered that those schools that are most successful in recruiting the hardest to recruit minorities (Black and Latino students) report fewer hate crimes on campus. 

1.2.3 Campus carry laws

Whereas there has been an increase in research supporting campus carry laws, there has been a lack of significant findings pertaining to how these laws impact campus safety. Legal efforts to pass campus safety laws have been met with heated debates. While proponents for campus carry laws argue that the right to keep and bear arms is supported by Second Amendment rights [41] and that individuals need to be able to carry firearms on campus to protect themselves and others from crime and violence that may occur on college campuses [42], opponents argue about campus safety concerns should individuals be allowed carry weapons on campus [43]. In an online crime and victimization survey of approximately 13,000 students at an urban, open-enrollment university in the southern United States, Hignite et al. [44] discovered that “word of mouth” rumors about alleged incidents may heighten both fear of campus crime and perceptions of the likelihood of campus crime victimization. 

1.3 College Campus Crime Awareness

Using 1989-1990 campus crime data collected by Ordovensky [45], Sloan [46] employed factor analysis to conclude that violent crime had the lowest rate and theft/burglary had the highest rate among all categories of campus crime and multivariate analysis techniques to conclude that several characteristics of the campus, the students, and the locations were significantly related to campus crime. Although intended to maximize public safety, Pelfrey et al. [47] argue that inclusion of perpetrator/suspect descriptions in a campus crime alert may have negative consequences through the repetition of minority suspect information; however, Goldschmidt & Donner [48]

contend that as long as a suspect’s race is accompanied by other physical descriptors, it does not constitute racial profiling according the the U.S. Department of Justice guidelines. In a study to examine information available on crime and crime prevention beyond public safety websites, particularly by exploring programs available to students, Woodward et al. [49] concludes that while most colleges and universities provide some methods of prevention or disclosure, few colleges and universities go beyond mere compliance by proactively attempting to prevent crime and/or educating their students about crime. Wu et al. [50] employed a heat map visual technique to analyze Temple University’s public crime log focusing on spatial-temporal data analysis of university-issued crime and safety alerts and concluded the use of visuals, such as heat maps and charts, are easier to interpret than plain text or numerical data when representing crime patterns in the area and analyzing initial crime patterns. 

1.4 Student Perceptions of Campus Safety

Several studies on sexual assault on college campuses document that women who are members of campus Greek organizations or women who attend Greek events are at an increased risk of experiencing sexual assault [51, 52]. 

Related studies show that women who were more socially active within their campus Greek community were at an increased risk of becoming a victim to sexual assault [53–55]. A survey of 1,075 students at a midwestern state university revealed that students who fail to take any action in response to threatening situations indicated they did not want to get involved due to doubt or misunderstanding of the importance and utility of proactive responses or are concerned about the potential harm to themselves if they decide to report a concerning behavior [56, 57]. In a study assessing student perceptions of how the campus climate impacts their likelihood of reporting and crime, Arney [58]

concluded that students expressed consistent beliefs that their peers were likely to report crime to campus police rather than themselves. In a survey of six Illinois colleges, results reveal that students expressed limited support for allowing concealed carry of firearms [59]. 

This paper presents an analysis of campus crime statistics at an urban public research university with a diverse and inclusive student population located in a metropolitan area in the United States. This study aims to evaluate publicly available campus police crime statistics for an urban, public research university during the years 2021-2023 to discern patterns or trends, compare select university crime statistics to national averages, and to determine protocols the university has adopted to improve campus safety for its students and all stakeholders. A key contribution of this 27

research is the development of a methodology to evaluate of crime data for a large, urban university with multiple campuses regarding crime types, select offenses, and violence against women. The methodology employed includes reorganizing published crime data into tables and charts for each campus, performing statistical analyses and drawing conclusions of crime similarities and differences between campuses and the university system, and comparing arrest incidence rates to national averages. 

The subsequent sections of this study are structured as follows: Section 2 presents the methodology used to obtain and evaluate the campus crime statistics. Section 3 presents the results of the data analysis. Section 4 presents a discussion of the results. Finally, Section 5 offers concluding remarks, limitations, and directions for future research. 

2 Methodology

The publicly available crime data was obtained from the Kennesaw State University 2024 Annual Security and Fire Safety Report [60]. Microsoft Excel was used to reorganize crime data into tables and charts and perform all statistical analyses (i.e., descriptive statistics, two-sample t-tests, one-way ANOVA, and p-values) during 2021-2023. 

Three different categories of analysis were performed for each campus (Kennesaw and Marietta). Data was then combined to represent the university system as a whole: (1) by Type of Crime, (2) Number of arrests and arrest locations for select offenses, and (3) Violence against women (i.e., Domestic Violence, Dating Violence, Stalking). 

Differences in a number of incidents for crime types and arrests between the two campuses were conducted using two-sample t-tests, assuming equal variances. Incidence rates per 10,000 full-time equivalent (FTE) students were computed for crime and arrests (i.e., Liquor Law violations, Drug violations, and Weapons violations) by year. 

Arrests were evaluated by number of arrests per offense type, total arrests per offense type by year, and location of arrests on each campus. Violence against women was evaluated by offense type and location for both campuses and the university system. Violence against women offenses were compared to national averages published by the National Center for Education Statistics and the U.S. Department of Education’s Campus Safety and Security Cutting Tool. 

3 Results

Results are displayed in the following three sections: Section 3.1. Crime incidence rates by campus; Section 3.2. Arrests by Liquor Law, drug abuse, and Weapons Law violations, and Section 3.3. VAWA/Campus SaVE Act crimes. 

3.1 Crime Incidence Rates by Campus

Total student enrollment during the years 2021-2023 is displayed in Table 1 [61]. 

Table 1. Total student enrollment at KSU by Semester, 2021-2023

Campus

College

2021

2022

2023

Kennesaw

Education

2565

2355

2238

Business

8943

9269

9902

Humanities

8567

8581

8576

Science/Math

3201

3015

3142

Arts

1867

1757

1870

Undecided

1171

897

1033

Health

5685

5834

6033

Total

34020

33730

34817

Marietta

Architecture

1452

1462

1524

Comp/Software

4519

5137

5809

Engineering

5013

4961

5025

Total

10984

11560

12358

Grand Total

45004

45290

47175

The number of crime incidents recorded by University Police each year from 2021-2023, January 1 to December 31, for each campus is shown in Table 2. The reported crime incidents include combined statistics for non-residential buildings, roadways, and other on campus property as well as residential facilities. 

A hate crime is defined as a crime reported to local police agencies or to a campus security authority (CSA) that presents evidence that the victim was intentionally selected because of the perpetrator’s bias against the victim. These categories of bias include the victim’s actual or perceived race, religion, gender, gender identity, sexual orientation, ethnicity, national origin, and disability. 
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Table 2. Number of crime incidents recorded per year

Year

Kennesaw Campus

Marietta Campus

2021 (January-December)

27

6

2022 (January-December)

18

5

2023 (January-December)

25

5

Total

70

16

Table 3. Number of hate crimes recorded per year

Year

Kennesaw Campus

Marietta Campus

2021 (January-December)

NO HATE CRIMES REPORTED

NO HATE CRIMES REPORTED

2022 (January-December)

NO HATE CRIMES REPORTED

NO HATE CRIMES REPORTED

2023 (January-December)

NO HATE CRIMES REPORTED

NO HATE CRIMES REPORTED

The number of hate crime incidents recorded by University Police each year from 2021-2023, January 1 to December 31, for each campus is shown in Table 3. 

In compliance with the Clery Act, a selected number of incidents recorded by University Police each year from 2021-2023, January 1 to December 31, for the Kennesaw campus is shown in Table 4, for the Marietta campus in Table 5, and combined statistics for both campuses in Table 6. 

Table 4. Clery Act reporting for 2021-2023: Incidents recorded by the Kennesaw Campus University Police On-Campus

Non-Campus

Type of Offense

Public Property Total

Unfounded

Student

Other

Buildings

Housing

/Property

Murder

0

0

0

0

0

0

Manslaughter

0

0

0

0

0

0

Forcible sex offenses

12

28

1

0

41

0

Nonforcible sex

0

0

0

0

0

0

offenses

Robbery

5

1

0

0

6

0

Aggravated assault

0

1

0

0

1

0

Burglary

5

10

0

0

15

0

Motor vehicle theft

7

0

0

1

7

1

Arson

0

0

0

0

0

0

Total - UCR-type

29

40

1

1

70

1

offenses

Liquor Law

violations

Arrests

13

4

0

8

25

0

Drug violations

Arrests

62

12

0

24

98

0

Referrals

230

168

0

9

407

0

Weapons violations

Arrests

6

6

0

2

14

0

Referrals

0

24

0

0

24

0

Total - All violations

319

520

0

47

886

0

VAWA/Campus

SaVE Acts

Domestic violence

0

7

0

0

7

0

Dating violence

4

16

0

0

20

0

Stalking

23

4

0

0

27

0

Total - All crimes

27

27

0

0

54

0

Note: UCR = uniform crime reports. Data from KSU University Police Department 29

Table 5. Clery Act reporting for 2021-2023: Incidents recorded by the Marietta Campus University Police On-Campus

Non-Campus

Type of Offense

Public Property Total Unfounded

Other Student Housing Buildings/Property

Murder

0

0

0

0

0

0

Manslaughter

0

0

0

0

0

0

Forcible sex offenses

2

5

0

0

7

0

Nonforcible sex offenses

0

0

0

0

0

0

Robbery

1

0

0

0

1

0

Aggravated assault

0

2

0

0

2

0

Burglary

1

3

0

0

4

0

Motor vehicle theft

4

0

0

0

3

1

Arson

0

0

0

0

0

0

Total - UCR-type offenses

8

10

0

7

17

1

Liquor Law violations

Arrests

4

0

0

0

4

0

Referrals

0

55

0

0

55

0

Drug violations

Arrests

4

0

0

8

12

0

Referrals

11

44

0

1

56

0

Weapons violations

Arrests

2

0

0

0

2

0

Referrals

0

2

0

0

2

0

Total - All violations

21

101

0

9

131

0

VAWA/Campus SaVE Acts

Domestic violence

0

0

0

0

0

0

Dating violence

1

4

0

0

5

0

Stalking

1

5

0

0

6

0

Total - All crimes

2

9

0

0

11

0

Note: UCR = uniform crime reports. Data from KSU University Police Department Table 6. Clery Act reporting for 2021-2023: Incidents recorded by both campus university police On-Campus

Non-Campus

Type of Offense

Public Property Total Unfounded

Other Student Housing Buildings/Property

Murder

0

0

0

0

0

0

Manslaughter

0

0

0

0

0

0

Forcible sex offenses

14

33

1

0

48

0

Nonforcible sex offenses

0

0

0

0

0

0

Robbery

6

1

0

0

7

0

Aggravated assault

0

3

0

0

3

0

Burglary

6

13

0

0

19

0

Motor vehicle theft

11

0

0

1

10

2

Arson

0

0

0

0

0

0

Total - UCR-type offenses

37

50

1

1

87

2

Liquor Law violations

Arrests

17

4

0

8

29

0

Referrals

8

361

0

4

373

0

Drug violations

Arrests

66

12

0

24

104

0

Referrals

241

212

0

10

463

0

Weapons violations

Arrests

8

6

0

2

16

0

Referrals

0

26

0

0

26

0

Total - All violations

340

621

0

48

1011

0

VAWA/Campus SaVE Acts

Domestic violence

0

7

0

0

7

0

Dating violence

5

20

0

0

25

0

Stalking

24

9

0

0

33

0

Total - All crimes

29

36

0

0

65

0

Note: UCR = uniform crime reports. Data from KSU University Police Department 30

The Department of Public Safety and University Police prepares KSUs Annual Security and Fire Safety Report to comply with the Jeanne Clery Disclosure of Campus Security Policy and Crime Statistics Act of 1990, and most recently amended in 2013. Crime statistics that occurred on each Kennesaw State University campus were compiled by the University Police and include statistics reported by other law enforcement agencies for all non-campus buildings and property and public property adjacent to the campus. The statistics in Table 7 are gathered from January 1 to December 31, each year. 

Table 8 displays descriptive statistics of type of crime committed on both campuses between 2021 and 2023. 

Table 7. Crime definitions

Type of Crime

Definition

Murder and non-negligent

The willful, non-negligent, killing of one human being by another. 

manslaughter

Manslaughter by negligence

The killing of another person through gross negligence. Any sexual act

sex offense

directed against another person without the consent of the victim, including

instances where the victim is incapable of giving consent. 

Rape

The penetration, no matter how slight, of the vagina or anus with any body

part or object, or oral penetration by a sex organ of another person, without the consent of the victim. This offense includes the rape of both males and

females. 

Fondling

The touching of the private body parts of another person for the purpose of

sexual gratification, without the consent of the victim, including instances

where the victim is incapable of giving consent because of his/her age or

because of his/her temporary or permanent mental incapacity. 

Incest

Sexual intercourse between persons who are related to each other within the

degrees wherein marriage is prohibited by law. 

Statutory rape

Sexual intercourse with a person who is under the statutory age of consent. 

Robbery

The taking or attempting to take anything of value from the care, custody, or control of a person or persons by force or threat of force or violence and/or by putting the victim in fear. 

Aggravated assault

An unlawful attach by one person upon another for the purpose of inflicting

severe or aggravated bodily injury. 

Burglary

The unlawful entry of a structure to commit a felony or a theft. For reporting purposes, this definition includes unlawful entry with the intent to commit a larceny or a felony, breaking and entering with the intent to commit a larceny, housebreaking, safecracking, and all attempts to commit any of the

aforementioned acts. 

Motor vehicle theft

The theft or attempted theft of a motor vehicle. (Motor vehicle theft includes all cases where automobiles are taken by persons not having lawful access

even though the vehicles are later abandoned – including joyriding). 

Arson

Any willful or malicious burning or attempt to burn, with or without intent to defraud, a dwelling, house, public building, motor vehicle or aircraft, or

personal property of another person, etc. 

Crime types recorded by University Police are shown for the Kennesaw campus (Figure 1) and the Marietta campus (Figure 2) from 2021-2023. There was one unfounded incident of motor vehicle theft on the Kennesaw campus in 2023 and one on the Marietta campus in both 2022 and 2023. These unfounded incidents were counted in the motor vehicle theft crime statistics for both campuses since University Police recorded the motor vehicle theft. 

The incidence rate per 10,000 FTE students for each campus, calculated as #Incidents divided by Enrollment for each year multiplied by 10,000, is presented in Table 9. 

Comparing crime types between the Kennesaw campus and Marietta campuses using a two-sample t-test (assuming equal variances) yields the results in Table 10. 

Since the two-tailed p-value is greater than α = 0.05, we conclude with 95% confidence that there is no significant difference in crime rates between the two campuses during 2021-2023. 

Crime types recorded by University Police for both campuses combined, 2021-2023, are shown in Figure 3. 

The incidence rate per 10,000 FTE students for both campuses combined is presented in Table 11. 
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Table 8. Combined statistics of type of crime committed on both campuses Variable

N

N∗

Mean

SE Mean

StDey

Minimum

Q1

Median

Q3

Total incidents (y)

3

0

23

2.64575

4.58258

18

18

24

27

Murder (x1)

3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Manslaughter (x2)

3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Sex offenses (x3)

3

0

16

1.15470

2

14

14

16

18

Robbery (x4)

3

0

2.33333

1.85592

3.21455

0

0

1

6

Aggr. assault (x5)

3

0

1

1

1.73205

0

0

0

3

Burglary (x6)

3

0

5.66667

0.333333

0.577350

5

5

6

6

Motor vehicle theft (x7)

3

0

3

1

1.73205

1

1

4

4

Arson (x8)

3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Variable

Maximum

Total incidents (y)

27

Murder (x1)

0

Manslaughter (x2)

0

Sex offenses (x3)

18

Robbery (x4)

6

Aggr. assault (x5)

3

Burglary (x6)

6

Motor vehicle theft (x7)

4

Arson (x8)

0

Figure 1. Crime types recorded by university police on the Kennesaw campus, 2021-2023

Table 9. Crime incidence rate per 10,000 FTE students for the Kennesaw and Marietta campuses, 2021-2023

Kennesaw Campus

Marietta Campus

Rate per 10,000

Rate per 10,000

Year

#Incidents

Enrollment

#Incidents

Enrollment

FTE Students

FTE Students

2021

27

34020

7.9

6

10984

5.5

2022

18

33730

5.3

5

11560

4.3

2023

25

34817

7.2

5

12358

4.0

32

[image: Image 5]

[image: Image 6]

Figure 2. Crime types recorded by university police on the Marietta campus, 2021-2023

Table 10. t-Test: Two-sample assuming equal variances

Crime Type

Kennesaw

Marietta

Mean

0.666666667

0.433333333

Variance

0.023333333

0.003333333

Observations

3

3

Pooled Variance

0.013333333

Hypothesized Mean Difference

0

df

4

t Stat

2.474873734

P(T <= t) one-tail

0.034293553

t Critical one-tail

2.131846786

P(T <= t) two-tail

0.068587106

t Critical two-tail

2.776445105

Figure 3. Combined crime types recorded by university police for both campuses, 2021-2023
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Table 11. Crime incidence rate per 10,000 FTE students for both campuses combined, 2021-2023

Year

Frequency

Total Enrollment

Rate per 10,000 FTE Students

2021

33

45004

7.3

2022

23

45290

5.1

2023

30

47175

6.4

3.2 Arrests by Liquor Law, Drug Abuse, and Weapons Law Violations

Other Clery Act reportable offenses in Table 12 include Liquor Law, drug abuse, and Weapon Law violations. 

Table 12. Other Clery Act reportable offenses

Type of Crime

Definition

Liquor Law

The violation of State or local laws or ordinances prohibiting the manufacture, sale, violations

purchase, transportation, possession, or use of alcoholic beverages, not including driving under the influence or drunkenness. 

Drug abuse

The violation of laws prohibiting the production, distribution, and/or use of certain violations

controlled substances and the equipment or devices utilized in their preparation and/or use. The unlawful cultivation, manufacture, distribution, sale, purchase, use, possession, transportation, or importation of any controlled drug or narcotic substance. Arrests for violations of State and local laws, specifically those relating to the unlawful possession, sale, use, growing, manufacturing, and making of narcotic drugs. 

Weapon Law

The violation of laws or ordinances prohibiting the manufacture, sales, purchase, violations

transportation, possession, concealment, or use of firearms, cutting instruments, explosives, incendiary devices, or other deadly weapons. 

The number of arrests and total number of arrests for Liquor Law violations, Drug violations, and Weapons violations on the Kennesaw campus are displayed in Figure 4. Arrests for drug violations are substantially more prevalent than liquor law or weapons violations. 

The frequencies and locations of arrests for Liquor Law violations and Drug violations during 2021-2023 are displayed in Figure 5. 

The frequencies and locations of arrests for Weapons violations during 2021-2023 for the Kennesaw campus are displayed in Figure 6. 

The most prevalent location of liquor law, drug, and weapons violations occurs on the Kennesaw campus, other than student housing. 

The number of arrests and total number of arrests for Liquor Law violations, Drug violations, and Weapons violations for the Marietta campus are displayed in Figure 7. 

Figure 4. Number of arrests and total arrests for selected offenses on the Kennesaw campus and related/ public property, 2021-2023
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Figure 5. Location of arrests for liquor law and drug offenses on the Kennesaw campus, 2021-2023

Figure 6. Location of arrests for weapons violations on the Kennesaw campus and related/public property, 2021-2023

Figure 7. Number of arrests and total arrests for selected offenses on the Marietta campus and related/public property, 2021-2023
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Akin to the Kennesaw campus, arrests for drug violations are substantially more prevalent than liquor law or weapons violations on the Marietta campus. 

The number of arrests for Liquor Law, Drug, or Weapons violations on each campus is presented in Table 13. 

The incidence rate per 1,000 students for each campus, calculated as #Arrests divided by Enrollment for each year multiplied by 1000, is presented in Table 14. 

Comparing Liquor Law violations/arrests between the Kennesaw campus and Marietta campuses using a two-sample t-test (assuming equal variances) yields the results in Table 15. 

Table 13. Arrests for select violations for the Kennesaw and Marietta campuses, 2021-2023

Kennesaw Campus

Marietta Campus

Year

Liquor Law

Drug

Weapons

Liquor Law

Drug

Weapons

2021

3

39

4

3

3

1

2022

0

45

6

0

8

1

2023

1

14

4

1

1

0

Table 14. Arrest incidence rate per 10,000 FTE students for the Kennesaw and Marietta campuses, 2021-2023

Kennesaw Campus

Marietta Campus

Year

Liquor Law

Drug

Weapons

Liquor Law

Drug

Weapons

2021

2.9

11.5

1.2

2.7

0.7

0.2

2022

3.9

13.3

1.8

0.9

1.8

0.2

2023

0.6

4.0

1.1

0.0

0.2

0.0

Table 15. Liquor Law incidence rate comparison between the Kennesaw and Marietta campuses, 2021-2023

t-Test: Two-sample assuming equal variances for Liquor Law violations

Liquor Law Violations

Kennesaw

Marietta

Mean

0.266666667

0.133333

Variance

0.023333333

0.023333

Observations

3

3

Pooled Variance

0.023333333

Hypothesized Mean Difference

0

df

4

t Stat

1.069044968

P(T <= t) one-tail

0.172635749

t Critical one-tail

2.131846786

P(T <= t) two-tail

0.345271499

t Critical two-tail

2.776445105

Table 16. Drug Law incidence rate comparison between the Kennesaw and Marietta campuses, 2021-2023

t-Test: Two-sample assuming equal variances

Drug Violations

Kennesaw

Marietta

Mean

0.933333

0.1

Variance

0.223333

0.01

Observations

3

3

Pooled Variance

0.116667

Hypothesized Mean Difference

0

df

4

t Stat

2.988072

P(T <= t) one-tail

2.988072

t Critical one-tail

2.988072

P(T <= t) two-tail

0.040415

t Critical two-tail

2.776445
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Table 17. Weapons Law incidence rate comparison between the Kennesaw and Marietta campuses, 2021-2023

t-Test: Two-sample assuming equal variances

Weapons Violations

Kennesaw

Marietta

Mean

0.133333

0

Variance

0.003333

0

Observations

3

3

Pooled Variance

0.001667

Hypothesized Mean Difference

0

df

4

t Stat

4

P(T <= t) one-tail

0.008065

t Critical one-tail

2.131847

P(T <= t) two-tail

0.01613

t Critical two-tail

2.776445

Table 18. P-values of selected offenses

Liquor Law

Drug

Weapons

P(T <= t) two-tail

0.3452715

0.040415

0.01613

Figure 8. Location of arrests for liquor law violations on the Marietta campus and related/ public property, 2021-2023

Comparing Drug Law violations/arrests between the Kennesaw campus and Marietta campuses using a two-sample t-test (assuming equal variances) yields the results in Table 16. 

Comparing Weapons Law violations/arrests between the Kennesaw campus and Marietta campuses using a two-sample t-test (assuming equal variances) yields the results in Table 17. 

A summary of p-values for Arrest Types is presented in Table 18. 

Whereas the p-values indicate no significant difference in Liquor Law violations between the two campuses, significant differences are evident for Drug and Weapons violations. 

The number of locations of arrests for Liquor Law violations Drug violations for the Marietta campus are displayed in Figure 8. 

The number of locations of arrests for Weapons violations for the Marietta campus are displayed in Figure 9. 

Arrests for liquor law, drugs, and weapons violations on the Marietta campus tend to occur on campus, other than student housing. However, five incidents of drug violation occurred on public property in 2022. 
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Figure 9. Location of arrests for weapons violations on the Marietta campus and related/public property, 2021-2023

Figure 10. Combined number of arrests and total arrests for selected offenses for both campuses and related/ public property, 2021-2023

The number of arrests and total number of arrests for Liquor Law violations, Drug violations, and Weapons violations for both campuses combined are displayed in Figure 10. 

On both campuses combined, drug violations are clearly the most prevalent violation resulting in individual arrests during each year, 2021-2023. 

3.3 VAWA/Campus SaVE Act Crimes

Reportable offenses that violate the VAWA/Campus SaVE Act in Table 19 include sex offenses, dating violence, domestic violence, and stalking violations. 

Offenses reported to University Police that violate the VAWA/Campus SaVE Act on the Kennesaw campus are shown in Table 20. 

Offenses reported to University Police that violate the VAWA/Campus SaVE Act on the Marietta campus are shown in Table 21. 

Offenses reported to University Police that violate the VAWA/Campus SaVE Act on both campuses combined are shown in Table 22. 

The results in Table 22 reveal that Stalking is the most serious offense type towards women on both campuses, followed by Dating Violence and Domestic Violence recorded by University Police from 2021-2023. 
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Using one-way ANOVA to analyze whether significant differences exist within each crime type on each campus, the results in Table 23 reveal p-values for Crime Types, Arrests, and VAWA on both the Kennesaw and Marietta campuses. We observe that overall crime and Arrests for Selected Offenses are significant on the Kennesaw campus during 2021-2023. 

Table 19. VAWA/Campus SaVE Act reportable offenses

Type of Crime

Definition

Any sexual act directed against another person, without the consent of the

victim, including instances where the victim is incapable of giving consent. 

Sex offenses

Violence committed by a person who is or has been in a social relationship of a romantic or intimate nature with the victim. 

A felony or misdemeanor crime of violence committed: (1) by a current or

former spouse or intimate partner of the victim; (2) by a person with whom the victim shares a child in common; (3) by a person who is cohabitating with or

has cohabitated with, the victim as a spouse or intimate partner; (4) by a person Dating violence

similarly situated to a spouse of the victim under the domestic or family laws of the jurisdiction in which the crime of violence occurred; (5) by any other person against an adult or youth victim who is protected from that person’s acts under the domestic or family violence laws of the jurisdiction in which the crime of violence occurred. 

The violation of laws or ordinances prohibiting the manufacture, 

sales, purchase, transportation, possession, concealment, or use of

Stalking

firearms, cutting instruments, explosives, incendiary devices, or

other deadly weapons. 

Table 20. VAWA/Campus SaVE Act reportable offenses on the Kennesaw campus Offense Type

Year Total On-Campus

On-Campus

Non-Campus

Public Property Total

Other Student Housing Building &Property

Domestic violence 2021

3

0

3

0

0

3

2022

2

0

2

0

0

2

2023

2

0

2

0

0

2

Dating violence

2021

7

2

5

0

0

7

2022

1

0

1

0

0

1

2023

12

2

10

0

0

12

Stalking

2021

4

4

0

0

0

4

2022

10

9

1

0

0

10

2023

13

10

3

0

0

13

Total

54

Table 21. VAWA/Campus SaVE Act reportable offenses on the Marietta campus Offense Type

Year Total On-Campus

On-Campus

Non- Campus

Public Property Total

Other Student Housing Building & Property

Domestic violence 2021

3

0

3

0

0

3

2022

0

0

0

0

0

0

2023

0

0

0

0

0

0

Dating violence

2021

0

0

0

0

0

0

2022

1

0

1

0

0

1

2023

4

1

3

0

0

4

Stalking

2021

0

0

0

0

0

0

2022

3

0

3

0

0

13

2023

3

1

2

0

0

3

Total

11
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Table 22. VAWA/Campus SaVE Act reportable offenses on both campuses combined Offense Type

Year Total On-Campus

On-Campus

Non- Campus

Public Property Total

Other Student Housing Building & Property

Domestic violence 2021

3

0

3

0

0

3

2022

2

0

2

0

0

2

2023

2

0

2

0

0

2

Dating violence

2021

7

2

5

0

0

7

2022

2

0

2

0

0

2

2023

16

3

13

0

0

16

Stalking

2021

4

4

0

0

0

4

2022

13

9

4

0

0

13

2023

16

11

5

0

0

16

Total

65

Table 23. Summary of p-values for various VAWA offenses, 2021-2023

Crime Type

Kennesaw

Marietta

Overall crime

0.001

0.598

Arrests

0.028

0.246

VAWA

0.217

0.315

4 Discussion

Several interesting findings emerged from the analyses. Figure 11 shows the number of on-campus hate crimes in the U.S. reported by selected types of crime, 2011, 2020, and 2021 by the National Center for Education Statistics [62], 

updated in July 2024. 

Figure 11. Number of on-campus crimes at degree-granting postsecondary institutions, by selected types of crime: 2011, 2020, and 2021

The results in Figure 11 reveal an increasing ten-year trend in the number of hate crimes committed in the U.S. 

during the past 15 years, primarily intimidation and destruction, damage, and vandalism. For example, there were 761 reported hate crimes in 2011, 571 reported hate crimes in 2020, and 667 reported hate crimes in 2021 [63–65]. 

University Police at Kennesaw State University recorded zero hate crimes in its crime logs for both campuses during 2021-2023. 

Figure 12 shows a sampling of reported crime data per 10,000 full-time-equivalent (FTE) students by the National Center for Education Statistics [62], updated in July 2024. 
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Figure 12. Number of on-campus crimes per 10,000 FTE students, by selected type of crime: 2015-2021

The results in Figure 12 reveal on-campus crime rates per 10,000 FTE students as 4.7 for Burglary, 2.5 for Motor Vehicle Theft, and 7.5 for Forcible Sex Offenses during 2021. Nationally, there is a decreasing trend in recorded burglaries but an increasing trend in the number of forcible sex offenses. In contrast, Kennesaw State University Police recorded on-campus crime rates per 10,000 FTE students as 1.3 for Burglary, 0.9 for Motor Vehicle Theft, and 3.1 for Forcible Sex Offenses during the same year, well below national averages in each crime category. However, as Figure 3 illustrates, of all campus crimes recorded by KSU, rape (28) and fondling (20) are the two most prominent types of crimes recorded, followed by burglary (19) and motor vehicle theft (9). 

Figure 13. Number of on-campus arrests per 10,000 FTE students in degree-granting postsecondary institutions, by type of arrest: 2015-2021

Figure 13 shows the rate of on-campus arrests for Liquor Law, Drug, and Weapons violations per 10,000

full-time-equivalent (FTE) students by the National Center for Education Statistics [62], updated in July 2024. 

The results for 2021 in Figure 13 reveal arrests per 10,000 FTE students as 4.7 for Liquor Law violations, 4.6

for Drug Law violations, and 0.7 for Weapons Law violations. Whereas Weapons Law violations appear to hold steady since 2015, there are decreasing trends nationally for both Drug Law and Liquor Law violations. In contrast, Kennesaw State University Police recorded on-campus arrest rates per 10,000 FTE students as 2.9 for Liquor Law violations, 9.3 for Drug Law violations, and 1.1 for Forcible Sex Offenses during 2021. Thus, KSU arrest rates are below the national average in terms of Liquor Law and Weapons violations; however, the arrest rate is nearly twice the national average for Drug Law violations, with most drug arrests occurring on the Kennesaw campus (39

for Kennesaw to 3 for Marietta) during 2021. Further, a significant difference exists between the Kennesaw and Marietta campuses in terms of arrests for Drug Law and Weapons violations. Most arrests occur on campus, other than student housing, for each campus. 
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Figure 14 displays the total number of reported VAWA offenses during 2015 to 2022, as reported by the U.S. 

Department of Education Campus and Safety Security Cutting Tool [64]. In the year 2022, the number of reported VAWA offenses was 16,555 based on 5,783 institutions with 10,530 campuses. 

Based on results from Figure 14, a total of 13,069 VAWA offenses were reported in 2021 and 16,555 VAWA offenses were reported in 2022. In contrast, KSU University Police reported total VAWA offenses of 15 in 2021 (all occurring on the Kennesaw campus) and 17 in 2022 (13 on the Kennesaw campus and 4 on the Marietta campus), with Stalking being the most prevalent offense against women on both campuses during 2021-2022. Women remain a particularly vulnerable population on both KSU campuses and postsecondary institutions across the U.S.. 

Figure 14. Number of VAWA offenses reported each year, 2015-2022

Kennesaw State University has been proactive in crime prevention and reporting efforts by increasing awareness through the following initiatives: (1) University Police maintaining a daily crime log on each campus [65]; publishing the annual KSU Annual Security and Fire Safety Report by October 1 each year [60]; (3) The KSU Women’s Resource Center offers regular training for ONE Choice Bystander Education for the KSU campus community; (4) The Department of Public Safety and University Police offer various safety and crime prevention class presentations throughout the year, which is promoted via the University Police website, Student Inform and KSU Today electronic newsletters, and the University Police’s Facebook page; (5) providing a SANE (Sexual Assault Nurse Examiners) program that is available 24 hours per day to provide medical forensic examinations for sexual assault victims; (6) Blue phones that serve as a hotline 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, located in various places throughout both campuses; (7) Title IX hearings for matters involving alleged sexual misconduct; (8) providing issuance of Temporary Restraining Orders (TPOs) to protect victims for allegations of Stalking and Dating Violence; posted contact information for various types of offenses on the University Police website; (9) required annual Clery Act training for all KSU employees and students; (10) KSU Public Safety C.O.R.E. (Community Outreach, Recruitment, and Engagement) Unit that is responsible for crime prevention and the proactive commitment to empowerment of the KSU community [66]; (11) formation of a Behavioral Response Team that takes a planned approach to identifying and assisting individuals who are distressed and/or exhibiting abnormal, threatening, or dangerous behavior [67]. 

5 Conclusions

While KSU student enrollment has increased during 2021-2023, the number of recorded crime incidents has remained steady. For example, combined student enrollment for 2021-2023 was 45,004, 45,290, and 47,175 with KSU University Police recorded on-campus crime rates of 1.3 for Burglary, 0.9 for Motor Vehicle Theft, and 3.1 for Forcible Sex Offenses, respectively per 10,000 FTE students during the three-year period under evaluation. These results compare favorably relative to national averages of 4.7 for Burglary, 2.5 for Motor Vehicle Theft, and 7.5 for Forcible Sex Offenses; however, Drug Law and Weapons Law violations, as well as Rape, Fondling, and Stalking have been the most prevalent offenses each year, 2021-2023. 

Limitations of this research include: (1) evaluation of only one large research university with two campuses, and (2) only a three-year analysis period post-pandemic. 

Areas of future research may include the evaluation of several large universities with multiple campuses to compare crime statistics both within and across campuses, extending the evaluation timeline beyond three years, using other statistical models or techniques to analyze crime data, and including more crime categories for crime type, selected offenses and violence against women. 

42

Author Contributions

Conceptualization, R.K. and A.H.; methodology, R.K. and A.H.; software, R.K.; validation, R.K. and A.H.; formal analysis, R.K. and A.H.; investigation, R.K.; resources, R.K.; data curation, R.K.; writing—original draft preparation, R.K. and A.H.; writing—review and editing, R.K. and A.H.; visualization, R.K. and A.H.; supervision, R.K.; project administration, R.K. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript. 

Data Availability

The data used to support the research findings are available from the corresponding author upon request. 

Acknowledgements

The authors thank the Kennesaw State University Police for preparing the 2024 Annual Security and Fire Safety Report, from which the data for this study was obtained. 

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflict of interest. 

References

[1] R. Holder, “Campus crime reporting under the clery act,”  DttP, vol. 45, no. 7, pp. 7–12, 2017. https://doi.org/

10.5860/dttp.v45i4.6565

[2] L. L. Dunn, “Preventable tragedy in the lauren mccluskey case: Addressing campus-based intimate partner violence under the clery act,”  Fam. L. Q. , vol. 53, no. 3, pp. 213–242, 2019. 

[3] S. Johnson, J. Amy, and J. Martin, “Police arrest suspect in killing of nursing student at university of georgia,”  AP

 Online, 2024. https://go.gale.com/ps/i.do?p=HRCA&sw=w&issn=&v=2.1&it=r&id=GALE%7CA783879714

[4] Clery Center, “Clery center’s policy history,” 2025. https://www.clerycenter.org/policy-history

[5] Lehigh University, “Remembering Jeanne: How a lehigh student’s tragic death in 1986 made an enduring impact on campus safety,” 2024. https://lts.lehigh.edu/news/remembering-jeanne-how-lehigh-students-tragic-

death-1986-made-enduring-impact-campus-safety

[6] California State University Sacramento, “The Clery Act overview,” 2025. https://www.csus.edu/campus-safety

/clery-act/ internal/ documents/clery-act-overview-v2.pdf

[7] C. Krebs, C. Lindquist, M. Berzofsky, B. Shook-Sa, K. Peterson, M. Planty, and J. Stroop, “Campus climate survey validation study final technical report,” Washington, DC: Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2016. 

[8] J. H. Gardella, C. A. Nichols-Hadeed, J. M. Mastrocinque, J. T. Stone, C. A. Coates, C. J. Sly, and C. Cerulli, 

“Beyond Clery Act statistics: A closer look at college victimization based on self-report data,”  J. Interpers. 

 Violence, vol. 30, no. 4, pp. 640–658, 2015. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260514535257

[9] U.S. Library of Congres. Congressional Research Service, “The Clery Act and postsecondary institutions: Requirements and enforcement,” 2024. https://crsreports.congress.gov

[10] C. R. Yung, “Concealing campus sexual assault: An empirical examination,”  Psychol. Public Policy Law, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 1–9, 2015. https://doi.org/10.1037/law0000037

[11] S. H. Sulzer, J. M. Kimmitt, M. M. Steel, S. Jones  et al. , “A missed research opportunity for effective prevention: Clery Act timely warning notices,”  J. Am. Coll. Health, vol. 70, no. 5, pp. 1359–1362, 2022. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2020.1811711

[12] The Clery Center, “The Jeanne Clery Act,” 2025. https://www.clerycenter.org/the-clery-act

[13] G. McCallion, “History of the Clery Act: Fact sheet,” 2014. https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R4

3759

[14] U.S. Congress. House of Representatives, “Hearing on H.R. 3344, the crime awareness and campus security act of 1989,” Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education of the Committee on Education and Labor, Congressional Hearing 101st Congress, 2nd session, 1990. 

[15] M. R. Nobles, J. A. Fox, D. N. Khey, and A. J. Lizotte, “Community and campus crime: A geospatial examination of the Clery Act,”  Crime Delinq. , vol. 59, no. 8, pp. 1131–1156, 2013. https://doi.org/10.1177/00

11128710372188

[16] A. A. Hasinoff and P. M. Krueger, “Warning: Notifications about crime on campus may have unwanted effects,” 

 Int. J. Comm. , vol. 14, pp. 587–607, 2020. 

[17] J. Terman, “Examining and evaluating university Clery Act programs: Sexual assault on university campuses,” 

 J. Public Affairs Educ. , vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 56–79, 2022. https://doi.org/10.1080/15236803.2021.1934803

[18] R. A. Hesel, “Campus safety is now a significant factor in college choice; students and parents are equally concerned about safety at college,”  Market Intell. High. Educ. Student Poll, vol. 2, no. 2, pp. 1–12, 1997. 

43

[19] J. Bryant, “Campus safety a factor for most in college choice: Survey,” 2022. https://www.bestcolleges.com/r

esearch/campus-safety-survey/

[20] A. Shariati and R. T. Guerette, “The forgotten (practical) side of school safety: What do Clery reports say about CPTED and crime on college campuses?” 

 Plan. Pract. Res. , vol. 35, no. 4, pp. 396–417, 2020. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02697459.2020.1740417

[21] Department of Justice. Office of Justice Programs. Bureau of Justice Statistics, “Rape and sexual victimization among college-aged females, 1995-2013,” Washington, DC: Department of Justice, 2013. 

[22] B. Fisher, F. Cullen, and M. Turner, “The sexual victimization of college women,” 2000. https://www.ojp.gov/

ncjrs/virtual-library/abstracts/sexual-victimization-college-women

[23] B. J. Benson, C. L. Gohm, and A. M. Gross, “College women and sexual assault: The role of sex-related alcohol expectancies,”  J. Fam. Violence, vol. 22, no. 6, pp. 341–351, 2007. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-007-9085-z

[24] M. C. McDaniel and D. N. Rodriguez, “Undergraduate men’s self-reports of sexual assault and perceptions of college campus acquaintance rape,”  J. Interpers. Violence, vol. 36, no. 3-4, pp. 1772–1790, 2021. https:

//doi.org/10.1177/0886260517743552

[25] M. R. Burt, “Cultural myths and supports for rape,”  J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. , vol. 38, pp. 217–230, 1980. 

https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.38.2.217

[26] K. A. Lonsway and L. F. Fitzgerald, “Rape myths: In review,”  Psychol. Women Q. , vol. 18, no. 2, pp. 133–164, 1994. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1994.tb00448.x

[27] A. Abbey, P. McAuslan, and L. T. Ross, “Sexual assault perpetration by college men: The role of alcohol, misperception of sexual intent, and sexual beliefs and experiences,”  J. Soc. Clin. Psychol. , vol. 17, no. 2, pp. 

167–195, 1998. https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.1998.17.2.167

[28] S. K. Murnen, C. Wright, and G. Kaluzny, “If ”boys will be boys,” then girls will be victims? A meta-analytic review of the research that relates masculine ideology to sexual aggression,”  Sex Roles, vol. 46, no. 11-12, pp. 

359–375, 2002. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1020488928736

[29] C. Loh, C. A. Gidycz, T. R. Lobo, and R. Luthra, “A prospective analysis of sexual assault perpetration risk factors related to perpetrator characteristics,”  J. Interpers. Violence, vol. 17, no. 10, pp. 73–84, 2005. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260505278528

[30] J. O’Connor, “The longitudinal effects of rape myth beliefs and rape proclivity,”  Psychol. Men Masc. , vol. 22, no. 2, pp. 321–330, 2021. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/men0000324

[31] N. C. Cantalupo, “Institution-specific victimization surveys: Addressing legal and practical disincentives to gender-based violence reporting on college campuses,”  Trauma Violence Abuse, vol. 15, no. 3, pp. 227–241, 2014. https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838014521323

[32] S. M. Guerette and S. L. Caron, “Assessing the impact of acquaintance rape: Interviews with women who are victims/survivors of sexual assault while in college,”  J. Coll. Stud. Psychother. , vol. 22, no. 2, pp. 31–50, 2007. 

https://doi.org/10.1300/J035v22n02 04

[33] W. R. Beaver, “Campus sexual assault: What we know and what we don’t know,”  Indep. Rev. , vol. 22, no. 2, pp. 257–268, 2017. 

[34] G. Smith and D. Trotta, “U.S. hate crimes up 20 percent in 2016 fueled by election campaign-report,”  Reuters, 2017. http://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-crime-hate-idUSKBN16L0BO

[35] J. Kuilema, L. Schwander, K. Alford, R. Venema, and S. Hoeksema, “Teaching note – time for a teach-in? 

addressing racist incidents on college campuses,”  J. Soc. Work Educ. , vol. 55, no. 4, pp. 818–824, 2019. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10437797.2019.1627258

[36] Council on American-Islamic Relations, “Civil Rights report 2017: The empowerment of hate,” Council on American-Islamic Relations, 2017. https://islamophobia.org/civil-rights-reports/the-empowerment-of-hate/

[37] S. H. Han, J. R. Riddell, and A. R. Piquero, “Anti-Asian American hate crimes spike during the early stages of the COVID-19 pandemic,”  J. Interpers. Violence, vol. 38, no. 3-4, pp. 3513–3533, 2022. https:

//doi.org/10.1177/08862605221107056

[38] U.S. Government Accountability Office, “Religious-based hate crimes: DOJ needs to improve support to colleges given increasing reports on campuses,” 2019. https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-20-6

[39] D. Luneau, “New FBI data: Anti-LGBTQ+ hate crimes continue to spike, even as overall crime rate declines,” 

 Human Rights Campaign, 2024. https://www.hrc.org/press-releases/new-fbi-data-anti-lgbtq-hate-crimes-con

tinue-to-spike-even-as-overall-crime-rate-declines

[40] R. L. Stotzer and E. Hossellman, “Hate crimes on campus: Racial/ethnic diversity and campus safety,”  J. 

 Interpers. Violence, vol. 27, no. 4, pp. 644–661, 2012. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260511423249

[41] B. A. Arrigo and A. Acheson, “Concealed carry bans and the american college campus: A law, social sciences, and policy perspective,”  Contemp. Justice Rev. , vol. 19, no. 1, pp. 120–141, 2016. https://doi.org/10.1080/10

44

282580.2015.1101688

[42] D. M. Beggan, “Texas hold’em: An exploration of the divergent perspectives of Texas’s campus carry law,” 

 Community Coll. J. Res. Pract. , vol. 43, no. 1, pp. 26–41, 2019. https://doi.org/10.1080/10668926.2017.1392

906

[43] S. K. Lewis, “Crossfire on compulsory campus carry laws: When the first and second amendments collide,” 

 Iowa L. Rev. , vol. 102, no. 5, p. 2109, 2016. 

[44] L. R. Hignite, S. Marshall, and L. Naumann, “The ivory tower meets the inner city: Student protective and avoidance behaviors on an urban university campus,”  Coll. Stud. J. , vol. 52, no. 1, pp. 118–138, 2018. 

[45] P. Ordovensky, “Hour by hour, campus crime toll mounts,” Louisville, KY: USA Today Crime Series Reprint, 1990. 

[46] J. J. Sloan, “The correlates of campus crime: An analysis of reported crimes on college and university campuses,”  J. Crim. Justice, vol. 22, no. 1, pp. 51–61, 1994. https://doi.org/10.1016/0047-2352(94)90048-5

[47] W. V. Pelfrey Jr., S. Keener, and M. Perkins, “Examining the role of demographics in campus crime alerts: Implications and recommendations,”  Race Justice, vol. 8, no. 3, pp. 244–269, 2018. https://doi.org/10.1177/21

53368716675475

[48] J. Goldschmidt and C. Donner, “Exclusion of race of suspect from Clery Act campus ”Crime Alerts”: Results of a survey of Clery Act reporters,”  George Mason Law Rev. , vol. 28, no. 3, p. 967, 2021. 

[49] V. H. Woodward, D. Pelletier, O. H. Griffin III, and J. R. Harrington, “University policies and programs for crime prevention and awareness: An examination of online reports and resources,”  Crim. Justice Rev. , vol. 41, no. 2, pp. 140–158, 2016. https://doi.org/10.1177/0734016816634783

[50] S. Wu, J. Male, and E. Dragut, “Spatial-temporal campus crime pattern mining from historical alert messages,” 

in  2017 International Conference on Computing, Networking and Communications (ICNC): Workshop,  Silicon Valley, CA, 2017. https://doi.org/10.1109/ICCNC.2017.7876229

[51] C. A. Franklin, “Sorority affiliation and sexual assault victimization: Assessing vulnerability using path analysis,”  Violence Against Women, vol. 22, no. 8, pp. 895–922, 2016. https://doi.org/10.1177/107780121561

4971

[52] J. C. Minow and C. J. Einolf, “Sorority participation and sexual assault risk,”  Violence Against Women, vol. 15, no. 7, pp. 835–851, 2009. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801209334472

[53] T. L. Marcantonio, M. E. Hunt, and E. Schisler, “Assessing sorority women’s perceptions of barriers to reporting sexual assaults that occur within college campus greek organizations,”  J. Child Sex. Abus. , vol. 32, no. 3, pp. 

359–378, 2023. https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2023.2189195

[54] C. A. Franklin and T. A. Menaker, “Feminist routine activity theory and sexual assault victimization: Estimating risk by perpetrator tactic among sorority women,”  Vict. Offenders, vol. 13, no. 2, pp. 158–178, 2018. https:

//doi.org/10.1080/15564886.2016.1250692

[55] M. Mohler-Kuo, G. W. Dowdall, M. P. Koss, and H. Wechsler, “Correlates of rape while intoxicated in a national sample of college women,”  J. Stud. Alcohol, vol. 65, no. 1, pp. 37–45, 2004. https://doi.org/10.15288

/jsa.2004.65.37

[56] H. J. Hodges, E. C. Low, M. R. Vi˜nas-Racionero, B. A. Hollister, and M. J. Scalora, “Examining reasons for student responses to threatening behaviors on a college campus,”  J. Threat Assess. Manage. , vol. 3, no. 3-4, pp. 

129–142, 2016. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/tam0000063

[57] N. Yamawaki, M. Ochoa-Shipp, C. Pulsipher, A. Harlos, and S. Swindler, “Perceptions of domestic violence: The effects of domestic violence myths, victim’s relationship with her abuser, and the decision to return to her abuser,”  J. Interpers. Violence, vol. 27, pp. 3195–3212, 2012. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260512441253

[58] K. Arney, “Examining victimization on campus: The influence of student perceptions in crime-reporting behaviors,”  Coll. Stud. J. , vol. 54, no. 4, pp. 401–412. 

[59] J. A. Schafer, C. Lee, G. W. Burruss, and M. J. Giblin, “College student perceptions of campus safety initiatives,” 

 Crim. Justice Policy Rev. , vol. 29, no. 4, pp. 319–340, 2018. https://doi.org/10.1177/0887403416631804

[60] Kennesaw State University, “Annual security and fire safety report 2024,” 2025. https://www.kennesaw.edu/h

uman-resources/clery-act.php

[61] Kennesaw State University, “Enrollment by college, Fall 2018 to Fall 2024,” 2025. https://ir.kennesaw.edu/da

shboards/enrollment-by-college.php

[62] National Center for Education Statistics, “Criminal incidents at postsecondary institutions,” 2025. https://nces

.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator/a21/postsecondary

[63] National Center for Education Statistics, “Hate crime incidents at postsecondary institutions,” 2025. https:

//nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator/a22

[64] U.S. Department of Education, “Campus safety and security cutting tool,” 2025. https://ope.ed.gov/campussaf

45

ety/Trend/public/#/answer/3/301/trend/-1/-1/-1/-1

[65] Kennesaw State University, “Daily crime log,” 2025. https://www.kennesaw.edu/public-safety-police/clery-ac

t/daily-crime-log.php

[66] Kennesaw State University, “Ksu public safety C.O.R.E.” 2025. https://www.kennesaw.edu/public-safety-pol

ice/community-outreach-recruitment-engagement/index.php

[67] Kennesaw State University, “Report red flag concerns at KSU,” 2025. https://www.kennesaw.edu/student-affa

irs/dean-of-students/behavioral-response-team.php

46



Document Outline


	1 Introduction

	1.1 The Clery Act

	1.2 Campus Safety

	1.2.1 Sexual assault

	1.2.2 Hate crimes

	1.2.3 Campus carry laws





	1.3 College Campus Crime Awareness

	1.4 Student Perceptions of Campus Safety





	2 Methodology

	3 Results

	3.1 Crime Incidence Rates by Campus

	3.2 Arrests by Liquor Law, Drug Abuse, and Weapons Law Violations

	3.3 VAWA/Campus SaVE Act Crimes





	4 Discussion

	5 Conclusions






index-17_2.jpg
16

14

12

10

0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
—————————— o

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Liquor Law violation —====Drug Law violation

0.6 0.7
2020 2021
‘Weapons violation





index-17_1.jpg
199
187 194 19.7 1838
16.9
15

84 8.1 8.5 81

7.6 ’ 66 75
54 g i ¢ T
22 24 24 21 21 ¥ s

————————————————————

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

== Burglary == Motor Vehicle Theft ==—=TForcible Sex Offense === Total





index-1_1.jpg
)





index-18_1.jpg
20,000
18,000
16,000
14,000
12,000
10,000
8,000
6,000
4,000

Total Number of VAWA Offenses

2,000
0

2015

2016

2017

2018

18,573

2019

2020

2021

2022





index-1_3.jpg
®

Check for
updates






index-1_2.jpg
ACADLORE

A VIBRANT HUB OF ACADEMIC KNOWLEDGE

A






cover.jpeg
! l Journal of Urban Development and Management A ACADLORE

https://www.acadlore.com/journals/JUDM RANT U OF ACADEAG KNOWAOGT

Evaluating Campus Crime Statistics at an Urban Public Research L)
University in the U.S.: A Case Study e

Robert S. Keyser*®, Angeline Harris®

Department of Industrial and Systems Engineering, Kennesaw State University, 30060 Marietta, GA, USA
p Correspondence: Robert S. Keyser (rkeyser@kennesaw.edu)

Received: 01-20-2025 Revised: 03-05-2025 Accepted: 03-11-2025

Citation: R. S. Keyser and A. Harris, “Evaluating campus crime statistics at an urban public research university in the
U.S.: A case study,” J. Urban Dev. Manag., vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 25-46, 2025. https://doi.org/10.56578/judm040103.

© 2025 by the author(s). Licensee Acadlore Publishing Services Limited, Hong Kong. This article can be downloaded for free, and
reused and quoted with a citation of the original published version, under the CC BY 4.0 license.

Abstract: Campus safety is a universal concern for both students and their parents, particularly for students from
vulnerable populations. This case study examines publicly available crime data collected by University Police for its
two campuses in a metropolitan area in the U.S. The use of descriptive statistics, two-sample t-tests, one-way ANOVA,
and p-values are employed to compare crime statistics between the two campuses. The results for select offenses
are compared to national averages for postsecondary institutions to determine whether the university is more/less
safe than the national averages of other postsecondary institutions in the U.S. Despite some crime occurring during
the period under evaluation, 2021-2023, results indicate that this is a safe university in comparison with national
averages. This approach offers a robust tool for comparing crime data for universities with multiple campuses.

Keywords: Campus crime log; Annual security and fire safety report; Burglary; Motor vehicle theft; Liquor Law;
Drug Law; Weapons Law; Violence Against Women Act (VAWA)

1 Introduction

Kennesaw State University (KSU) is a fast-growing, predominantly undergraduate (90%), comprehensive public
research institution. KSU is in the suburban/exurban “Northern Arc” of metro-Atlanta, Georgia, USA. A leader in
innovative teaching and learning, KSU is one of the 50 largest public institutions in the U.S. KSU offers more than
190 undergraduate, graduate, and doctoral degree programs to more than 47,000 students. With 13 colleges on two
metro-Atlanta campuses, Kennesaw and Marietta within 10 miles of each other in Cobb County, Georgia, Kennesaw
State University is a member of the University System of Georgia and is the third largest university in the state.

Like the population it serves, KSU has a very diverse student body, including many students from socioeconomically
disadvantaged situations. About 70% of the undergraduate population and 31% of the graduate students are full-time
students. Minority enrollment is 26% overall and has grown by over 45% in the past 15 years. About 60% of
students identify themselves as White, 20% as Black or African American, 4% as two or more races, 3% as Asian,
less than 1% as American Indian or Alaskan Native or Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, and 8% as Hispanic or Latino.
Additionally, 57% of the KSU student body is female and 43% is male. Approximately 36% of the student body
hails from Appalachian counties in Georgia, with smaller numbers from Appalachian counties in the surrounding
states. About half of the students are first-generation college students.

Multiple high-profile incidents of violent crimes on campus have become a prominent issue in the U.S. in recent
years. Incidents such as the Virginia Tech massacre, and the deaths of Jeanne Clery in 1986 [1], Lauren McCluskey
in 2018 [2], and Laken Riley in 2024 [3] on college campuses have emphasized an increased need for legislation to
assist students in selecting a safe college and improve their safety by reducing the incidence of crimes and fires.

1.1 The Clery Act

The Clery Act was signed into law in 1990 and was amended to the Jeanne Clery Disclosure of Campus Security
Policy and Campus Crime Statistics Act in 1998 [4] in honor of Jeanne Clery, an 18-year-old student at Lehigh
University, who was raped and murdered in her dorm room in 1986 [5]. She chose Lehigh over other universities
because it was close to home. At that time, there was no legal requirement for universities to publish campus crime
statistics. Clery’s parents learned that there were 38 violent crimes, including sexual assaults, rapes, and robberies,
in the three years preceding Jeanne’s death. They argued that had they known of the crimes at Lehigh, Jeanne would

https://doi.org/10.56578/judm040103
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