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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this quantitative study was to determne if
there is a difference between coll ege and university chi ef
busi ness officers, facilities directors, and personnel directors
regarding their views of workplace violence issues. The target
popul ati on was the 1,200 United States hi gher educati on nmenber
institutions of the Association of Hi gher Education Facilities
Oficers (APPA). Fromthe 1,200 APPA nmenber institutions 400
were randomy selected. The three admnistrators at the sel ected
institutions were sent a letter inviting participation in an
el ectronic mail (e-mail) survey.

The e-mail survey process is discussed and pros and cons
fromthe researcher’s experience are included. Using an e-nmi
survey definitely has nore advantages than using a conventiona
mai | i ng.

The data fromthe responses indicates there is a difference
between the three administrators regarding; 1) their
under st andi ng of workpl ace viol ence, 2) their organi zati onal need
for prevention and training, and 3) there are differences based
on denographic characteristics. The coments from 50 respondents
provi ded additional insight into the three adm nistrators’
under st andi ng of workpl ace vi ol ence and added support to the

findi ngs.



CHAPTER |
I nt roduction

The recent phenonenon of workplace violence is for severa
reasons not well understood (Bul atao & VandenBos, 1995; Labig, 1995;
VWhite, 1996; Wolf, 1998). First, relatively few incidents of workplace
vi ol ence have been docunented in the literature, with the data that
does exi st about this phenonenon being considered by nany as
insufficient in scope and conpl eteness (Labig, 1995; Wite, 1996; Wl f,
1998). White (1996) has suggested, “Finding reliable data about
wor kpl ace vi ol ence of any type can be difficult. Wth only a few
exceptions, data about workplace viol ence nmust be gl eaned from
statistics gathered on the broader topic of occupational health and
safety” (p. 88). Secondly, many organi zations that have experienced
wor kpl ace violence are involved in long-termrelated litigation. This
results in an unwillingness to share i nformation about epi sodes of
wor kpl ace viol ence (Labig, 1995). Third, and finally, there is no
agreenent as to how to define workplace violence (Bulatao & VandenBos,
1995; Wl f, 1998).

Backgr ound

Wor kpl ace violence is a social issue that needs to be better
understood by all adm nistrators, nanagers, supervisors, and workers.
The literature strongly indicates that nany enpl oyees and enpl oyers do
not understand it and tend to ignore the possibility that it could
happen to them

Fl annery (1995) wites, “Enployees continue incorrectly to
consi der thenmsel ves safe at work. Many continue to think of violence

as sonet hing that happens in the streets among drug dealers in urban



poverty” (p. 28). Unfortunately, and in direct contrast to this view,
about 20 Anmerican workers are nurdered at work each week (Jenkins,
1998).

Clearly, this is a small nunber conpared to the nonfatal workplace
vi ol ence that takes place in the U.S. According to Jenkins (1998),
data concerning instances of nonfatal workplace violence that were
reported in the 1987-92 National Crime Victimzation Survey (NCVS)
i ndi cated that approximately one mllion workers were annually
assaul ted at work. According to Kaufer and Mattman (1998), a 1995
study by the Workpl ace Viol ence Research Institute reported that an
estimted 16,400 American workers are threatened, 723 Anmerican workers
are attacked, and 43,800 workers in the United States are harassed on
the job each workday. Bulatao and VandenBos (1995) indicate that data
on nonfatal workplace violence has only accunul ated gradually. Wile
the majority of workplace violence incidents are nonfatal, they can be
just as danmmgi ng to the workplace environnent as workpl ace nurder
(Bul atao & VandenBos, 1995). The cost of one act of violence could
include a |lawsuit, nedical care, |ost productivity, additional security
nmeasures, and the damaged |ives of good people (Davis, 1997; M nor
1995).

Most peopl e have strong enotional reactions to the subjects of
vi ol ence and work, and how to deal with these reactions is an essentia
el enment in prevention (Labig, 1995). Labig (1995) suggests that the
natural response to a phenomenon that seens beyond one’'s ability to
understand or control is to use the psychol ogi cal defense of deni al
“it can’'t happen here” (p. 15). According to Labig (1995) nany
managers and administrators do not take the issue of workplace viol ence

seriously. Only when an epi sode of workplace violence occurs do



admi nistrators realize the vulnerability of their organization and take
action (Labig, 1995).

Tom Eri ckson, Vice President of Human Resources at El gar
Corporation wote of his workplace viol ence experience in the forward

to Violence in the Wrkplace (Baron, 1993):

If you had asked me about violence in the workpl ace
two years ago, | wouldn’t have understood what you were
tal king about. In nmy 20 plus years of hunman resources
experience | can’t think of one physical fight | had to
break up. | have worked with individuals who were pretty
hot under the collar, but things were resolvable w thout
further incidents. Oh! A car was reported as having a
scratch put on it by suspected fell ow enpl oyee. June 4,
1991, | learned that | could be stal ked, hunted, and killed
inm office. By pure fate, luck, or whatever you call it,
I was spared.but two of ny friends and col | eagues were
nmurdered in cold blood in front of fell ow enpl oyees. |
will never be the sanme after that, and | believe that's
true for many of ny fellow enpl oyees (p. 1).
Stark and sobering it is a typical response of an enpl oyee who has
experienced workpl ace nurder (Baron, 1993).
According to Kelleher (1996) “Wrkers and managenent generally
remai n unprepared because of |ack of understandi ng of workpl ace
vi ol ence, and an absence of a prevention progranm (p. 30). It is also
extrenmely inportant that enpl oyees be trained to recognize threats or
war ni ng signs, take threats seriously, and nore inportantly report the
threat. W1 kinson (1998) sunms up the need for both prevention and
training by stating, “Wthout training one does not have a ful

wor kpl ace vi ol ence prevention progrant (p. xxvii). Colleges and



universities are not immune to workplace viol ence. Hoffrman, Sunmers, &
Schoenwal d (1998) suggest that college and university canpuses need to
have prevention strategies in place.

Col | ege and University Canpuses

A college or university canmpus is a community where students |ive
and the faculty and staff work. |kenberry, (1998) wites, “Canpuses
are alive 24 hours a day, seven days a week, 365 days a year, nore or
| ess” (p. xv). Fossey and Smith (1996) believe that the difficulty in
pi cturing violence on canpus “lies in our traditional imge of canpuses
as bucolic, tranquil places set aside for our intellectual pursuits”

(p. 2). People tend think of a college or university as only education
and ignore that there is a business elenent to operating the canpus.

It takes a | ot of enployees to operate a canmpus, and “As organi zati ons
with large nunmbers of enployees, colleges also are vulnerable to

i ncreasi ng wor kpl ace vi ol ence” (Schuh, 1998, p. 17).

Many col | eges and universities invite the public to visit their
canpus to see and use the facilities. Any visitor desiring to conme on
a canpus can do so by wal king or driving. Mst buildings are easily
accessed. Public colleges and universities want citizens to visit and
use their facilities, in contrast with business and industry who use
fences and security guards to keep people out (Schuh, 1998). However,
private colleges and universities generally are not as accessible to
the public because they are private.

Once built the college or university canpus stays in place.
Canmpuses |l ocated in or near nei ghborhoods where safety is a concern
i nclude the University of Chicago, Marquette University, and the
Uni versity of Southern California (Schuh, 1998). 1In 1995 a student
j oggi ng al ong the boundary of the sprawling California State

Pol yt echnic University at Ponpna di scovered a woman’s body. The woman



had no ties to the canpus other than she had been murdered on coll ege
property. At a Fourth of July celebration in 1993 two people were
killed on the canpus of Wchita State University when a shoot-out
erupted between gang nmenbers (Schuh, 1998). In 1995, there were 15
nmurders reported by 12 coll eges. Seven involved students or enployees
and ei ght happened to occur on college property (Lily, 1997).

Modern canpuses |ike all other organizations will occasionally
experience violence (Baldridge & Julius, 1998). Baldridge and Julius
(1998) believe that “Because of the ever-increasing conplexity of life
on canpus, deterioration of surroundi ng nei ghborhoods, pressure to
succeed, availability of guns and ot her weapons, nore violence is
i nevitable” (p. 229). These authors paint a very bleak picture of the
potential for workplace violence on canpuses that clearly are warnings
t hat shoul d not be ignored.

There is a concern in government and on coll ege and university
canpuses about violence. The U S. Departnent of Education reports that
vi ol ence on canpus is rising (Nicklin, 2001). Data on canpus viol ence
is collected by two sources. The first source is the Clery Act and the
second source is the U S. Department of Education’s Wb site that
publ i shes data collected fromcoll eges and universities.

In 1990 a federal statute, the Student Right-to-Know and Canpus
Security Act, was enacted. The |aw was nanmed for Jeanne Ann Clery, a
Lehi gh University student nurdered on canpus in 1986. The | aw was
designed to provide information about violence on canpus (Hartle,
2001). However, the law has grown so conpl ex and i nconprehensible it
doesn’t neet the purpose it was designed for (Hartle, 2001). Hartle
(2001) writes, “conplying with it has beconme akin to filling out an
i ncome-tax return when the definitions are anbi guous, the forns change

every year, and everybody in the neighborhood is responsible for



provi di ng some of the information” (p.1). Hartle (2001) continues,
“one thing is clear: No one can accurately judge the relative safety of
a canpus based solely on the Clery statistics” (p.2).

In Septenber of 2000 the U.S. Departnment of Education introduced a
canmpus-security Web site to help students to evaluate the safety of a
coll ege or university (Nicklin, 2000). Like the Cleary act it is a
good idea that has not |ived up to expectations. Nicklin (2000)
writes, “Be warned: Anyone attenpting to use the site to evaluate
col | eges nmight be hard-pressed to find accurate data for some coll eges
or to make any neani ngful conparisons” (p.1l). The Clery Act and the
Department Education’s Wb site are designed to help students check on
the safety of a canpus. The data generated is a result of al
i ncidents of violence on canpus. Nicklin (2001) maintains that experts
gquestion the accuracy of the data. But it is a genuine attenpt to
provi de data on the phenonena and hopefully the accuracy will inprove.

Col I ege and University Administrators

An admi ni strator of a canpus nust be capabl e of nanagi ng al
hi s/ her enpl oyees, including high-risk enployees. “Managing high-risk
enpl oyees requires skills nbost managers probably cannot do, have little
or no training in, and until recently, did not even think they would
need” (McClure, 1996, p. 111). According to Burns (1995) “workpl ace
vi ol ence has been caused by the contributing and conflicting actions of
i gnorant managenent” (p. 61). Adnministrators are responsible for
provi di ng managers, supervisors, and enpl oyees the correct tools for
managi ng wor kpl ace vi ol ence. Braverman, Castrey, Denenberg, and
Denenberg, (1998) wite, “What’'s happening in our workplaces does not
have to do with the fact that guns are available. It has to do with
peopl e behaving in a certain way and our inability to intervene before

it happens” (p. 5). Braverman et al. (1998) is recomendi ng a



wor kpl ace vi ol ence prevention program where a threat of violence is
first recogni zed, secondly reported, and | astly defused before viol ence
erupts. To be prepared for workplace viol ence an admi nistrator nust
under st and wor kpl ace vi ol ence and have prevention and training prograns
in place.
Col I ege and University Facilities
Col I ege and university facilities are the mai ntenance and service

providers to the canpus. |In Facilities Managenent, a nmmnual for plant

adm ni stration, Ernest Boyer, President of the Carnegi e Foundation for
t he Advancenent of Teaching, wote (Boyer, 1989):
No matter what presidents and admi nistrators say

on canpus, when they want to present their inmage to

the public and say sonething about quality, they turn

to facilities. They want it understood that

excel | ence has to touch every aspect of the

institution (p. xvi).

| do believe that facilities are a part of

the affirmng conmunity on the canpus. They give

dignity and status to the institution and allowit to

function (p. xvii).

Col l ege and university facilities enployees interact with faculty,
staff, students, and visitors to the canpus. Facilities is generally
responsi bl e for maintenance, utilities (gas, electricity, steam water
sewer), mail, notor pool, custodial, grounds and other sundry services
and support activities in the operation of college and university
canpuses. On many canpuses the construction of buildings and the
architectural planning services are also under the adm nistration of
facilities. College and university facilities are responsible for

provi ding a safe and confortable work environnment for faculty, staff,
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and students (Mergner, 1989). Because a canpus rarely closes and
energenci es can occur at anytine, facilities enployees are al ways
avail abl e for enmergencies and can be found working on canpus at al
hours seven days a week.

Col |l ege and university facilities enploy a variety of people from
unskill ed workers such as | aborers to professional positions such as
adm ni strators and architects. The education level of the facilities
enpl oyees ranges fromthose with no high school diploma to those with
post - secondary degrees.

Because of the nmany support services provided by coll ege and
university facilities, their enployees have constant contact wth
students, faculty, staff, and visitors. The consequences of actions,
both positive and negative, by facilities enployees have a substantia
i mpact on the college and university canpuses’ m ssion. Two episodes
this researcher is aware of involve a negative exanple and a positive
exanpl e of interaction between facilities and academ c departnents.
The first involved a research departnent that |ost irreplaceable
research and the use of an expensive piece of water-cool ed research
equi pnent when a facilities enployee accidentally shut off the water
supply to the building the departnent occupied. This incident resulted
in a very bitter, alnost physical confrontation between the
departnent’s researchers and the facilities people. To this day there
is still an edgy bitterness between the parties involved. 1In the
second exanpl e a departnment held a special recognition reception for
the facilities enpl oyees who successfully renovated the departnent’s
attic space into offices and | aboratories with mninmal disruption to
the occupants and on schedule. The departnment not only provided a
reception with coffee, punch and cookies, they recogni zed the

facilities enpl oyees by giving them an engraved plaque in appreciation.
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These two incidents are at opposite ends of the spectrum but they
i ndicate the extent of involvenent and interaction that the canpus
facilities enployees have within a university.

These three canpus admi nistrators the chief business officer
facilities director, and personnel director are responsible for the
management of a |arge nunber of canpus enpl oyees. Their understanding
of workpl ace violence, their position regarding the need for workpl ace
vi ol ence prevention and training will affect the nmanagenent of
wor kpl ace violence on their canpus. The facilities director nost often
reports to the chief business officer. At nobst college and university
canpuses the personnel director is either under or reports directly to
the chi ef business officer. The personnel director is the
adm ni strator on canmpus who is responsible for the interpretation and
application of policies and procedures, and the training of enpl oyees.
The personnel director of a campus is deeply involved in workplace
viol ence policies. She/he generally is the representative from
personnel on the Incident Managenent Team (I MI). The |IMI, as described
by Wol f (1998), is responsible for receiving, investigating, and
assessing threats to enployees. The chief business officer reports
directly to the president of the college or university and is
responsi ble for adm nistrating the business affairs of the canpus.
Ability to manage workpl ace violence. The difference between a public
and a private college or university may al so affect the adm nistrators’
managenment of workpl ace violence. Mst private canpuses are affiliated
with a specific church and the students, faculty, and staff wll npst
often have an intellectual background and affiliation with that church
A public canmpus on the other hand is open to a variety of students
nmeeting its admission criteria. The faculty and staff at a public

campus generally come froma variety of cultural backgrounds.



The differences between public and private canpuses can be sumed
up by a discussion this researcher observed between two facilities
adm nistrators, one at a public and the other at a private canpus.
Bot h canpuses are also |located within the same netropolitan area. Each
had participated in an APPA cost conparison study of |abor and
mai nt enance costs. The public adm nistrator was |anmenting that when
the cost conparison study came out she/he had to defend his/her cost
for custodial nmaintenance. The public canpus’s custodial costs were
substantially higher than the private canpus’s custodial cost. The
public canpus is located in a large city and is open to all citizens.
Peopl e are stream ng through the public buildings day and ni ght, seven
days a week, causing a continual need for custodial maintenance. The
private canmpus is located in a secluded area with access linmted to
those attendi ng, working, or doing business at the campus. The
buil di ngs on the private canpus do not require continual custodia
mai nt enance and therefore this cost is I ess than the public canpus’s.
This is a very sinple and | ogical explanation, but the answer was not
obvious until the public and private adm nistrators net and conpared
their custodial naintenance requirenents.

Probl em St at enent

There is a |lack of data regardi ng workpl ace viol ence on coll ege
and university canmpuses. Hoffman et al. (1998) state, “Serious concern
has been expressed in a variety of quarters about violence on college
and university campuses” (p. 87). How the adm nistrators of a campus
choose to nmanage the phenonena will affect the lives of not only their
enpl oyees but also the entire canpus community. The focus of this
study was to exami ne the views these adm nistrators have concerning

t hei r understandi ng of workpl ace viol ence on campus.
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Pur pose St at enment
The purpose of this study was to deternmine if any differences
exi st between views of college and university chief business officers,
facilities directors, and personnel directors regarding their
under st andi ng of workpl ace viol ence; and how they view their
organi zati onal need for workplace violence prevention and training.
Research Questions
The foll owi ng research questions guided this study:

Research Question One

Do coll ege and university chief business officers, facilities
directors, and personnel directors understand the concept of workpl ace
violence in the same or different ways? |If different, how and to what
extent do they differ?

Research Question Two

Do coll ege and university chief business officers, facilities
directors, and personnel directors see their organi zati onal need for
wor kpl ace vi ol ence prevention and training in the sane or different
ways? |f different, how and to what extent do they differ?

Research Question Three

Do gender, age, student enrollnment, and public versus private
significantly affect how coll ege and university chief business
officers, facilities directors, and personnel directors understand the
concepts of workplace violence? |If different, how and to what extent
do they differ?

Resear ch Hypot heses

Research Hypot hesis One

Ho: There is a significant difference between the chief business
officers, the facilities directors, and the personnel directors

regardi ng their understandi ng of workpl ace viol ence.
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Research Hypot hesis Two

Ho: There is a significant difference between the chief business
officers, the facilities directors, and the personnel directors
regardi ng how they view their organizational need for workpl ace
vi ol ence prevention and training.

Research Hypot hesis Three

Ho: There is a significant difference in their understandi ng of
wor kpl ace vi ol ence, how they view their organizational need for
wor kpl ace vi ol ence prevention and training and sel ected denographic
characteristics of gender, age, student enrollment (indicates canmpus
size), and public or private college or university.
Signi ficance of the Study

This study was significant for several reasons. First, there is a
| ack of workplace viol ence data concerning coll eges and universities.
For exanple, a January, 2000 HR Executive Editorial survey, Violence in

t he Workpl ace provides an indication of the I ack of data regarding

col l ege and university canpuses. The study was conducted by invitation

through e-mail, an announcenent in the Human Resource Executive

Magazi ne, and through a link from Wb sites. There were 286
respondents. Education in general was one of 4 organizations | unped
together in one category totaling 51 organizations. O the respondent
job titles 3 percent were Chief Financial Oficer; 3 percent were
Physi cal Pl ant Manager, and 57 percent were Personnel Manager.
Conbi ned the chief business officers and facilities directors totaled
only 17 respondents and the personnel directors totaled 163. The
researcher’s study will help to fill this void and provide val uabl e
data concerni ng workpl ace vi ol ence on coll ege and university campuses.
Second, workpl ace violence prevention is not taken seriously due

to the premi se that workplace violence is random not preventable, and
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not likely to occur (Davis, 1997; Labig, 1995). “In 1994 it was
estimted that 80 percent of Anerican businesses, had not taken any

steps toward dealing with the prospect of aggression and violence in

the workpl ace” (Davis, 1997, p. 7). “It took John Costalupes a little
nore than three mnutes to shatter sone illusions, specifically the
“can’t happen here” attitude that university enpl oyees, |ike nost

Anmeri cans, have about violence in the workplace” (Broderick, 2000, p.
1). One day after gunning down his fornmer supervisor, Costal upes

wal ked into the dean's office at the University of Mnnesota nedica
school. Jo Anne Benson, a plainclothes university police officer had
been posted at the dean’s office because of the fear Costal upes would
show up. Confronted by O ficer Benson, Costalupes fled the office; but
Benson and other officers pursued and caught him O ficer Benson, at a
little over five feet in height and about 130 pounds, was unable to
stop the 260-pound Costal upes fromputting a gun to his head and
killing hinmself (Broderick, 2000). Costalupes had lost his job 8 years
previously and continued to blame his fornmer supervisor for not being
able to find a job (Broderick, 2000). This study provides researchers
val uabl e data on the need for workplace viol ence prevention on coll ege
or university canpuses.

Third, a workplace viol ence prevention programrequires the
training of all enployees. Bush & O Shea, (1996) report that in a
survey, “Respondents reported little training designed to prepare
enpl oyees for the recognition of potentially violent individuals” (p.
292). Training enployees to recogni ze and respond properly to threats
can often defuse the problem before it gets out of control (Broderick
2000). During the years after his dism ssal, Costal upes had witten
threatening letters to university officials. But after he conmitted

his act of violence no threats could be found in university files.
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Skills indirectly applicable to workplace violence prevention, such as
conmuni cati ons and stress managenent are comon but those nore directly
applicable are not (Bush & O Shea, 1996). This study provides
researchers val uable data of the need for workplace violence training
on coll ege and university canpuses.
Assunpti ons
For the purpose of this study the follow ng assunptions were made:

1). There is a concern about workplace viol ence anong

col l ege and university adm nistrators.
2). College and university admnistrators are willing to

answer questions truthfully concerning workpl ace

vi ol ence.
3). College and university adm nistrators will be allowed

to answer questions concerni ng workpl ace vi ol ence.

Limtations of the Study

The following limtations applied to this research
1). The respondent’s understandi ng and know edge of

wor kpl ace vi ol ence
2). The types of institutions chosen, i.e. colleges or

universities requiring four years of acadenmic credit

for graduation.
3). The nature of the roles and responsibilities held by

t he respondents.

Definitions of Terns
For the purposes of this study the followi ng definitions were

used:

Admi nistrators. The chief business officers, facilities

directors, and personnel directors of college and university campuses.

Canpus. The buildings and grounds of a college or university.

17



Chi ef business officer. An individual, often with the title of

vi ce president or vice chancellor, responsible for adm nistration and
finance of a college or university.

Crisis. “Acrisis is a point in time when we face danger”
(Ell erbrock & Stevens, 1995, p. 34).

Crisis nanagenent. A plan that deals with the direct aftermath of

a violent incident (Carll, 1999).

Ext ernal workpl ace violence. Violence or threats of violence

generated by individuals not working for the coll ege or university.

Facilities director. An individual, nost often with the title of

director, assistant or associate vice president/vice chancellor
assi stant or associate vice president/vice chancellor, responsible for
the physical plant or facilities of a college or university.

Hi gher education. A college or university which requires at | east

four years of academic credit for graduation

I nternal workplace violence. Violence or threats of violence

generated by individuals working for the coll ege or university.

Personnel director. An individual, nost often with the title of

director, responsible for personnel or human resources of a college or
uni versity.

I nci dent Managenment Team (IMI). The IMI is responsible for

i mpl enenting and operating the violence prevention program (Wl f,
1998).

Post-i nci dent response. Devel oping a crisis managenent plan and

identifying resources needed after an act of violence occurs (Wl f,
1998) .

Predi cting violence. Recognizing warning signs that peopl e al nost

al ways exhi bit before beconmi ng violent (Labig, 1995).
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Pre-incident planning. “Preparation for recognizing and taking

action to prevent violence” (WIf, 1998, p. 60).

Vi ol ence prevention. A program “focusing on pre-incident

pl anni ng, threat nanagenent and post-incident response” (Wl f, 1998, p
60) .

Threat managenent. “Activities to define the risks an

organi zati on faces from enpl oyees and outsiders” (Wlf, 1998, p. 64).

Wor kpl ace vi ol ence. “Workpl ace viol ence consists of violent acts,

i ncl udi ng physical assaults and threats of assault, directed toward
persons at work or on duty” (Wolf, 1998, p. 2).

Wor kpl ace vi ol ence prevention. “There are a variety of essentia

tasks that are core conponents of a conprehensive workpl ace viol ence
prevention system A well-designhed system shoul d address the policies,
training activities, systenms, structures and procedures” (W/Ikinson, p
59, 1998).

Wor kpl ace violence training. “Training is the linchpin to al

vi ol ence prevention strategies” (WIKkinson, 1998, p. 72).
Met hodol ogy

This study used a descriptive design. The targeted popul ati on was
the coll ege and university nmenbers of APPA. Four hundred col |l eges and
universities were randonly selected fromthe 1200 APPA institutiona
menbers.

The chi ef business officer, facilities director, and personne
director at the 400 randomy sel ected canmpuses were sent letters
inviting themto participate in this electronic survey. The survey was
accessed by respondents at a Wb site, answered and returned via e-nmil
to the researcher. Letters were sent by e-nmmil addresses allow ng the
respondent to have automatic access to the survey sinply by double

clicking the survey e-mail address with his/her nouse.
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The questionnaire was divided into 4 parts. Part |, Il, and II]
contai ned statements relating to workpl ace viol ence, workpl ace viol ence
prevention, and workplace violence training. A Likert-like scale was
used for each response. Part |V contained five denographi c questions
and a space for comrents. The responses were anal yzed by using the
following statistical procedures: 1) frequency distributions, 2)
measures of central tendency, 3) percentages, 4) nultivariate analysis
of variance, 5) analysis of variance, and 6) post-hoc tests.

Sunmary

We know that it is difficult to find reliable data about workpl ace
violence, that litigation nmakes it difficult to get information from
organi zations including colleges and universities that have experienced
vi ol ence, and there is sone disagreement how to define workpl ace
violence. Davis (1997) estimates that 80% of U.S. organizations
i ncluding colleges and universities do not have a workpl ace viol ence
prevention program College and university canpuses are as vul nerable
to workpl ace viol ence as any other organization.

What we do not know is the degree of understandi ng of workpl ace
vi ol ence by college and university chief business officers, facilities
directors, and personnel directors. How well these college and
uni versity adm ni strators understand workpl ace violence will be
critical in determning their organi zati ons’ needs for workpl ace

vi ol ence prevention and workpl ace vi ol ence training.
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Chapter 11
Literature Review

This chapter is an overview of the issues that are germane to
wor kpl ace vi ol ence on canpus. The chapter specifically | ooks at the
research and literature of workplace violence as well as workpl ace
vi ol ence prevention and training.

Under st andi ng Wor kpl ace Vi ol ence

There is a perception, which is fueled by the news nedia, that
wor kpl ace vi ol ence consists primarily of murder. Workplace violence is
nore conpl ex than an enpl oyee suddenly appearing at her/his workpl ace
heavily arnmed with the intention of killing supervisors or other
enpl oyees. Carll’s (1999) list of workplace violence includes:
“threats (letters, faxes, verbal, e-mail, voice mail), vandalism
equi pnent sabot age, personal conflict (fighting co-workers, punching
supervi sors, assaults, shootings, stabbings, romantic obsessions with
co-workers), famly conflict (husband arrives at workplace and attacks
his wi fe and possibly co-workers), hostage taking, suicide, and

hom cide” (pp. 7, 8). To address the need for workplace viol ence
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prevention and training canpus adm nistrators nmust have an
under st andi ng of the breadth of workplace viol ence.
Defi ni ng

A maj or reason that workplace violence is m sunderstood is there
are no standard definitions for workplace violence (WIkinson, 1998;
Wol f, 1998). The following definition is direct and easy to
under st and, “workpl ace vi ol ence consists of violent acts, including
physi cal assaults and threats of assault, directed toward persons at
work or on duty” (Jenkins, 1998, p. 2). Bulatao and VandenBos (1996)
indicate that this definition is the nost suitable way to identify
wor kpl ace vi ol ence because it refers to violence that occurs in the
wor kpl ace or while the victimis at work or on duty.

Becom ng Vi ol ent

What many peopl e do not understand is that workplace violence is
never a sudden event and anyone can become violent. Workplace viol ence
starts with an individual becom ng stressed due to events happening in
their work or at hone or a conbination of work and hone events. This
stress can escal ate through a series of events that take place in the
individual's Iife (Labig, 1995). Events in the workplace such as
“grievance, termnation, poor work environment, and downsizing are
al ways stressful for the enployees involved and are therefore capable
of provoking violence” (Labig, 1995 p. 111).

According to Hynowitz and Silverman (2001), today's stress is
about too nuch information comng fromtoo many sources, coupled with
the feeling of loss of control. An exanple occurred when an aerospace
engi neer watched, horrified, as two co-workers had to be physically
separated during a disagreenent over the proper procedure for filing
paperwork (Costello, 2001).

Cycl e of Viol ence




Through 15 years of clinical research a psychol ogist, John
Monahan, devel oped a cycle of violence nodel that explains how an
i ndi vi dual can becone violent (Labig, 1995). Monahan’s cycl e of
vi ol ence has four stages:
1) The potential for violence can begin when an individua
encounters an event that he/she experiences as stressful
2) The individual involved reacts to this event with certain kinds
of thoughts to which she/he is inclined because of his/her
personality.
3) The thoughts caused by the reaction to the event lead to
enoti onal responses by the individual
4) The enptional responses in turn determ ne the behavior that the
i ndividual will use to respond to the situation (Labig, 1995).
The cycle continues as other people in the individual’s environnment
respond to the individual’s behavior. The way people respond can
either increase or decrease the individual’ s experience of. If the
i ndi vidual's environment increases stress, her/his reactive thoughts
and enotions are likely to be intensified and | ead to escal ating
behavi ors. The individual can reach a point where he/she comes to
believe that violence is the only viable solution (Labig, 1995).
According to Labig (1995) this nodel fits the avail able data about
i ndi vi dual s who have conmitted workpl ace violence. An individual in
the cycle of violence is reacting and responding in certain ways.
These reactions and responses by the individual are the threats,
behavi ors, or warning signs that enpl oyees can be trained to recognize
and report. Once recogni zed, reported, and investigated a
deternmination can be nmade to get the individual help. A workplace
vi ol ence prevention programthat is effective will help the individua

and prevent the act of violence. This nust happen before the

23



i ndi vi dual reaches the point where she/he believes violence is the only
sol ution. Understanding the cycle of violence nodel can aid college or
university adm nistrators in managi ng the threat of workpl ace viol ence
before it becomes an act of violence.

The Workpl ace

Qur workplace is a very inmportant part of our lives. Many people
spend from35 to 65% of their waking hours at work (Capozzoli and
McVey, 1996, pp. iXx, X). People dedicate a great amount of tinme and
energy to their work. Mich of the frustration and anger exhibited by
potentially violent enployees may be attributed to work environnent
factors. According to Kelleher (1997), “The quality of the work
environnent is a factor that is generally considered after an incident
of violence” (p. 120). College and university adm nistrators nust
understand that a poor work environment can contribute to viol ence.
Wor k environment factors to take into consideration include safety and
general working conditions, inept or uncaring managenent, inadequate
rewards for work, ineffective training and education prograns, and
i nadequat e conmmuni cation (Kell eher, 1997). Adninistrators of
organi zations that are good at preventing workplace violence tend to
understand the need for a supportive work environment, open
communi cations, and effective training (Labig, 1995).

Wor kpl ace Vi ol ence Prevention

An effective workpl ace viol ence prevention program nust have
financi al support, enployees trained to recognize and report threats or
war ni ng signs of potential violence, a staff trained for quick
i ntervention, and open conmmuni cations across all |ines (Kelleher 1997).
Braverman et al. (1998) explains, “You need to create systens that can
detect people who are breaki ng down under stress and that can deal with

themin a way that is fair, |egal and conpassionate” (p. 4).
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Many canpuses al ready have existing policies and procedures that
can be used with a workplace viol ence prevention program Exanpl es of
these policies and procedures are: the hiring process, counseling for
enpl oyees, the term nation process, safety and security, training,
comuni cations, crisis managenent, and a healthy work environment can
be an integral part of a prevention program WoIf (1998) devel oped a
nodel for a workplace violence prevention programthat focuses on three
activities: pre-incident planning, threat managenent and post-inci dent
response. Because each canpus is unique, “One size does not fit all”
(Ki nney, 1995, p. 51), a prevention program such as Wl f’'s (1998) can
be nodified to fit each canpus’ needs. The nodel is a guide that can
be adopted or tailored to fit the needs of a canpus.

Pre-inci dent Pl anni ng

Wol f (1998) enphasi zes the devel opnment of three elenents for a
prevention program First is the witten prevention policy that is
used to explain to enployees in witing what actions will not be
tolerated, the disciplinary action that will take place, what to
report, and whomto report it to. The second elenent is a
comuni cation structure. The conmuni cation structure inforns enpl oyees
of the policy and how to use it. The third elenent is training.
Trai ni ng prepares enployees to recogni ze threats and how to take action
to prevent an incident.

According to Wl f (1998), the nost inportant el enent of the pre-
incident planning is to establish in the policy statement an |ncident
Managenment Team (IMI). The IMI is the thread that ties all three
el ements together; in other words it takes ownership of the viol ence
prevention program

I nci dent Managenent Team
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The IMI is responsible for receiving reports of threats from
enpl oyees and then investigating the threats. CGenerally the I Ml is nade
up of representatives from personnel, security, legal, health and
safety, facilities, and the |abor union. At smaller canpuses the I Ml
could be nade up of representatives from personnel, or from other
canmpus areas that can provide beneficial input. 1In their
responsibilities the I MI nenbers are required to inplenment and operate
the prevention program These responsibilities make the IMI a key to
wor kpl ace vi ol ence prevention on canpus. |If the witten policy is the
foundati on of the prevention program the IMI is the engine that mekes
it happen. The IMI is also responsible for devel oping |ines of
communi cation to explain the violence prevention policy to enpl oyees
and establish the training needs for canmpus enployees (Wl f, 1998).
This is very inportant because if no one understands the workpl ace
prevention program and how to use it, it will not be used. Training is
so vital to all elenments of workplace violence prevention that it is
di scussed on its own nerits after this section

Threat Managenent

Threat management focuses on the process of workplace viol ence
prevention. In threat management the | MI receives, investigates, and
assesses threats reported by enployees. The researcher is aware of a
canmpus that has established the personnel director as the point of
contact for reporting threats. The personnel director then makes a
decision to bring in the IM to investigate or investigates it
hi msel f/ herself, or may even allow the departnment involved to resolve
the incident. This points out the uniqueness of each canpus and how
each canpus can adapt a prevention program around its resources.

Assessnent .
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The assessnent is very critical because the IMI nust attenpt to
determ ne the risk potential of a threat by an enployee. It is the
IMI's responsibility to also attenpt to discover what stresses are
affecting the individual. |In assessing threats a crucial aspect is in
devel oping lines of comrunication with all affected enpl oyees. During
this period the IMI will be identifying and establishing contacts with
outside resources, i.e. |law enforcenent, threat assessnent
prof essi onal s, and nental health resources to assist in threat
managenent, assessnent, treatnment, and devel oping protective strategies
for credible threats (WIf, 1998). For the workplace viol ence
prevention programto function properly, |IM nmenbers nust be trained,
dedi cated and enpowered to do their task.

Post -i nci dent Response

The post-incident response is the crisis nanagenent after a
vi ol ent event has occurred, which many canpuses already have in place.
I f campuses do not have a post-incident response they need to devel op a
written crisis managenent plan. The plan should identify resources
that will be needed should a violent event occur. The post-incident
response includes hel ping enpl oyees understand the psychol ogi cal i npact
of a violent event, conducting critical-incident debriefing sessions to
facilitate recovery, identifying and referring distressed enpl oyees to
counseling resources, and helping to re-stabilize the organization
(Wl f, 1998).

Trai ni ng Needs

W | ki nson (1998) states the case succinctly, “Wthout training one
does not have a full workplace violence prevention progranm’ (p. xXxvii).
If the policy and procedures are the foundation, the | MI the engine,
then training is the energy that runs the engine. “The ability to

identify those individuals and circunstances that have a high

27



correlation to violence comes only through training” (Davis, 1997, p.
92). The tragedy of workplace violence occurs when those warning signs
go unrecogni zed. Mnagers, supervisors, and enpl oyees can be trained
to identify and report the warning signs that indicate a potential for
vi ol ence. Many campuses will already have training prograns for
conmuni cati on and stress nmanagenent in place. Although inportant,
these prograns do not relate directly to workplace viol ence prevention
needs of identifying and reporting threats or warning signs of
potential violence. Training can also be used to comunicate to

enpl oyees the consequences of naking threats or acting violently. Just
by inform ng enpl oyees that this type of behavior is not tolerated wll
have a positive effect on preventing workplace viol ence.

War ni ng Si gns

I ndi vi duals who act violently often exhibit progressively serious
t hreat eni ng behavi or or warning signs before actually becom ng viol ent
(Labig, 1995; Mnor, 1995). The warning signs are an alarmsignal to
the canpus administration of the need for an assessnment (Baron, 1993;
Carll, 1999; Labig, 1995; Mnor, 1995). Table 1 contains behavior
profiles or warning signs of the potential for violence devel oped by
Davis (1997), Baron (1993), and Carll (1999). The behavior profiles
are categorized by three stages of potential violence, which Davis
(1997) identifies as early potential, escalating potential, and
realized potential. Davis (1997) wites, “The warning signs are not
exclusive to these three stages of behavior but can be observed in any
of the stages of behavior and occur in conjunction with other warning
signs and/or the stages” (p. 22). In other words, one should be on the
alert for any signs of threatening behavior.

Trai ni ng Needs
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Training requires a significant comm tnment of canpus resources and

expertise to manage workpl ace viol ence and assure a safe work

envi ronnent (Wl f,
than just training
report the warning

the traini ng needs

1998) .
managers,

si gns.

and to whomto provide the training.

supervi sors,

Wor kpl ace viol ence training requires nore
and enpl oyees to identify and

In Table 2 are Wil f’s (1998) suggestions of

Table 1

Behavi or Profil e devel oped by Davis (1997), Baron (1993), and Carl
(1999).

Potential of Violence Davi s (1997) viol ent Baron (1993) vi ol ent Carll (1999) violent

behavi or profile

behavi or profile

behavi or profile

Early Potential

Obj ectifying and
dehumani zi ng ot hers.
Chal | engi ng
authority.

Regul arly becom ng
argunent ati ve.
Alienating
customers.
Oiginating and
spreadi ng |ies about
ot hers.

Swear i ng
excessively.

Using explicit

sexual | anguage.
Abusi ng ot hers
verbally.

Sexual | y har assi ng
ot hers

Spreads runors and
gossip to harm

ot hers.

Ref uses to cooperate
with imedi ate
supervi sor.

Consi stently argues
with co-workers and
cust oners.
Belligerent to

cust oners.
Constantly swears at
ot hers.

Makes unwant ed
sexual conments.

Intimdation of
others with

har assi ng phone
calls, stal king
behavi or, or
romanti ¢ obsessions
wi t h co-wor ker who
doesn’t return the
interest.

Escalating Potential

Arguing frequently
and intensely.

Bl at ant di sregard of
organi zat i onal
pol i ci es and
procedur es.

Setting traps for
ot hers.

Stealing from
organi zati on and
ot her enpl oyees.
Maki ng ver bal

Argues i ncreasingly
with everyone.

Ref uses to obey
conpany policies and
procedur es.

Sabot ages equi pnent
and steals property.
Sends sexual or
violent notes to co-
wor kers.

Sees self as
victimzed by

Aggr essi ve behavi or.
Soci al isolation.
Overly suspi cious,
par anoi d behavi or.
Chronic work rel ated
conflicts

Per cei ved

i njustices.

Unw lling to take
responsibility for
one’s own action.
Threats toward

threats. nanagenent . conpany or anot her
Conveyi ng sexual enpl oyee.
attention or violent
intentions by
letter, fax, voice
nail, or e-nail.

Realized potential Physi cal Recurrent physi cal Conflicts.
confrontations and fights Frequent anger or
al tercations. Frequent displ ays of hostility.

Di spl ayi ng weapons.
Conmitting or
attenpting to commt

assaul t, sexual
assaul t, arson, or
sui ci de

i ntense anger.
Recurrent suicide
threats.
Destruction of
property.
Wilization of

Fl ar e- ups and

aggr essi ve behavi or
toward co-workers.
Physi cal contact
such as pushing or
punchi ng.




weapons to harm Possessi on of or the
ot hers. access to weapons
Commi ssi on of
murder, rape, and/or
ar son

The experts generally agree on the overall training needs, but
each enphasi zes his/her own particular area of interest. Davis (1997)
believes that, “Mdrre than m d-I1evel and upper-|evel nanagers, first-
| evel supervisors and managers are the ones interacting with

enpl oyees, custoners, and clients on a regular basis” (p. 91). The

Table 2

Organi zational Training Needs, WIf (1998)

Who Needs the Training Organi zational Trai ning Needs

Adm ni strators The phenonena

Definitions and data on workpl ace vi ol ence
Litigati on exposures

The response requirenments to inplement a
vi ol ence prevention program

The need for endorsing and allocating
resources to the | Ml and enpowering it to
devel op and operate the program

I nci dent Managenent Team Recogni zi ng early warni ng signs of
potential violence

I nvestigating and verifying reported
threats

Assessing the context in which the threat
occurred

Communi cating strategies with persons
threatened, the subject naking the threat,
and ot her key canpus personnel i.e.
security, legal, health

Devel opi ng appropriate response options for
the level of risk

Docunenting | Ml activities to denonstrate
I MI' act ed reasonably given the |evel of
risk

I ntervi ewi ng techni ques

Conflict resolution

Awar eness of own safety during process

Manager s, supervi sors, union Under st andi ng the policy

representatives IMI"s responsibility

Threat reporting

Recogni zi ng war ni ng signs of potentia

vi ol ence

Conflict resolution

Under st andi ng general responsibilities in
supervi si ng enpl oyees

Under st andi ng accountability for behavior
and conduct

Under st andi ng accountability for general
heal th and safety of work environnent




Under st andi ng accountability for reporting
any behavi ors that violate policy

Enpl oyees Awar eness of workpl ace vi ol ence
Under st andi ng the policy
Responsibility of reporting policy
vi ol ati ons

Reporting threats

rati onal e being the first |evel supervisors are the ones nore likely to
notice potential threats of violence before the behavior escalates to
dangerous | evel s.

However, Heskett (1996) makes an excellent point by enphasizing
nore training for enployees. Heskett (1996) believes that enployees
are the eyes and ears of an organization and know what is going on
bef ore managenent. Enpl oyee training should include security and
safety-related topics, and recogni zing and reporting threats or warning
signs of potentially violent behavior. Mst enployees want to do the
right thing and are willing to do what is needed. The participation in
a workpl ace viol ence prevention programby all enployees is vital for a
saf e wor kpl ace environnent.

Exi sting Research

Bul at ao and VandenBos (1996) identify the Northwestern Nationa
Life Insurance (NWNL) survey in 1993 as the first conprehensive
assessnment of workpl ace violence. The survey consisted of 600 sanpl ed
U.S. workers (excluding business owners and sole proprietors) who were
interviewed for 15 minutes by tel ephone. Two key findings are
i nportant to the workplace viol ence on canpus study. First, statistics
provi ded by the sanple lead to estinmates that nore than 2 million U S
wor kers were physically attacked at work, 6 mllion U S. workers were
threatened and 16 million U S. workers were harassed during that year
According to Bul atao and VandenBos (1996) the majority of harassnent
victins (58%, a large share of attack victins (43%, and threat

victinms (249% did not report the offense. This is supported by the
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National Crime Victimzation Survey data for 1987-1992 indicating that
over half of all the violent incidents sustained at work are not
reported to police (Bachman, 1994). Assault, a mmjor category of

nonf atal workpl ace violence, is recalled |l ess accurately by survey
respondents than any other crinme nmeasured by the National Crine
Victimzation Survey (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1994). Nonfata
wor kpl ace violence is |less dramatic, receives nuch |ess attention, and
may even be substantially underestinmated in existing statistics
(Toscano & Weber, 1995).

Based on their day-to-day work, interests, and training, the
personnel directors of a campus will have a better understandi ng of
wor kpl ace violence than facilities directors and chi ef business
officers. Based on their daily contact with enployees the facilities
directors will have a better understandi ng of what workpl ace viol ence
both reported and unreported, are occurring in facilities than chi ef
busi ness officers and personnel directors of a canpus. Based on their
busy schedul e and |l ack of first hand contact, the business officers may
not get information on the unreported incidents and will have the
| owest | evel of understanding of the frequency and intensity of
wor kpl ace vi ol ence

In 1995 Bush and O Shea (1996) surveyed organi zations (they did
not indicate how nany surveys were sent out) in southeastern
Pennsyl vani a, New Jersey, and Del aware to determ ne the frequency with
whi ch organi zati ons used various approaches to prevent acts of violence
in the workplace. Their questionnaire was mailed to senior human
resources nmmnagers who were nenbers of the Society for Human Resource
Management (SHRM). They received responses from 59 organi zations. O
these, 10 responses belonged to the category of other organizations

that included education. The questionnaire itens dealt with practices
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and policies that focused on mnimzing internal threats. Targeted
items to reduce internal violence included comrunication training,
vi ol ence prevention plans, crisis managenent, and training to recognize
threats of violence in the workplace. Over half of the organizations
i ndicated that they provide their enployees with training in effective
conmuni cati on and negotiation skills. They found that only 24% of the
respondi ng organi zati ons had a vi ol ence prevention plan in place.
However, 36% of the organizations had forned a detailed crisis
managenment plan in preparation for an incident of violence in the
wor kpl ace. Only 10% reported any training “designed to prepare
enpl oyees for the recognition of potentially violent individuals” (Bush
& O Shea, 1996, p. 292). Interestingly, Bush and O Shea (1996)
i ndicated that the data are consistent with other recent surveys by the
SHRM and t he American Managenent Associ ation, which reveal ed that even
after episodes of workplace viol ence, organizations remained unlikely
to offer such training.

In the fall of 1998 the Risk and | nsurance Managenent Soci ety
(RIMS) and the Ri sk Managenent/|nsurance Division of the Anerican
Soci ety of Safety Engi neers (RM 1 ASSE) surveyed nenbers on their
current progranms and policies of workplace violence prevention
(Sullivan, 1999). They randomy selected 1,000 RIMS nenbers and 500
RM | ASSE nenbers. O the 299 responses received, 40% offer training
to managers to recogni ze warning signs of violent behavior and 35%
provi de enpl oyee training on conflict resolution. But only 24% offer
training to enployees to recogni ze warning signs of violent behavior
Al so, 58% i ndicated that enployees have expressed fear that viol ence
may occur at work. There was not a specific question about the
organi zati on having a workpl ace viol ence prevention program The

survey did ask if the organization had a witten policy addressing



violent acts in the workplace, 62% answered yes. The survey
recommended that administrators produce a formal witten workpl ace
vi ol ence prevention policy that is distributed and discussed with al
enpl oyees. The survey al so reconmended that personnel directors
encour age enpl oyees to report threats or violent behavior

The HR Executive Magazi ne survey of January 2000 was conducted

through e-mail invitation, an announcenent in Human Resources Executive

Magazine, and a link from Wb sites. There were responses from 286
organi zations. This form of respondent recruiting did not allow for
data indicating how many surveys were sent out. In the categories of
respondent organi zations, education was included with service

busi nesses, healthcare, and nonprofit. This category nmade up 18% of
the organi zati ons responding. Three percent of the respondent of this
category had job titles equivalent to Chief Financial O ficer or Vice
Presi dent; three percent had equivalent job titles of Physical Plant
Manager, and 57 percent had equivalent job titles of Human Resource or
Per sonnel Manager. Conbined, the chief business officers and
facilities directors totaled only 17 respondents but the personne
directors total ed 163.

O all the respondents 75 percent indicated that nanagement was
concer ned about workpl ace violence. Only 25% of the organi zations have
a cormittee or incident nanagenent teamthat is charged with the
prevention of workplace violence. Sixty one percent (61% have taken
proactive steps to prepare for violence. The proactive steps consisted
of : 75% communi cate their policies; 70% use pre-enpl oyment screening;
46% trai n managenent and staff; and 22% train only managenent. Only
26% i ndi cated their enpl oyees know the profile behavior of a

potentially violent person. So there is some question as to the type



of training the organizations are providing. It evidently is not in
recogni zi ng warni ng signs of violent behavior

Organi zations responding to research questionnaires include
categories containing education organi zations. Although a very broad
category, it nmost |likely contains some college and university canpuses.
A majority of the respondents have neither a formal witten workpl ace
vi ol ence prevention policy nor a training programto recognize warning
si gns of violent behavior.

Based on their day-to-day work, interests, and training, the
personnel directors of a canpus may view their organizational needs
differently for both workpl ace viol ence preventi on and workpl ace
vi ol ence training than chief business officers and facilities
directors. Based on their daily contact with enployees the facilities
directors may view their organi zati onal needs different for both
wor kpl ace vi ol ence prevention and workpl ace violence training in
facilities than chief business officers and personnel directors. Based
on their busy schedule and |l ack of first hand contact wi th enpl oyees
the business officers nmay view their organi zational needs for workplace
vi ol ence prevention and workpl ace violence training differently than
the facilities directors and personnel directors.

I nci dents of Canpus Wérkpl ace Viol ence

I n August of 1992, on the canpus of Concordia University in
Montreal , Canada, four enployees were killed and one was injured when
anot her enpl oyee, Valery Fabrikant, entered their workplace and shot
them Three of the victinms killed were intended targets and the fourth
happened to be in the wong place at the wong tinme. Fabrikant was
carrying three handguns and a briefcase full of anmunition when he was
caught. The board of governors of Concordia ordered an i ndependent

review of the incident (Kelleher, 1997). According to Kelleher (1997)



the review i ndi cated Fabri kant “exhibited repeated nonconfornance to
regul ati ons and social norns, inpulsive and erratic behavior
irritability and aggressiveness, and a |lack of renorse for the
implications of his actions” (pp. 72, 73). Ratelle (1994) reported
that the university never verified Fabrikant’s resume and there were
uni versity docunents describing how he had harassed and terrorized
adm ni strators and co-workers for years. 1In addition to this evidence,
Ratell e (1994) states, “that Concordia had known since 1982 of a rape
al l egati on nmade agai nst M. Fabrikant by a student” (p. 1). “lInstead,
from 1980 to 1992 M. Fabrikant was given raises and pronotions”
(Ratelle, 1994, p. 1). The university adm nistrators did not
under st and wor kpl ace vi ol ence and the price paid for this was too high

In February 1993 a patient at the University of Southern
California Hospital critically wounded three doctors. The perpetrator
had two handguns, a sawed off rifle and a ten-inch knife. Afterwards,
doctors working in this environnment comented they were not surprised
that violence had occurred. “No one was prepared for the event and
there were apparently very few, if any, security nmeasures in effect at
the time” (Kelleher, 1996, p. 51). It seenms a contradiction that no
one was surprised the violence took place and yet there was nothing in
pl ace to prevent it.

On March 9, 1995, in a parking lot at Northwestern University,
John Cost al upes anmbushed his former supervisor, shooting himfour
times. According to witnesses Costalupes tried to drive over the
victimas he left the parking lot. One day after the shooting
Cost al upes appeared at the dean’s office of the University of Mnnesota
medi cal school. Confronted by a security guard who had been stationed
there because of a fear of such an appearance, Costal upes fled and when

caught killed hinmself with his own gun. Costalupes had been fired 8



years before by his forner supervisor when both were at the University
of M nnesota medi cal school. 1n 1989, when Costal upes was fired, the
current dean of the nedical school was working at another university.
Sources at the M nnesota canpus indicated that Costal upes was a | oner
and had been fired because he failed to follow instructions (Shah &
Cal | ahan, 1995). After being fired, Costal upes clainmed he was a victim
and wote threatening letters to university officials (Sl aney, 1995).

No record of any threat could be found in the university police files
(Broderick, 2000).

On June 28, 2000, Jian Chen entered the office of his supervisor
Rodger Haggitt, at the University of Washington and cl osed the door
Wt nesses later said they heard | oud angry voices and then two popping
sounds (Jam eson & Schubert, 2000). Chen had killed Haggitt and then
committed suicide. Brown (2000) related that investigators were
| ooking into reports that prior to the shooting there had been concern
by university officials that Chen had purchased a gun. According to
Jam eson and Schubert (2000), in the last 28 years the university has
had ei ght homi cides including this one.

Anal ysi s

I n understandi ng wor kpl ace vi ol ence, adm nistrators nust be aware
that violence can strike a college or university canmpus at any tine.
Admi nistrators nust al so understand that the only effective defense
agai nst workpl ace violence is their campus enployees. For the
enpl oyees to be effective requires that the campus have a workpl ace
vi ol ence prevention program and workpl ace viol ence training to support
the program

There is enough information about the Costal upes case to know he
was fired, he believed he was a victim he was very angry, and he wote

threatening letters. 1In addition, we know he failed to follow
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instructions, and was a loner. The witten threats al one should have
been a clear warning sign of the potential for violence. 1In Table 1
the second row, escalating potential, and the first columm of violent
behavior profile is the warning sign “conveying violent intentions by
letter.” Although he had witten threatening letters, there were no
records of any such letters. One of the basic rules of workplace

viol ence prevention is to take all threats seriously. Oher indicators
fromTable 1 that apply to this case are, “refuses to cooperate with

i medi ate supervisor,” “sees self as victinized by managenent,” and
“social isolation.”

It appears that there were anple warning signs of potentia
violence. Could this tragedy have been averted if the adm nistrators
i nvol ved had under st ood workpl ace vi ol ence, and had workpl ace vi ol ence
prevention and training? Russell and Pater (1998) indicate there are
al ways opportunities for intervention before violence is conmtted.

The key is to recognize the opportunities and intervene quickly and
effectively before the violence takes place. The success or failure of
vi ol ence prevention hinges on suitable actions taken by people in the
or gani zati on.

The individuals who killed other enployees in the incidents of
canpus wor kpl ace violence had two things in conmmon. One, they each had
reached a point where nmurder was the only answer to their particular
problem Secondly, in reaching that point of murder, each of these
i ndi vi dual s had perfornmed nunerous acts of non-fatal violence. The
non-fatal acts of violence took place over periods of one to ten years.
There definitely were | ost opportunities to stop these individuals |ong
before they reached the point where killing was the only solution. The

tragedy i s when nothing is done.



Chapter 111
Met hodol ogy
The purpose of this study was to determine if any differences
exi st anong col | ege and university chief business officers, facilities

directors, and personnel directors regardi ng how t hey view workpl ace
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violence. Specifically this study exam ned how t hey understand
wor kpl ace viol ence; how they view their organizational need for
wor kpl ace vi ol ence prevention; and how they view their organizationa
need for workplace violence training. This study used a descriptive
desi gn, which according to |Isaac and M chaels (1981, p. 166), “is to
describe systematically the facts and characteristics of a given
popul ation or area of interest, factually or accurately.”
Popul ati on

The target popul ation was the 1,200 higher education institutiona
menbers of the Association of Hi gher Education Facilities Oficers
(APPA) in the United States. Founded in 1914, the association changed
the ol d nanme of Association of Physical Plant Adm nistrators (APPA) to
the nore nodern soundi ng nane of the Association of Hi gher Education
Facilities Officers in 1988. The association decided to keep the
acronym of APPA because of its recognition value. Each institutiona
menber has one APPA authorized institutional representative. The
institution representative is nost often the facilities adm nistrator
generally with a title of director, assistant vice president or
associ ate vice president of facilities.

Sampl i ng Met hod

In deternmi ning appropriate sanple size, four factors nust be
considered: 1) the level of significance, 2) the power of the test, 3)
t he popul ati on variance, and 4) the effect size. The npst inportant
factor to consider is the effect size, or the degree to which the
phenonmenon exists. The sanple size question is sinply not how | arge
shoul d the sanple be but rather how | arge should the sanple be in order
to detect a specific effect size (Hinkle, Wersma, and Jurs, 1994).
Initially, a sanple size of 155 was determined by using the standard

formula for determining sanple size for specific |levels of significant



effect size and power. The follow ng standard paraneters was used a
.75 standard deviation, a level of significance of .05, an effect size
of .20, a power of .80 and the table of sanple sizes for interval data
using two-tailed tests. Due to the unknown response rate for an
el ectronic survey instrunent, the sanple size was increased to 400.
Each of the 400 canpuses was random y sel ected by assignhi ng generated
random nunbers to the U S. APPA hi gher education institutiona
menbership directory. For exanple random nunbers such as 99, 32, and
36 were assigned to institutional nmenber nunber 99, 32, and 36. A
conmput er program at Research Randoni zer, a Wb site, generated the
random nunbers.
Ri ghts of Human Subjects

Prior to beginning the study, proper docunentation was subnmitted
to the Kansas State University Committee on Research |nvolving Human
Subj ects for review and approval. All subjects were inforned that their
participation is voluntary and confidential (see Appendix A). The
survey instrunment was coded to keep an accounting of who had responded
in order that follow up letters could be sent to those who had not
responded.

Data Col | ection

The format for the research questionnaire was a nodified version
of a questionnaire originally devel oped by Rail sback (1997). The only
simlarity is the use of the Likert-type scale. The Railsback (1997)
i nstrument was used to neasure the differences anong gui dance
counsel ors, principals and the | ocal Board of Education presidents
regardi ng how they perceive busi ness education courses in high schools.
The Rail sback (1997) study did not test the instrunment for reliability

and validity.
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The instrunent for the study of workplace viol ence on canpus was
designed to neasure the differences anong the chief business officers,
facilities directors, and personnel directors regarding their
under st andi ng of workpl ace viol ence; and their views on organi zationa
need for workpl ace violence prevention and training at their canpus.
The instrunent is displayed in Appendix B. The questions for the
survey were developed fromthe literature review in Chapter I1l; see

Table 3 for the survey itens and the reference.

Table 3

Survey ltenms and Literature Reference

Survey Itens Ref erence
1. Workpl ace violence (W) includes Carll, 1999
2. \Woirkpl ace viol ence defined Jenki ns, 1998
4. Environnental factors Kel | eher, 1997
6. No effective program Kel | eher, 1997
7. W does not happen Labi g, 1995
9. Custoner can cause W/ Jenki ns, 1998
10. Workplace is were an enpl oyee is working Bulatao & VandenBos, 1996
11. Enpl oyee prepared for W Labi g, 1995
14. Frustration and anger Kel | eher, 1997
18. Assailants do not give clear warning Labi g, 1995; M nor, 1995
20. Enpl oyee’s behavior can be a warning Labi g, 1995; M nor, 1995
21. Work environment can cause viol ence Kel I eher, 1997
22-28. Cycle of violence Labi g, 1995
29. Enpl oyees cannot be trained to identify Davis. 1997; WI ki nson, 1998
30-40. Need for W prevention Wl f, 1998
41-60. Need for W/ training Wl f, 1998

I n August 2000, a pilot questionnaire consisting of 99 statenents
in four parts was mailed to the Kansas Board of Regents institutions
and Washburn University chief business officers, facilities directors,
and personnel directors. Respondents were asked to comment on the
guestions and make suggestions. A mpjor criticismwas the |ength of
the questionnaire and the conplexity of questions. Fourteen questions
were elimnated and 20 were sinplified. To test for reliability, the
revi sed questionnaire was sent in Cctober 2000. Thirty college and
uni versity canpuses were randomy selected fromthe APPA institutiona

menber |ist by using random nunbers generated by the Research
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Random zer Web site. The result of Kronbach’'s reliability test was an
Al pha of .958. “The reliability of a test is expressed as a positive
deci mal nunber ranging from0.0 to 1.0 with 1.0 indicating perfect
reliability and 0 the absence of reliability” (A ken, 1991, p. 101).
Comments from respondents again indicated that the test was too | ong.
The questions were again reviewed and 20 redundant questions were
el i m nat ed.
El ectronic Mail (e-nmil) Survey

Letters (Appendix A) were sent by United States mail (snail mail)
or by electronic mail (e-mail) to each of the facilities directors, the
chi ef business officers and the personnel directors at the 400 randomy
sel ected canpuses. The letter described the purpose of the study and
how to access the Wb site in order to answer the questions.
I ndi vi dual s who received snail mail had to nmanually enter the Wb site
el ectronic address on their conputer. Individuals who received e-mail
had only to double click the survey Wb site address with their nouse,
all owi ng automatic access to the Wb site. Once at the Wb site,
access to the questionnaire required the respondent to enter a specific
password. Each letter nmailed contained a password and a verification
nunber. The verification nunber was a uni que nunmber assigned to each
of the 400 canpuses. One of the denpgraphic questions was for the
respondent to indicate their administrative position, i.e. business,
facilities, or personnel. The verification nunmber and administrative
position provided a nmeans to keep track of the canpuses and the
adm ni strators who had responded. Follow up letters requesting
participation in the survey were sent by snail mail or e-mail after the
first, the second, and the third week to the individuals in the

admi ni strative positions that had not responded.



I dentifyi ng Nanes and Addresses
The APPA memnbership directory provided the position titles, nanes,

snail mail addresses, and about 90% of the e-mmil addresses of
facilities directors. Three canpuses identified the chief business
of ficer as the APPA representative. These were snmall schools, in the
range of |ess than 4,999 students enrolled. College and university
directories were also accessed at Web sites to find nanes and

addr esses.

Two sources were used to find the position titles, nanes, e-nuil
addresses, and snail mmil addresses of the chief business officers and
personnel directors. The sources were the nmenbership directory of the
Col I ege and Uni versity Personnel Association (CUPA) and the Wb sites
of the colleges and universities. The canpus Wb sites provided e-nmil
addresses for about 60% of the chief business officers and about 85% of
the personnel directors. Six canmpuses of the 400 randomy selected did
not have Web sites or their Wb sites could not be accessed. About 10
col | ege and university canpuses, both private and public, primarily in
the eastern portion of the United States, did not allow any access to
their Web site directory without a password.

Wth the name and address search conpleted there were 151
adm ni strative positions that were not identified by name. These
i ncl uded 100 chief business officers, 42 personnel directors and nine
facilities directors.

There are Web sites that list the Wb sites of college and
uni versity canpuses. These Wb sites were very helpful in finding
speci fic canpus sites. Once a canpus Wb site is accessed it is best
to go directly to the site map. The site map is generally |located on
the main page and is like a table of contents for the site. By using

the site map one can find what directories are avail abl e and access



them The user friendly Wb sites will have a directory that allows
searches by departnent, by nanme, and by title. This is very helpfu
when the name is unknown. The best |earning experience is go to a
canpus Web site and thoroughly go through all the infornmation provided
to gain a feel or experience of what is available at that site.
Searching Web sites takes tine and is a ot of work, but it is worth
the effort to get a good |list of nanes and addresses.

Master File
At the heart of accounting for the 1,200 administrative positions

was a master file listing each of the 400 canpuses. The file manually
conpil ed on the researcher’s conputer had at the very |least the

adm ni strative position title, i.e. chief business officer, facilities
director, personnel director and the canpus snail nmil address. Were
the informati on was available the file included a name, and e-mai
address. The e-mail address specifies the destination of an electronic
mai | nmessage. The Free On-Line Dictionary of Conmputing (FOLDOC)
describes an electronic mail address (e-mmil) as being made up of the
nanme of the mmilbox followed by “@ and then the host part or the nane
of the destination conputer. In the exanple bel ow Barbara Whatsherz’s
e-mai | address is conprised of the mail box “bwhatsherz” and the
destination conputer “xyz.edu.” The master file nunerically listed the
400 random y sel ected canpuses and their three admnistrative positions
by their assigned verification nunber. For exanple:

Verification nunmber 2001

Bar bar a What sherz bwhat sherz@yz. edu

Chi ef Business O ficer

Uni versity of XYZ

Sonewher e, USA

Facilities Director

Uni versity of XYz

Sonewher e, USA

Any Howzit ahowzit @yz.edu



Personnel Director

Uni versity XYZ

Sonmewher e, USA

In this exanple chief business officer and the personnel director have
e-nmai | addresses and the facilities director has no name, just the
position title. The chief business officer and the personnel director
received their letters by e-mail. The facilities director would

receive his/her letter by snail mail

Mai | i ng
In the first mailing, 941 were sent by e-nmil on Novenber 5'" and

259 were sent by snail mail on Novenber 7, 2000. There was a delay in
sending snail mail letters due to the late delivery of address |abels.
To prepare 259 printed letters with individual addresses, verification
nunbers, sign, fold, stuff the envel ope, seal the envel ope, put the
address | abel on the envelope and take the letters to the post office
t ook over 24 hours of work. To prepare 941 e-mmil letters with

i ndi vi dual addresses, verification nunbers and send took about 18
hours. O the 941 e-mmiled, 141 were returned to the sender as having
a bad address. The 141 letters with a bad e-nmail address were then
sent out within a few days by snail mail. This brought the total of
snail mail letters up to 400 and decreased the e-nmailed letters to 800.

Only two of the letters sent by snail mail were returned in

contrast to the 141 e-mail letters returned with bad addresses. The
U S. Post Ofice marked the two snail mail letters as “recei ver not
known.” This points out a di sadvantage of using the high tech e-nuil

The e-mil user nane and address nust be perfectly spelled and
punctuated with no errors.

At the end of the first week 72 questionnaires had been returned.
At this time a follow up letter was prepared and mailed to those who

had not responded fromthe initial mailing. A week after the second



mai | i ng over 200 questionnaires had been returned. At this tinme a
third mailing was sent and by the 30'" of Novenber 374 questionnaires
had been returned. Over the next few weeks 5 nobre questionnaires
trickled in. This brought the total of questionnaires returned to 379.

Unsolicited e-mail Conments
The use of e-nmil allowed the receiver of the letter to instantly

return comrents directly to the researcher’s e-mail address. These
unsolicited comments seened to fall into four categories: 1) unable to
participate, 2) too busy or too inportant to participate, 3) wll get
back, and 4) have problenms. The npst interesting are the “unable to
partici pate” conments because they do not indicate why. The renmsining
comrents can be viewed in Appendix C

Unabl e to Participate.

Personnel Director: | amsorry that (name of college) will not be
able to participate in your survey. Best of luck in your project.
The researcher sent back a note thanking them and asking if they

could indicate why they were unable to participate. There was no

reply.
Personnel Director: I'msorry but I will not be able to
participate in this study. | hope everything goes well
Personnel Director: | apologize. | amunable to participate.

None of these personnel directors explained why they could not respond.

Personnel Director: Closed permanently on June 30, 2000. We will
not be participating in your survey.
This is a response that was not expected and it left a very sad

feeling.
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Chi ef Business Oficer: You may send your request to the
presi dent.

A request was sent to the president but there was no reply.

One personnel director and one chief business officer who had
received their letters by snail mail called and stated they did not
want to participate. The snail mail letter contained the researcher’s
t el ephone nunber but did not contain his e-mail address.

Response Dat a

O the 379 who responded, 15 (49 did not enter their verification
nunber making it inpossible to determ ne which canpus had responded and
what nethod of sending the letter had been i.e. snail mail or e-nmil
for these 15 respondents. Deducting the 15 respondents who did not
i nclude their verification nunmber from 379 respondents | eaves 364
respondents that were tracked.

Of the 400-snail mail letters sent there were 95 (23.75%
respondents. Of the 800 e-mail letters sent there were 269 (33.6%
respondents. It is easier for an individual to point her/his nouse and
double click than to manually enter a Web site address. Qut of the 400
canpuses 242 (60.5% had at | east one respondent. Twelve of the
canpuses had 100 percent participation by their three adm nistrators.

e-mai | Overvi ew

There are problens with using an el ectronic survey but the
probl enms are minor in conparison to mailing a survey. It took |ess
time to send 941 e-mail letters than to send 259 snail mail letters.
The response rate on the e-mail letters was (33.6% conpared to 23. 75%
about 40 percent higher than that of the snail mail letter responses.

Snail mail letters required the respondents to manually enter the Wb



site address. But with e-mail letters the respondents nmerely had to
doubl e click the questionnaire e-mail address allow ng automatic
access. The comment of one respondent puts this in perspective, “Wat
a great way to do a survey.” This is a great endorsenent for the
el ectronic survey, its “user friendly.”
I nstrunment

The research instrument contai ned 65 questions about workpl ace
vi ol ence (see in Appendix B). The survey used a Likert type scale
format for all the questions except for the five denpgraphic questions.
The advantages of a Likert type scale include: ease of preparation; it
is based entirely on enpirical data regarding the subjects’ responses
rather than the subjective opinions of judges; it produces nore
reliable and highly intercorrelated itens; and the scal es provi de nore
i nformati on about the subject’s attitudes, since an intensity reaction
is given to each of many itenms (Adams, 1964). The di sadvantages of a
Li kert type scale include: a concern with the verbal statenents that
are used as a basis for inferences about real attitudes, attitude
scal es are easily faked, and anonymity nakes correl ati on of the
findings with related data about the individual difficult (Adams,
1964) .

Part | of the survey instrument contained 29 statenments dealing
wi th workpl ace vi ol ence, workplace viol ence prevention, workplace
vi ol ence training, and definitions of workplace violence. Respondents
were asked to choose a response that best described their understanding
of the statenments. The followi ng scale was used by the respondents in
selecting their responses to the statenents: SA = Strongly Agree (5); A
= Agree (4); D = Disagree (3); SD = Strongly Di sagree (2); and DK =

Don’t Know (1).
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Part Il of the survey instrunent contains a list of 11 statenents
about workpl ace viol ence prevention. Respondents were asked to choose
a response that best described the view they have of their
organi zati onal need regardi ng workpl ace vi ol ence prevention. The
foll owi ng scale was used by the respondents in selecting their
responses: E = Essential (5); VI = Very Inportant (4); | = Inportant
(3); SI = Somewhat Inportant (2); N = Not Inportant (1).

Part 1l of the survey instrunment contains a |list of 20 statenents
about training for workplace violence. Respondents were asked to
choose a response that best described the view they have of their
organi zati onal need regardi ng workpl ace viol ence training. The
foll owing scale was used by the participants in selecting their
responses: E = Essential (5); VI = Very Inportant (4); | = Inportant
(3); SI = Sonmewhat Inportant (2); Nl = Not Inportant (1).

Part 1V of the survey instrunent contained five denographic
questions, a question asking for coments, and a question asking if the
respondent would |ike a summary of the findings of the conpleted
report.

Research Hypot heses

Research Hypot hesis One

Ho: There is a significant difference anong the chi ef business
officers, the facilities directors, and the personnel directors

regardi ng their understandi ng of workplace viol ence.

Research Hypot hesis Two

Ho: There is a significant difference anong the chi ef business

officers, the facilities directors, and the personnel directors



regardi ng their organizational need for violence prevention prograns

and training.

Research Hypot hesis Three

Ho: There is a significant difference regarding their understandi ng of
wor kpl ace vi ol ence, their organizational need, workplace viol ence
prevention and training, and sel ected denographic characteristics of
gender, age, student enrollnment (indicates institution size), and

public or private canpus

Dat a Anal ysi s

The survey instrunent was anal yzed by using the foll ow ng
statistical procedures: (1) frequency distributions; (2) neasures of
central tendency; (3) percentages; (4) multivariate analysis of
vari ance; (5) analysis of variance; and (6) post-hoc tests. The
organi zati on of data was done using a principal components anal ysis of
identity scales and a summation over the itens for each of the scales.
This reduced the nunber of variables from®60 itens to three scales
representing conmon thenes between and anong itens.

A series of multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVAs) was used
to test significance over several dependent variabl es sinultaneously.
The MANOVA both acts as a control for inflated p-levels associated with
nmul tiple univariate tests and provides insight into univariate
findings. When the MANOVA was significant, associated univariate tests
were exam ned. A non-significant MANOVA suggests that any significant
associ ated anal ysis of variance (ANOVAs) were due to chance.

The ANOVAs were used to determine if there were significant
di fferences anong the denographic groups for each of the three

dependent variables. Post-hoc tests were used to exani ne group
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di fferences when the ANOVA was significant. This was only required
when there were three or nore groups (e.g., school size). A standard
confidence interval of 95 percent (p<.05) was used for all of the

anal ysi s.

Chapter |V
Resul ts
Three hundred and seventy-nine surveys were returned for a
response rate of 31.58% The denographic information fromthe survey
is summarized in Table 4. The size of the canpus was identified by
student enrollnent, those with | ess than 4,999 made up 49.4% (178) of
t he canpuses, next were the 5,000 to 11,999 (85, 23.6%, then the
12,000 to 19,999 (54, 15% and lastly the >20,000 (43, 12% . There
were 137 facilities directors, 131 personnel directors, and 92 chief
busi ness officers. The majority of respondents were male (260), with
97 female. Three respondents did not indicate their gender. There
were nore public institutions than private, with one respondent not
indicating. In the age groups the |argest nunber were in the 50 to 59
group, the next were the 40 to 49, then the over 60, and |ast the under
39. The typical respondent was a nale between the ages of 50 and 59,
either a personnel director or facilities director, and at a public

canmpus with less than 4,999 students enroll ed.
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Prior to conducting the analyses, all data were exam ned for
m ssing data and outliers. Nineteen of the surveys were not used
because they were over 90% i nconpl ete, |eaving 360 surveys for data
anal ysis. Based on the observations of frequenci es and hi stograns
there appeared to be no outliers for each of the individual variables.

Vi ol ati ons of the general linear nodel including normality,
linearity and honpscadasticty were tested. Based on the observation of
normal probability plots, tests of skewness, and tests of kurtosis, al
of the scales appeared to be normally distributed. Due to the
normal ity of the hypothesized scales, the assunption of linearity and
honoscadasticty were inferred to be satisfied.

To anal yze the data collected, it was necessary to performthree
basic recodes. First, questions 1-30 originally contained five
response options, “Disagree strongly”, “Disagree”, “Agree”, “Agree
strongly”, and “Don’t know . The final response option, “Don’t know
was not considered to be an end (or md) point. It was decided that
this option would be treated as a missing response. This was decided
because the questions asked the respondent to identify how he/she
vi ewed certain workpl ace violence related i ssue. A respondent, who did
not know how he/she viewed the issue, is no different froma respondent
who omitted a response, thus indicating either |Iack of agreenent with
any of the listed responses or an inability to answer the question
(i.e., he/she did not know the answer). This recode resulted in a four
poi nt Likert scale that ranged from “Di sagree strongly” to “Agree
strongly”.

Second, there were six questions (#6, #7, #8, #17, #18, and #29)
that were worded in a negative manner. The response options for these
six questions were therefore in reverse order when conpared to the

ot her 54 questions. To facilitate conparison, the four response



options for these questions were reversed: a response of “1” was
recoded to a “4”; “2” becane “3”; “3” becane “2” and “4” became “1".

For all the mmjor anal yses, these questions were treated as though they
were asked in an affirmative (as opposed to a negative) manner.

Final ly, denographic question #64 asked the respondents’ age, and
there were five options, “Under 30", *“30-39”, “40-49”, “50-59”, and
“Over 60”. Due to the | ow nunber of respondents (six) who fit in the
“Under 30" category, the bottomtwo groups were conmbined to form an

“Under 39” category.

Table 4

Frequenci es and Percentages for Denopgraphic Information (N=360)

Position Title 1=facilities directors (137)-38%
2=chi ef business officers (92)-25.6%
3=personnel directors (131)-36.4%

Students Enroll ed 1=<4,999 (178)-49. 4%

(Size) 2=5, 000- 11, 999 (85)-23.6%
3=12,000-19, 999 (54)-15%
4=>20, 000 (43)-12%

Gender l=rmal e (260)-72.2%
2=female (97)-27%
O=unknown (3)-0.8%

Institution 1=public (213)-59.2%
2=private (146)-40.5%
O=unknown (1)-0.3%

Age 1=<39 (35)-9.8%
2=40-49 (120)-33%

3=50-59 (164)-45. 6%
4=>60 (38)-10.6%

An exanination of the intercorrelation matri x between and anong

the items within each of the three hypothesized scal es suggested a | ack



of convergence for the hypothesized itens. Based on observations, an
exploratory principle conponent anal ysis was undertaken
Princi pal Conponents Anal ysis for Wrkplace Viol ence Scal e

A principal conponents factor analysis (PCA) on the 60 itens
associated with workpl ace violence scale was perforned with an
ort hogonal rotation. The PCA was conducted as a neans of reducing the
60 items into nore manageabl e subsets of related itens for ease of
interpretation and understanding. First, eight factors with
ei genval ues greater than 1.00 were extracted. The original PCA
sol ution was reviewed and based on the scree plot, the number of itens
in a factor, and the interpretability of factors, a three-factor
sol ution energed as the nost interpretable one (see Table 4).

Scale 1 contained 33 itens and accounted for 26.0% of the
variance, scale 2 contained 14 itens and accounted for 7.2% of the
variance, and scale 3 contained five items and accounted for 6.0% of
the variance. |Itens were retained if they: 1) |oaded .40 or greater
2) did not cross-load on any other factor at the .40 level; and 3) did
not reduce the reliability of the factor. Based on the item | oadings
the three scales were as follows: 1) Organi zational need for prevention
and training, 2) Understandi ng causes, and 3) Features of institution
progranms. Scale #1, prevention and training, provides the data for
hypot hesi s two, the Organi zati onal Need for Prevention and Training;
scal e #2, causes/cycle, provide the data for hypothesis one,
Under st andi ng Wor kpl ace Vi ol ence and scal e #3, provi des additiona
descriptive information; and all three scales, provide the data for
hypot heses three the denographics.

The reliability for the 33 itens in Scale #1 was a coefficient
Al pha of .96. The reliability for the 14 itens in Scale #2 was a

coefficient Alpha of .74. And the reliability for the five itens in



Scal e #3 was a coefficient Al pha of .78. All three reliabilities net
or exceeded the generally accepted m ni mum value of .70 (A ken, 1991).
Oiginally the research instrunents 60 questions were organi zed
into three parts. 1In part one the first five questions were
definitions and questions five through 29 were about understanding
wor kpl ace vi ol ence issues. |In part two questions 30 through 40 were
about need for prevention. |In part three questions 41 through 60 were
about need for training. These were reorganized into the three scales
(Table 5). In scale #1 are questions 1, 5, and 30 through 60. In
Table 5

Factor Loadi ng for Workpl ace Violence Itens (N=360)

QUESTI ONS SCALE 1 (33) SCALE 2 (14) SCALE 3 (5)
Wor kpl ace vi ol ence (W) includes 0. 37
W/ defined
Sexual Harassnent
Environnent factors 0.31
W/ is a serious concern 0. 43*
No effective program 0. 48*
W/ does not happen -0.35**
Enpl oyees not capabl e of dealing w W - 0. 45*%*
Cust orer can cause W/ 0. 36
10 Wirkpl ace is where an enpl oyee is working
11 Enpl oyee prepared for W 0.58
12 W/ prevention program 0.79
13 Orisis Managenent program 0. 49
14 Frustration and anger 0.49
15 No enpl oyees carry weapons
16 Age, gender, race
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17 W/ prevention is not inportant - 0. 38***
18 Assailants do not give clear warning - 0. 39%**
19 Enpl oyees don’'t take threats seriously

20 Enpl oyee’' s behavi or can be warni ng sign 0. 47
21 Work environnent can cause viol ence 0. 49
22 Mental and behavioral cycle 0. 47
23 Reaction to stressful events

24 Enotional reactions to stressful events 0. 36
25 Violence is the only answer 0.43
26 De-escal ate the chance of viol ence

27 Training to prevent W 0.72
28 The cycle of violence 0.54
29 Enpl oyees can't be trained to identify - 0. 51x**
30 Viol ence prevention program 0. 60*

31 Consequences of violating policy 0. 56

32 Defining unacceptabl e wor kpl ace behavi or 0. 57

33 Procedures to report threats 0. 67

34 Procedures to describe threats 0. 67

35 Strategies to protect threatened enpl oyees 0. 67

36 Teamresponsibilities for W prevention 0. 66

37 Post-incident activities 0. 66

38 W/ prevention training for all enployees 0. 66*

39 Defining training audi ence 0.59

40 ldentifying internal & external resources 0. 63*

41 Recognition of early warning signs 0. 67

42 Energency response procedures 0.70



43 Reporting and docunenting viol ence
44 Negotiating skills

45 Understanding V

46 Al ocating resources for W prograns
47 Litigation

48 How to reopen post W/

49 Top admi ni strati on endorsenent of W
50 Team responsi ble for W program

51 Investigate and verify threats

52 Assess the context of threat

53 Devel op appropriate canpus responses
54 Document canpus responses

55 Interview ng techni ques

56 Awareness of safety during investigation
57 W/ program infornation

58 Responsibilities of supervisors

59 Supervi sor accountability

60 Enpl oyee responsibility

COLOOLLELEOOLLELELOLLO0O0
~
[ee]

* Cross |loaded -- Only highest value used to identify the scale
** Recoded from negative values to positive val ues

In scale #2 are questions 4, 6, 7, 9, 14, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22, 24, 25,
28, and 29. In scale #3 are questions 8, 11, 12, 13, and 27.
Descriptive Measures

Means, standard deviations, F value, and degrees of freedom anong
the three scales are located in Table 6, Table 7, Table 8, Table 9, and
Tabl e 10.

In Table 6 the nultivariate F test [F(6,704) = 3.27, p<.01] was
significant. This clearly indicates that the response of the three
types of administrators varies.

The univariate F test [F(2,354) = 5.15, p<.01] for the factor of
organi zational need for prevention and training was significant. This
i ndi cates that hypotheses two a significant difference between the
chi ef business officers, the facilities directors, and the personne
directors regarding their organi zati onal need for violence prevention
and training is accepted. Personnel directors (M= 4.13) view the need
for prevention and training as nore inportant than do chief business
officers (M= 3.96) and facilities directors (M= 3.91).

Research Hypot hesis Two

Ho: There is a significant difference between the chief business

officers, the facilities directors, and the personnel directors
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regardi ng their organizational need for violence prevention prograns
and training.

The univariate F test [F(2,354) = 4.46, p<.05] for the factor of
under st andi ng the causescycl e of workplace viol ence al so was
significant. This indicates that hypotheses one a significant
di fference between the chief business officers, the facilities
directors, and the personnel directors regarding their understandi ng of
wor kpl ace violence is accepted. Personnel directors (M= 3.10) report
under st andi ng the causes of workpl ace violence better than do chief
business officers (M= 3.04) and facilities directors (M= 3.00).
However, the univariate F [F(2,354) = 2.77, p>.05] for the factor of
features of local institution was not significant. This indicates that
the three types of administrators describe their |ocal prograns in
largely simlar ways.

Research Hypot hesis One

Ho: There is a significant difference between the chief business
officers, the facilities directors, and the personnel directors

regardi ng their understandi ng of workplace viol ence.

Table 6

Mul tiple Anal ysis of Variance and Anal ysis of Variance for the Three

Admi ni strative Positions

Facilities Dir. Chief Bus. Of. Personnel Dir.

M SD M SD M SD F
Scal e #1 3.91 0.64 3.96 0.57 4.13 0.56 5.15**
Scal e #2 3.00 0.23 3.04 0.31 3.10 0.24 4. 46*
Scal e #3 2.29 0.47 2.63 0. 47 2.49 0. 48 2. 77
Mul tivari ate 3. 27**

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

Note: DF for Multivariate = 6 and 704, for Univariate = 2 and 354



In Table 7 the nultivariate F test [F(9,854.39) = 5.15, p<.01] was
significant. Clearly indicating that responses vary based on the size
or enrollment of the institution.

The univariate F test for the factor of organizational need for
prevention and training was significant [F(3,353) =3.26, p<.05].

Admi ni strators at canpuses with over 20,000 student enrollment (M=

4.24) view the need for prevention and training as nore inportant than
adm ni strators at 12,000 to 19,999 student enrollnent (M= 4.06), than
at canpuses with 5,000 to 11,999 student enrollnment (M= 4.01), and at

canpuses under 4,999 student enrollnment (M 3.93).

Table 7

Mul tiple Analysis of Variance and Anal ysis of Variance for Student

Enrol Il ment (size) in 1,000s

0-4.999 5-11.999 12-19. 999 >20.0
M SD M Sb M S5 M  sb  F
Scal e #1 3.93 0.64 4.01 0.53 4,06 0.54 4.24 0.55 3. 26*
Scal e #2 3.01 0.27 3.04 0. 25 3.13 0.25 3.11 0.23 4.35**
Scal e #3 2.40 0.45 2.57 0. 46 2.70 0.41 2.75 0.54 10.32**
Mul tivari ate 5. 15**

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

Note: DF for Multivariate = 9 and 854, for Univariate = 3 and 353

The univariate F test for the factor of understanding the causes
of workpl ace violence was significant [F(3,353) = 4.35, p<.01].
Admi ni strators at canmpuses of 12,000 to 19,999 student enrollment (M=
3.13) report having a better understanding of the causes/cycle of
wor kpl ace vi ol ence than at canpuses greater than 20,000 student

enrollment (M= 3.11), than at canpuses with 5,000 to 11,999 student
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enrollment (M= 3.04), and finally at canmpuses with I ess than 4,999
student enrollment (M= 3.01) had the |east understanding.

The univariate F test for the factor of |ocal program questions of
wor kpl ace viol ence was significant [F(3,353) = 10.32, p<.01).
Admini strators at canpuses with nore than 20,000 student enrollment (M
= 2.75) report having a greater understandi ng of prevention questions,
next were administrators at canmpuses with 12,000 to 19, 9999 student
enrollment (M= 2.70), then admi nistrators at canmpuses with 5,000 to
11,999 student enrollnment (M= 2.57), and lastly the admi nistrators at
canpuses with less than 4,999 student enrollnment (M= 2.40).

Research Hypot hesis Three

Ho: There is a significant difference regarding their understandi ng of
wor kpl ace vi ol ence, their organi zational need, workplace viol ence
prevention and training, and sel ected denographic characteristics of
gender, age, student enrollnment (indicates institution size), and

public or private canpus

In Table 8 the nultivariate F test [F(3,350) = 1.98, p>.05] was
not significant. Gender as a variable does not |ead to significant

di fferences in response.

Tabl e 8

Mul tiple Anal ysis of Variance and Anal ysis of Variance for Gender

Mal e Fenmal e
M sD M sD E
Scal e #1 3.97 0.60 4.11 0.58 4. 23*
Scal e #2 3.04 0. 26 3.08 0.22 2.13
Scal e #3 2.53 0.44 2.48 0.52 0.92
Mul tivariate 1.98

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

Note: DF for Multivariate = 3 and 350, for Univariate = 1 and 352



In Table 9 the nultivariate F test [F(9,847) = 2.23, p<.01) was
significant. Based on the denpgraphic of age there is a significant
difference in the response.

The univariate F test [F(3,350) = 1.44, p>.05] for need of
prevention and training was not significant and the univariate F test
[F(3,350) = 1.70, p>.05] for understanding causes/cycle of workplace

vi ol ence was not significant.

Table 9

Mul tiple Anal ysis of Variance and Anal ysis of Variance for Age

Under 39 40 — 49 50 - 59 Over 60

M SO M SO ™M s M s F
Scal e #1 4.13 0.45 4.06 0.61 3.94 0.58 3.96 0.70 1.44
Scal e #2 3.09 0.20 3.07 0.26 3.02 0.24 3.06 0.29 1.70
Scal e #3 2.36 0.49 2.63 0.44 2.49 0.47 2.41 0.41 4.49**
Mul tivariate 2.23

*p<. 05 **p<. 01

Note: Df for Multivariate = 9 and 847, for Univariate = 3 and 350

The univariate F test [F(3,350) = 4.49, p<.01] for the features of
l ocal programwas significant. The 40 to 49 age group (M= 2.63) views
the features of their local progranms better than the other groups.
Next are the 50 to 59 age group (M= 2,49), followed by the over 60 age
group (M= 2.41, and lastly the under 39 age group (M= 2.36).

In Table 10 the nultivariate F test [F(3,352) = 8.22, p<.01] was
significant. Responses vary based on the denographic of institution

(public or private).

Tabl e 10
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Mul tiple Analysis of Variance and Analysis of Variance for Institution

Publ i c Private
M SD M SD F
Scal e #1 4. 07 0.56 3.92 0. 63 5. 99**
Scal e #2 3.07 0. 26 3.01 0. 25 3.18
Scal e #3 2.62 0.50 2.39 0.43 20. 18**
Mul tivariate 8. 22**

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

Note: DF for Multivariate = 3 and 352, for Univariate = 1 and 354

The univariate F test [F(1,354) = 5.99, p<.01] for the
organi zati onal need for prevention and training is significant.

Admi ni strators at public (M= 4.07) canpuses view the need for
prevention and training as nore inportant than private (M= 3.92)
canpuses. The univariate F test [F(1,354 = 3.18, p>.05] for the
causes/cycl e of workplace violence is not significant.

The univariate F test [F(1,354) = 20.18, p<.01] for features of
local programis significant. Administrators at public campuses (M =
2.62) viewthe features of their local prograns better than private
canpuses (M 2.39).

Survey Comments

There were 52 survey comments that were sorted into four
categories. The categories of 1) Prevention and Training, 2) Snal
and/ or Private Campuses, 3) Sexual Harassnent, and 4) M scell aneous
were determ ned by reading the comments and identifying key phrases and
words. In the first category prevention and training the follow ng
words kept coming up in the coments: policy, training, inportance,

di sci pline, resources. These words relate to prevention and training
progranms. The second category identified thenmselves as small and/or
private canpuses by making specific coments relating to their size

and/or private canmpus, i.e., “have a different attitude,” “don’t have
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sufficient resources.” Those in the third category comrented
specifically about sexual harassment, i.e. “Sexual harassment covers
many different activities,” “It is msleading and counter productive to
i nclude sonmething |like sexual harassnment in the definition of workplace
violence.” The fourth category becane a catch-all that contains
m scel | aneous coments, i.e. “great way to do a survey,” “Good |uck.”
The list of the comrents can be seen in Appendix D
Chapter V
Di scussi on

The purpose of this study was to deternine the differences that
exi st between col |l ege and university chief business officers,
facilities directors and personnel directors in understandi ng workpl ace
vi ol ence, how they see the need for prevention and training, and
characterization of their local program This chapter presents a
summary of the study, discussion of the findings, and reconmendati ons
for future research

Sunmary

The study determ ned that differences exist between coll ege and
uni versity chief business officers, facilities directors, and personne
directors regarding their views of understandi ng workpl ace vi ol ence,
and their organizational need for workplace viol ence prevention and
trai ning prograns.

Three hundred and sixty responses to a questionnaire on canpus
wor kpl ace vi ol ence were anal yzed. The questionnaire was based on three
research questions:
1). Do college and university chief business officers, facilities
directors, and personnel directors understand the concept of workpl ace
violence in the same or different ways? |If different, how and to what

extent do they differ?



2). Do college and university chief business officers, facilities
directors, and personnel directors see their organi zational need for
wor kpl ace vi ol ence prevention and training in the sane or different
ways? |f different, how and to what extent do they differ?
3). Do gender, age, student enrollnent, and public versus private
significantly affect how coll ege and university chief business
officers, facilities directors, and personnel directors understand the
concepts of workplace violence? |If different, how and to what extent
do they differ?
Concl usi on

The crux of the differences anpbng the respondents in the three
adm nistrative positions is in their view of the organizational need
for prevention and training. This difference is supported by the three
adm ni strators’ views of understandi ng workpl ace viol ence, specifically
t hei r understandi ng of causes/cycle. |In addition the comrents of
respondents provided a rich source of data indicating insight into the
di fferences anong personnel directors, facilities directors and chief
busi ness officers and the canpus denographics of student enrollnent and
public or private canpus

| nportance of Prevention and Training

Personnel directors view the organi zati onal need for workpl ace

vi ol ence prevention and training as nore inportant than do chief
business and facilities directors. This is |ogical when one realizes

t hat personnel directors are nore involved w th workpl ace viol ence as
part of their daily duties than the other two administrators. A strong
majority of the respondents (94.1% indicated that workplace viol ence
is a serious concern. Not as many but still a majority (80% indicated
t hat wor kpl ace vi ol ence happens in their organization. The respondents

(97.4% also indicated they have a very good understandi ng of what



wor kpl ace viol ence includes. These three pieces of data are very
encour agi ng.
Prevention

Only 39.9% of all respondents indicated they have a workpl ace
vi ol ence prevention program at their canpus and 88% i ndi cated that nost
organi zations in the U S. do not have an effective workplace viol ence
prevention program This does not give a favorable endorsenent to the
organi zati onal prevention prograns. Wereas, 70.1%indicate they have
a crisis managenent program This is consistent with the Bush and
O Shea (1996) survey of human resource managers that found 24% of
organi zati ons surveyed had a viol ence prevention program and 36% of
organi zati ons surveyed had a crisis managenent program Bush and
O Shea (1996) indicated that their data was consistent with surveys by
SHRM and t he Anmerican Managenent Society. Colleges and universities
have a small|l increase in canmpus prevention progranms and a significant
increase in crisis managenent prograns over the respondents of the Bush
and O Shea (1996) study. Crisis managenment prograns al so include other
di sasters, i.e. tornadoes, earthquakes, etc. However, the nore rapid
i ncrease of crisis nanagenent prograns indicates either that colleges
and universities understand the need for the managenent of crisis
i ssues that have happened but do not view violence prevention as
i mportant or as practical or they plan to inplenment a prevention
program | ater.

Trai ning Data

Interestingly, only 33.1% of all respondents indicated their
enpl oyees are prepared for workplace violence, yet 72.8% i ndi cated that
their enpl oyees are capable of dealing with workplace violence. This
seens to inply that workplace violence training is not necessary

because enpl oyees can deal with the violence. This lack of training is



supported by the data. Only 39.4% of all respondents indicate they
provide training that deals with preventing workpl ace viol ence. This
also is consistent with the Ri sk and I nsurance Managenent Soci ety
(RIMS) and the Ri sk Managenent/|nsurance Division of the Anerican
Society of Safety Engi neers (RM1 ASSE) survey of 1998 that found only
40% of respondents offered workpl ace violence training (Sullivan,
1999). Russell and Pater (1998) believe that training is the
cornerstone of an effective prevention programand it requires a tota
commitment by the organization. Wrkplace violence training could save
lives but |ess than 40% of the canpuses have invested in this
cornerstone. It may mean that adm nistrators believe viol ence cannot
happen at their canpuses. This is rem niscent of Labig (1995)
describing the natural response to a phenonmenon that seens beyond one’'s
ability to understand or control, the “it can’t happen here” (p. 15)
phi | osophy.

Comrents by facilities directors provide insight into the
di fferences: “Wile handling workplace violence is inportant, | would
not think a canpus wide comrittee is the answer.” “l| do not believe a
di stinct programis inportant because | believe all the essentia
el ements of such a program should be inherent as a part of nornal
st andards of conduct and personnel policies and procedures.” “I| feel
there are already to many prograns/policies dictated by liability
| awyers, state and federal governments, and special interest groups.
We do not need another one.” These three facilities directors clearly
do not believe a structured violence prevention and training programis
needed. All three nay be | ooking at existing prograns to fulfill their
needs. The first facilities director is referring to the I|ncident
Managenment Team but may not understand its function, which is to review

threats of violence and make recommendati ons, conmmuni cate the viol ence



prevention policy and procedure to enpl oyees, and establish the
training. This individual is also at a small canpus where a nore
i nformal program would be nore appropriate. The second and third
facilities directors do not want another program They are nore
concerned with having another program presunmably because of the
institutional cost.

There was an interesting response when respondents were asked
about their enpl oyees carrying a weapon in the workplace. Over 52% of
all the respondents indicated that it happens. But renenber |ess than
40% have a wor kpl ace vi ol ence prevention program and | ess than 40%
provi de workpl ace violence training. Something is not right here. One
facilities director wote, “are trade tools consi dered weapons?” It is
reasonabl e to assune that anything can be used as a weapon. The
qguestion shoul d have been worded nore specifically. It is possible
that other adm nistrators thought of tools as weapons. The researcher
hopes that those respondi ng were | ogical about what a weapon is. The
same facilities director continued with, “ Wen you think in terns of
how many enpl oyers there are in the U S. the anount of workpl ace
violence is really insignificant in ternms of production hours.” A
comon mi sconception of workplace violence is that it only entails
hom cide, which is a small nunber in conparison to non-fatal incidents.
Non-fatal workplace viol ence can be danaging over tinme with lawsuits,
nmedi cal care, lost productivity, and the damaged |ives of enployees.
The sane facilities director also wote, “Is an angry gl ance vi ol ent
behavior? | judge it is not.” Judgi ng what constitutes an angry
glance is difficult at best and npst often it is not an act of
vi ol ence. But such an event could be the start of cycle of violence.

And this is what nmakes viol ence prevention and training prograns
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i mportant in that enployees learn to recognize what is and is not
vi ol ence.

Personnel directors are in support of prevention and training.
One wote, “Although my institution does not have a fornmal policy in
pl ace we are currently working on that and it is a priority for us.
Additionally, even in the absence of a policy we are training enployees
inthis area.” Another personnel director wote:

W are in the process of submitting a draft of

violence in the workplace policy and guidelines, also

a donestic violence policy and procedures. This has

taken a great deal of work with a focus comittee of

31 representatives fromthroughout our 18 canpuses.

This evidently is a large canpus that is just getting their workplace
violence policy witten and it is still in draft form Another
personnel director wote, “This is an area where supervisory training
is inportant. Supervisors should be trained on how to identify
potential risk and howto respond.” Clearly this supports the data

t hat personnel directors view the need for prevention and training as
nore inportant than do facilities directors and chief business
officers. A comment from a personnel director indicates her/his view,
“We understand the need to try to prevent workplace violence and to
respond appropriately when it happens.”

Personnel directors do understand the inportance of prevention and
training but are they assum ng the other admi nistrators understand the
i nportance as well? The follow ng comrent by a personnel director
alludes to this: “I would anticipate that nost of the answers to the
guestions are obvious in that they are extremely inportant. | wll be
curious to discover is that is not the case.” Personnel directors need

to educate the other administrators of the inportance of prevention and



training. The issue for personnel directors is to get the other
adm ni strators to understand workpl ace viol ence and the need for
prevention and training.

Denogr aphi cs

The canpus denographi cs of student enroll nent and public or
private campus and the personal denographic of age do have an inpact on
the differences. However, the personal denographic of gender was not
signi ficant and was not used.

There are differences between the |larger and small er canpuses with
regards to the need for prevention and training. The smaller canpuses
do not view prevention and training as inportant as the next |arger
canpus and the inportance increases at each succeeding | arger camnpus
si ze.

This view fits with conments by two facilities directors. One
wote, “Small, private institutions don’t have sufficient tinme and
resources to always do what coul d/should be done to address such issues
as wor kplace violence.” The other facilities director wote, “In
rural, northern state, while possibility of violence exists, the
probability is very low, therefore, with extrenmely limted resources
avail abl e, cost/benefit points us in other directions.” The
adm nistrators of smaller and/or private canpuses have identified four
i ssues. First, these canmpuses do not have the tinme; second, they do
not have the resources; third, they are not as likely to experience
wor kpl ace viol ence; and fourth, canpuses in rural areas do not
experience workplace violence. It is evident fromthe comrents that
the size, type of canpus (public/private), and | ocation of a campus
i mpacts the administrators’ view of the inportance of the need for
prevention and training. The smaller canpuses could be conmpensating in

sone other fashion for the | ack of resources.
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The age group for administrators at snmall canpuses provi des an
i ndi cation of their view of the features of their institutiona
progranms. Those in the age group 40 to 49 and 50 to 59 age group have
a better view of the features of institutional prograns than the over
60 and the under 39 age groups. And, the 40 to 49 and the 50 to 59
groups together make up the mpjority (91% of all respondents at the
two smal | est canpus-sized groups (under 11,9999). However, the
adm nistrators at the snmaller canpus sized groups do not see the need
for prevention and training as inportant as all the canpuses with over
12,000 students. But this may help in understanding the alternative or
non-formal prevention and training progranms that the smaller schools
are using.

These adm nistrators in many cases wear nore than one hat. The
chi ef business officer at a smaller canmpus can be the finance, budget,
and payroll manager and still have facilities, personnel, and other
areas reporting to her/him In this role the chief business officer is
directly supervising nore people and has nore interactions with
enpl oyees. This is also true of the roles of the facilities directors
and personnel directors at snaller canpuses. A fundanental of violence
prevention is to create a work environnent that encourages respect and
deep interest in the wellness of all enployees (Kelleher, 1996). This
is very inportant for all canpuses but even nore inportant for canpuses
Wi t hout the resources to establish a formal violence prevention and
trai ning program According to Labig, (1995) a recomrendati on of the
NWNL study is to foster a harnonious work environnent. The attitude
and deneanor of the chief business officer and the other two
admi ni strators can increase or decrease stress in the work environnent.
Admi ni strators who understand workpl ace violence will work to provide a

heal t hi er work environnment.
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Wth the denographic of public or private canpuses the public
canpuses see this as a greater need than do the private canpuses.
Again, this seens to follow the coments of the snaller canpuses. APPA
does not define a small canpus, but those with | ess than 4,999 students
enrolled are APPA's snml | est category of canpus size. O the canpuses
respondi ng, 178 (49.4% had |less than 4,999 students enrolled. O
these 81.9% are private.

A facilities director wote, “As a small school we depend upon
outside resources for such things as followup (i.e. EAP program | oca
police, etc.)." The small and/or private canpuses indicate they do not
have wor kpl ace vi ol ence experiences and they |lack the resources for
prevention and training prograns. The small and/or private canpuses
put their resources into areas that they believe are nore needy. The
di fferences between public and private are nore than likely an
extension of the differences with size.

The attitude at private canpuses is also very different. Many
private canmpuses are also affiliated with a church. A chief business
of ficer of a private canpus wote:

We are a (name of church) institution, which

certainly does not nmean we are not susceptible to

vi ol ence, but does nean we have a sonmewhat different

attitude on canmpus anobng enployees, a civility, if you

will, that many institutions enjoy to a | esser degree

Whi ch neans that we may be the headline tonorrow for a

case of workplace viol ence
The different attitude or civility would have an inpact on the private
canmpuses’ needs for violence prevention and training. It is also a
refreshing and a very realistic approach by a private canmpus to

acknow edge their strength and their vulnerability.
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Recommendat i ons

Over 94.1% of respondents agreed that workplace violence is a
serious concern and 80% i ndicate that workplace viol ence happens at
their canpus. But, only 39.9%indicated that their organization had a
wor kpl ace vi ol ence prevention program and only 39.4% i ndi cated they had
training specifically for violence prevention. However, 88% of the
respondents indicated that violence prevention progranms are not
effective. The colleges and universities strongly indicate four
i mportant factors: first, workplace violence is a serious concern;
second, it happens on their campuses; third, [ess than 40% have
wor kpl ace vi ol ence prevention and training prograns; and four, nost
organi zati onal prevention prograns are not effective. There needs to
be further study of this contradiction of concern and viol ence
happeni ng versus a |ack of prevention and training prograns and a
belief that nobst organi zational prograns are not effective.

It is interesting that 33.1% i ndicated their enpl oyees are
prepared for workplace violence and 72.8% i ndicated their enployees are
capabl e of dealing with workplace violence. The contradiction of not
bei ng prepared, yet being capable of dealing with workplace viol ence
needs further study.

Smal | canpus and private canpus responses indicate that workpl ace
violence is not as inportant when conpared to | arger canpuses and
public canpuses. Cenerally, a private canpus is a small canpus. The
inmplication hits the target when the comments of a small or private
canpus are examned, i.e. “Small private institutions don’t have
sufficient tinme and resources.” Further study of what snmall and
private campuses do to respond to workpl ace viol ence i ssues woul d be

beneficial to all
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Finally, the researcher recently ran into an adnministrator froma
private canpus at a conference. This adm nistrator had been sent a
| etter requesting participation in the survey but did not participate.
No one fromthat particular canpus participated. Wen the researcher

“

mentioned this to the individual, the answer was an i medi ate, “of
course not.” The individual nmade it clear that his/her canpus would
not partici pate because of the potential of litigation regarding an
i ncident of violence on canpus. This issue of litigation and sharing
of workpl ace violence informati on needs to be studied. There,
potentially, is valuable information that could be of help to other
canmpuses but is unavail abl e because of perceived threat of litigation
Practi cal Recomrendati ons

It is highly recommended that all canpuses establish a viol ence
prevention policy. It does not have to be a conplex plan but it does
need four ingredients. The policy should describe in sinmple terns what
actions will not be tolerated, the disciplinary action that will be
taken, what to report, and to whomto report it.

One can have a policy but not have a program because w t hout
training there is no program It is reconmended that canpuses
establish training for all enployees. Again, this does not have to be
extensive. Enployees need to receive training that includes
recogni zi ng the signs of potentially aggressive behavior or violent
behavi or, what to report and to whomto report it. Managenment and
supervi sors need also to receive training to identify and intervene in
potentially violent situations. Canpuses that do not have the fisca
resources for training will need to use internal resources or what is

avail able for training. The inportant issue here is to comunicate

informati on to enpl oyees. Enployees want to do the right thing.
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It is vital to a violence prevention programto have an | ncident
Management Team (I MI) or an entity that is trained to review all eged
threats. In this process the IMI gathers the information, docunents
and analyzes it, and then nakes a recommendation. The IMI is the one
i nk between enpl oyees and the process. Watever element is used, be it
a teamor a single entity, each canpus can adapt and nold the viol ence
prevention program around their particular situation, especially using
their resources.

Lastly, strive to provide a supportive and harnoni ous work
environnent. Adm ni strators, nmanagers, and supervisors nust
communi cate with all enpl oyees and encourage enpl oyees to comrunicate
back. And renenber that individuals under continued stress could over
time evolve into performng increasingly violent acts. Keep in nind
that violence prevention is sinply a process of recognizing potentially
violent situations and then intervening humanely before the situation
erupts into violence. An effort by the personnel directors could help
to increase the awareness of the other admi nistrators about workplace
vi ol ence and the need for prevention and training.

Current Status

Tragi cally, workplace hom cide continues to happen. On Decenber
26" 2000, M chael MDernott wal ked into the conpany headquarters of
Edgewat er Technol ogy i n Wakefield, Massachusetts. Heavily arned, his
first victimwas a vice president of human resources. Wen his spree
was over he had killed seven co-workers (Colton & Schabner, 2000). On
February 5'" 2001, W/ 1liam Baker wal ked into the International Truck and
Engi ne Corporation in Meltrose Park, Illinois. Baker had been fired
fromhis job at this factory in 1994 for stealing. Heavily arned,
Baker shot eight workers, killing four before killing himself (Carrera,

2001) .
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According to researchers at Texas A&M University, Corpus Christi,
over 110, 000 incidents of workplace violence were reported in the U S.
in 1998, 750 led to death and cost enployers $4.2 billion (Bourg,
2000). Dr. Theodore Fel dmann of the University of Louisville School of
Medi ci ne indicates that warning signs are apparent in two-thirds of
wor kpl ace vi ol ence incidents (Bourg, 2000). The brother of a man
killed by WIIliam Baker said, “You never think it will happen to you”
(Carrera, 2001, p. 1). Wrkplace violence is still not understood.

The object of a prevention and training programis to nmake
enpl oyees aware of the warning signs and to report threats or potentia
i ncidents of violence. Enmployees need to be aware that the objective
is to get troubled enployees help either frominternal sources or
external nental health professionals. Hopefully, this help will save
lives and get a troubled enployee through the stress she/he is going
through. The goal of all enployers and enployees is to create and

mai ntai n a harnmoni ous and civil working environment.
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Appendi x A

Letter



Addr ess Dat e

| am a doctoral student at Kansas State University. Your school is one
of 400 randomy selected for ny survey project “Wrkplace Viol ence on
Canmpus.” This letter is intended for each of the three individuals
directly responsible for: Administration & Finance/Business Affairs,
Physi cal Plant/Facilities Managenment, and Personnel/Human Resources at
your school. Workplace violence is a hot topic and this survey' s data
could help better understand it.

There will be strict confidentiality and anonymity. Data will be
presented in an aggregate manner and there will be no reference to
personal identities in any witten reports. Participation is voluntary
and you can withdraw fromthis study at any tinme. It takes about 15

m nutes to conplete.

The e-mail survey is accessed at http://ww.ksu. edu/facilities the
password is and your verification nunber is . When you

have conpleted the survey sinply hit the submt button

Pl ease conplete and submt by , 2000. If you would like a

summary of the conpleted project findings just indicate yes in the
appropriate response box.

Thank you for your help.

Edward Ri ce

Associ ate Vice President
Di vision of Facilities
Kansas State University



Questions about the study or the manner in which it is conducted should
be directed to:

Dr. W Franklin Spikes, Professor (785) 532-5873
Depart ment of Foundations and Adult Education
351 Bl uenont Hal

1100 M d- Canpus Drive

Manhattan, KS 66506- 5305

Questions regarding the rights of human subjects should be directed to:
Clive Fullagar, Chair (785) 532-3224

Committee on Research Invol ving Human Subj ects
1 Fairchild Hall, Manhattan, KS 66506

Appendi x B

Survey | nstrunent



Wor kpl ace Vi ol ence on Canpus e-nmil Survey

Verification Nunber

Choose a response that best describes your understandi ng of the
foll ow ng statenents.

Part |: Workplace Viol ence |ssues
A. Definitions

1) Workpl ace violence includes: threats (letters, faxes, verbal),
vandal i sm personal conflict (fighting co-workers, punching
supervi sors, assaults, shootings, stabbings, romantic obsessions
with co-workers), famly conflict (husband arrives at work and

attacks his wife and possi bly co-workers), hostage taking, suicide,
and homi ci de.

[JAgree Strongly
[JAgr ee
[Di sagree
[Di sagree Strongly
[IDon't Know
2) Workpl ace violence can be defined as acts ranging fromthe use of
of fensi ve | anguage to hom ci de.
[JAgree Strongly
[JAgr ee
UDi sagree
[Di sagree Strongly
[IDon't Know
3) Sexual harassnment is a part of workplace viol ence.
[1Agree Strongly
[JAgr ee
[IDi sagree
D sagree Strongly
ODon't Know
4) Work environnment factors to take into consideration after workpl ace



vi ol ence occurs include: general working conditions, uncaring
management, ineffective training, and inadequate comrunicati ons.
[1Agree Strongly

[1Agr ee

[Di sagree

[Di sagree Strongly

ODon't Know

B. Choose a response that best describes your understandi ng of the
foll owi ng statenments.

5) Workpl ace violence is a serious concern.
[JAgree Strongly
[JAgr ee
[Di sagree
ODi sagree Strongly
ODon't Know
6) Most organizations in the U S. today do not have an effective
wor kpl ace vi ol ence program
[1Agree Strongly
[JAgr ee
[IDi sagree
[IDi sagree Strongly
ODon't Know
7) Workpl ace viol ence does not happen in our organization.
[JAgree Strongly
[JAgr ee
[Di sagree
[Di sagree Strongly
[JDon't Know
8) Qur enpl oyees incapable of dealing with workplace viol ence
i nci dents.
[JAgree Strongly
[JAgr ee
UDi sagree
[Di sagree Strongly
[IDon't Know
9) A custoner can be the cause of workpl ace viol ence.
[1Agree Strongly
[1Agr ee
[Di sagree
ODi sagree Strongly
ODon't Know
10) The workpl ace is anywhere an enpl oyee is working or on duty.
[JAgree Strongly
[JAgr ee
[Di sagree
['Di sagree Strongly
[Don't Know
11) Enpl oyees of our organi zation are prepared for workpl ace viol ence.
[JAgree Strongly
[JAgr ee
UDi sagree
[Di sagree Strongly
[IDon't Know
12) Qur organi zation has a workpl ace viol ence preventi on program
[1Agree Strongly
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13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

[JAgr ee

[Di sagree

[Di sagree Strongly

[Don't Know

Qur organi zation has a crisis nanagenent programin place.
[JAgree Strongly

[JAgr ee

UDi sagree

[Di sagree Strongly

[IDon't Know

Much of the frustration and anger exhibited by potentially violent
enpl oyees may be attributed to work environnent factors.
[JAgree Strongly

[JAgr ee

UDi sagree

ODi sagree Strongly

ODon't Know

An enpl oyee carryi ng weapons in the workpl ace does not happen in
our organi zation.

[1Agree Strongly

[JAgr ee

[IDi sagree

[Di sagree Strongly

ODon't Know

Profiles of age, gender, and race can be used to identify violent
i ndi vi dual s.

[JAgree Strongly

[JAgr ee

[Di sagree

[Di sagree Strongly

[Don't Know

A wor kpl ace vi ol ence prevention programis not inportant.
[JAgree Strongly

[JAgr ee

UDi sagree

[Di sagree Strongly

[IDon't Know

Assai |l ants never give clear warning signals before violence
erupts.

[JAgree Strongly

[JAgr ee

UDi sagree

ODi sagree Strongly

UDon't Know

Qur enpl oyees do not take threats seriously.

[1Agree Strongly

[JAgr ee

[Di sagree

[IDi sagree Strongly

ODon't Know

An enpl oyee' s behavior can be a warning sign that there is a
potential for violence.

[JAgree Strongly

[JAgr ee

[Di sagree

[Di sagree Strongly

[JDon't Know



21)

22)

23)

24)

25)

26)

27)

28)

Over tine a person can becone violent due the environnment they
wor k in.

[1Agree Strongly

[1Agr ee

[Di sagree

[Di sagree Strongly

ODon't Know

A nental and behavi oral cycle of violence begi ns when an

i ndi vi dual encounters an event that he/she experiences as
stressful .

[1Agree Strongly

[JAgr ee

[/Di sagree

[Di sagree Strongly

ODon't Know

An individual's reaction to a stressful event is determ ned by
hi s/ her thoughts at that nonment.

[JAgree Strongly

[JAgr ee

[Di sagree

[Di sagree Strongly

[Don't Know

In reference to the previous question, these thoughts lead to
enotional responses, which in turn determ ne the behavior that the

i ndividual will use to respond to the situation.
[JAgree Strongly

[JAgr ee

[Di sagree

[Di sagree Strongly

[JDon't Know

A person can beconme stressed by what they experience and reach a
poi nt where they believe that violence is the only answer.
[JAgree Strongly

[JAgr ee

UDi sagree

[Di sagree Strongly

[IDon't Know

The responses of those around a person in the cycle of violence
cannot de-escal ate the chance of viol ence.

[JAgree Strongly

[JAgr ee

UDi sagree

ODi sagree Strongly

UDon't Know

Qur organi zation provides training that deals with preventing
wor kpl ace vi ol ence.

[1Agree Strongly

[JAgr ee

[/Di sagree

D sagree Strongly

ODon't Know

By understanding the cycle of violence it is possible to identify
characteristics, enotional responses, and ways of thinking that
make a person nore likely to use viol ence when under severe stress.
[1Agree Strongly

[JAgr ee

[Di sagree
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29)

[Di sagree Strongly

[IDon't Know

Enpl oyees cannot be trained to identify warning signs that
i ndicate a potential for violence.

[JAgree Strongly

[JAgr ee

UDi sagree

ODi sagree Strongly

UDon't Know

Part I1: The Need For Workpl ace Vi ol ence Prevention

Choose a response that best describes your organi zati onal needs.

30)

31)

32)

33)

34)

35)

36)

A Vi ol ence Prevention Policy.

OExtrenmely | nportant

[Very | nmportant

[l npor t ant

[Sonmewhat | nport ant

[INot | mport ant

The consequences of violating the Violence Prevention Policy.
[Extremely | nmportant

[lVery | nportant

[l npor t ant

OSonmewhat | nport ant

[INot | nmport ant

Defini ng unaccept abl e workpl ace behavi ors.

DExtremely | nmportant

UVery | nport ant

Ul mpor t ant

[1Somewhat | nport ant

[INot | nmport ant

Procedures descri bing how, and by whom enployees and supervisors
can report threats, intimdating and violent incidents.
DOExtrenmely | nportant

Very | nportant

[l mport ant

[ISomewhat | nport ant

[INot | mport ant

Procedures describing how, and by whom threats and violent acts
will be investigated.

OExtremely | nportant

Very | nmportant

[l npor t ant

[Sonmewhat | nport ant

[INot | nmport ant

I mpl ementing strategies to protect threatened enpl oyees and
assets.

[Extremely | nmportant

[IVery | nportant

[l npor t ant

OSonmewhat | nport ant

[INot | nmport ant

Est abl i shing a team responsi bl e for nanagi ng the Wrkpl ace
Vi ol ence Prevention Program

OExtremely | nmportant

[Very | nport ant

Ul mpor t ant



[ISomewhat | nport ant
[CNot | nport ant
37) Post-incident activities to reduce the inpact of trauma in
enpl oyees and the organi zation after a violent act has occurred.
OExtremely | nportant
[Very | nportant
[l nport ant
CSonmewhat | nport ant
[INot | nmport ant
38) Workpl ace violence prevention training for all enpl oyees.
OExtremely | nmportant
[Very | nport ant
[l nport ant
[Sonmewhat | nport ant
[INot | nmport ant
39) Defining audi ences for violence prevention awareness training.
DOExtremely | nportant
[IVery | nportant
Ul mpor t ant
[ISomewhat | nport ant
[JNot I nport ant
40) ldentifying internal and external resources to assist in
managenment of threatening situations.
DOExtremely | nportant
[Very | nmportant
[l npor t ant
[Sonmewhat | nport ant
[ONot | nport ant

Part 111: The Need for Wrkplace Viol ence Training
Choose a response that best descri bes your organi zational needs.

41) Recognition of early warning signs.
[Essenti al
Very | nportant
[l mport ant
[ISomewhat | nport ant
[INot | nport ant
42) Energency response procedures.
[JEssenti al
[JVery | nportant
[l npor t ant
CSonmewhat | nport ant
[INot | nmport ant
43) Reporting and docunenting violent incidents.
[Essenti al
[Very | nport ant
Ul mpor t ant
[JSomewhat | nmport ant
[INot | nport ant
44) Negotiation skills.
[Essenti al
[IVery | nportant
[l mport ant
[ISomewhat | nport ant
[INot | nport ant
45) Under st andi ng of what workpl ace vi ol ence consi sts.
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46)

47)

48)

49)

50)

51)

52)

53)

[Essenti al

[Very | nport ant

Ul mpor t ant

[JSomewhat | nmport ant

[INot | nport ant

Under standi ng the need for allocating resources to support a
wor kpl ace vi ol ence program

[Essenti al

[IVery | nportant

Ul mpor t ant

[ISomewhat | nport ant

[JNot I nport ant

Under st andi ng what |itigation the organization can be exposed to
when there is workpl ace viol ence.

[Essenti al

[Very | nmportant

[l npor t ant

[Sonmewhat | nport ant

[INot | mport ant

Enpl oyees under st andi ng how to reopen when workpl ace vi ol ence
occurs.

[JEssenti al

[JVery | nportant

[l npor t ant

OSonmewhat | nport ant

[INot | nmport ant

The need for top administration to endorse the workpl ace viol ence
program

[lEssenti al

[Very | nport ant

[l nport ant

[Sonmewhat | nport ant

[INot | nmport ant

Empowering a teamto be responsible for nanagi ng the workpl ace
vi ol ence prevention program

[Essenti al

[Very | nport ant

Ul mpor t ant

[1Somewhat | nport ant

[INot | nport ant

How to investigate and verify the reported threats.
[Essenti al

Very | nportant

[l mport ant

[Sonmewhat | nport ant

[INot | mport ant

How to assess the context in which the threat occurred.
[JEssenti al

[IVery | nportant

[l npor t ant

OSonmewhat | nport ant

[INot | nmport ant

How t o devel op appropriate organi zati onal response options given
the I evel of risk.

[Essenti al

[Very | nport ant

Ul mpor t ant
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54)

55)

56)

57)

58)

59)

60)

[ISomewhat | nport ant

[CNot | nport ant

How t o docunent organi zational activities to denonstrate that
reasonabl e actions were taken given the |evel of risk.
[lEssenti al

[Very | nportant

[l nport ant

CSonmewhat | nport ant

[INot | nmport ant

Interviewi ng techniques for investigation of threats.
[lEssenti al

[Very | nport ant

[l nport ant

[Sonmewhat | nport ant

[INot | nmport ant

Awar eness of one's safety during the investigation process.
[Essenti al

[IVery | nportant

Ul mpor t ant

[ISomewhat | nport ant

[JNot I nport ant

Wor kpl ace vi ol ence prevention policy information.
[lEssenti al

[Very | nmportant

[l npor t ant

CSonmewhat | nport ant

[INot | nmport ant

General responsibilities of supervising enployees.
[lEssenti al

[Very | nport ant

[l nport ant

[Sonmewhat | nport ant

[INot | nmport ant

Supervi sor accountability for behavior and conduct.
[Essenti al

[IVery | nportant

Ul mpor t ant

[ISomewhat | nport ant

[JNot I nport ant

What responsibility enpl oyees have to ensure safe work practices
by reporting any violations of the organization's policies.
[Essenti al

Very | nportant

[l mport ant

[Sonmewhat | nport ant

[ONot | nport ant

Denogr aphi ¢ Questions: Pl ease sel ect the best choice.

61)

62)

What is your position title?

OFacilities Director

[Chi ef Business Oficer

[OPersonnel Director

How many students are enrolled in your school ?
[l ess than 4,999

[15000- 11, 999

(112, 000- 19, 999

93



[120, 000 and over
63) Cender:
UMal e
[IFemal e
64) Age:
OUnder 29
[130- 39
[140- 49
[150- 59
[IOver 60
65) Is the institution you work for public or private?
[JPublic
[Private
66) Any coments?

67) Would you like a summary of the findings of the conpleted project?
[Yes
['No

Appendi x C
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Unsolicited Comrents

Too Busy
Chi ef Business Oficer: Sorry, | don't have tine

to answer 65 questions.

Chi ef Business O ficer: As it happens, | am no

| onger in one of the positions you are studying.
Chi ef Business Oficer: The task has been
assigned to
Chi ef Business Oficer: I'll forward this request
to the two of you for a possible response to this
student, since the two of you deal with public

rel ati ons and statistics on canpus crine.

Chi ef Business Oficer: | have forwarded your
request to our Director of Public Safety who is in
better position to respond to your request.

Chi ef Business Oficer: | have forwarded this

to our safety director.

Chi ef Business Oficer: | forwarded this to our

VP for HR and our Chief of Campus Police. | do not



have access to this information

Facilities Director: | will ask one of ny

associates to help. | sinply cannot possible work

this into ny schedule until the first week in Decenber

if then. It is a busy tine.

Facilities Director: W got it under control

Personnel Director: | amsorry but | do not have

the tine to assist you.

Personnel Director: The Human Resources Services

O fice at (name of university) is in receipt of a

letter you sent in regard to a survey. The survey

instrument itself is not available. | have just

started enploynent as the HR director and do not have

t he background nor unfortunately the tine to assist

your institution in this survey at the current tinme.
It seens evident that these comments are excuses. Sone of these
i ndi viduals did not bother to read the letter or exanine the
guestionnaire. What is interesting is that even they responded with
conmments. |If they had received a snail nmail letter it is doubtful they
woul d have tel ephoned or witten a letter. For sone reason they could
not resist double clicking the researcher’s e-nmil address and typing a
f ew words.

Wl Get Back
Chi ef Business Oficer: Just to let you know we

pl an to conpl ete your survey.

This individual did conplete and submt the questionnaire.
Facilities Director: | amtrying to get to this
as soon as | can.

Thi s individual did conplete and submit the questionnaire.



Personnel Director: | had understood from your
original nmessage that the information did not need to
be submtted until Novenber 30, and | plan to respond
by that date. |If your deadline has changed, please
let me know. Otherwise, it’'s not necessary to spend
your time sending nme foll ow up.

Thi s individual did not submt a questionnaire.
Chi ef Business Oficer: W will be coordinating
with those directly responsible for HR, Finance,
Facilities Managenent and University Police and
conpl eting the on-line survey by the Nov 30'" deadline.

This individual did not submt the questionnaire.

Pr obl ens
Facilities Director: | ampresently unable to

check nmy e-nmail with customary frequency due to
conputer problems. | wll be checking nessages
several tines a week fromalternate |ocations until ny
conput er can be repaired or replaced.

This individual did conplete and submit the questionnaire.
Personnel Director: When | attenpt to open the page,
| receive error nmessage and a “do you want to de-bug
This page” nmessage. | amafraid to open it, since it
Looks like it contains a virus.
Chi ef Business Oficer: | have tried to respond to
your website: too slow, |locked up; finally did get
into the survey, and conplete down to nunber 8 but
screen wouldn't scroll down any further

Chi ef Business Oficer: The Java Script asked for a
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password. | had none.

Facilities Director: the system does not accept the

passwor d.

Personnel Director: Sorry | can not open the docunent.

Facilities Director: | tried to access the survey | ast
week and was not able. Wuld you fax it or e-mail it.
Chi ef Business O ficer: Wn't work, response invalid
Passwor d.

Facilities Director: Unfortunately | do not have a
Passwor d.

Chi ef Business Oficer: Sorry, but the password
doesn’t seemto work...

Chi ef Business Oficer: | have tried twice but the
password won't work.

Personnel Director: When | accessed your web site,

was asked for a JAVA script password. | don't have

one, so | received an error nessage. Please advise.

Personnel Director: My password will not work. |
tried it several tines.

Personnel Director: W have nade several attenpts

have

to

access the web site. Qur browser says the site does

not exi st.

Chi ef Business O ficer: | am happy to conpl ete your

survey, but the password won’t let ne on to do it.

A conputer expert was consulted about these probl ens.

The di agnosi s

was that the individuals responding had old software that woul d not

interface with the researchers’ software program Al

of these

i ndi viduals were contacted by e-mail asking if they would agree to

receive the questionnaire by fax and then fax the answers back
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of the individuals agreed to do this but only two conpleted and

submitted the questionnaire.
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Survey Comments

Wor kpl ace Vi ol ence Prevention and Training

Facilities Director. Mbst violence/threats/rel ated

i ssues arising with the Facilities crews are brought
about by enpl oyees bringi ng personal problens and

rel ati onships to work. VWhile handling workpl ace
violence is inportant, | would not think a canpus w de
conmittee is the answer.

Personnel Director. W are in the process of
submtting a draft of violence in the workplace policy
and gui delines, also a donestic violence policy and
procedures. This has taken a great deal of work with a
focus committee of 31 representatives fromthroughout
our 18 canpuses.

Personnel Director. The governor of the State of
_______ has issued an Executive Order for zero

tol erance of workplace violence. All human resource
pr of essi onal s have been trai ned.

Facilities Director. Best of luck in your research

In many cases we provide detailed training at our

Hospi tal operation but not much on the core/ Academ c
campus.

Personnel Director. This is an area where supervisory

training is inmportant. Supervisors should be trained
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on how to identify potential risk and how to respond.
General orientation for all other enployees is in
hel pi ng the organi zation identify crisis situations
and to nake them understand that the organization
cares about its enpl oyees’ safety and will respond
appropriately if necessary. Usually sufficient.
Facilities Director. | do not believe a distinct
programis inportant because | believe all the
essential elements of such a program should be

i nherent as a part of normal standards of conduct and
personnel policies and procedures.

Facilities Director. Your survey did not ask question
related to and enpl oyees out of work situations that
lead to nmind sets and stress. This factor | think is
very inportant in assessing the potential volatility
of enpl oyees responses to work situations.

Personnel Director. | would anticipate that npbst of
the answers to the questions are obvious in that they
are extrenely inmportant. | wll be curious to

di scover is that is not the case.

Personnel Director. Although ny institution does not
have a formal policy in place we are currently working
on that and it is a priority for us. Additionally,
even in the absence of a policy we are training

enpl oyees in this area.

Facilities Director. The threats of violence that
have occurred at this institution have all been job
performance rel ated.

Facilities Director. | really dislike nultiple choice
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surveys that use words |ike “can, possibly, etc.”

Al so, are trade tools considered weapons? When you
think in terns of how many enpl oyers there are in the
U.S. the ampbunt of workplace violence is really
insignificant in terms of production hours. O course
it depends on how you define violence. |s an angry

gl ance violent behavior? | judge it is not. The
whol e survey ignores the fact that there are inherent
risk in everyday |ife and an enpl oyee has sone
responsibility for his/her own safety. Once an

organi zation institutes a policy or programthey are
assum ng responsibility for all actions of al

enpl oyees. | feel there are already to many prograns/
policies dictated by liability |awers, state and
federal governnents, and special interest groups. W
do not need anot her one.

Facilities Director. Sonme of the questions required
bl ack and white responses where as the actual answer
is nmore conmplicated. There are |aws that deal with

t he conveyance of a threat and these nust be factored
into any response to aggression or threats.

Facilities Director. The problemw th workpl ace
violence is no different than the problemw th any

i ssue. That being the willingness of people to cone
forward and have the courage to share their concerns
with others in the workplace who could possibly react
to the problem Unfortunately, workplace problens are
not usually addressed until they are at the disaster

| evel .
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Facilities Director. CQur Police departnment has a
program for violence in the workpl ace, but we have not
taken it deeply enough into our organization yet. Good
| uck.

Facilities Director. |In my opinion we nust inplenment
zero tolerance policy and punish those who go agai nst
it severely.

Facilities Director. |In rural, northern state, while
possibility of violence exists, the probability is
very low, therefore, with extrenely limted resources
avail abl e, cost/benefit points us in other directions.
Personnel Director. W have policy pending, have a
Threat Managenent Team consisting of HR, EAP,

sonmeti mes Forensics rep, and those affected to
strategi ze around the alleged threats. This has been
wel | used and has been in place for 4 years.

Personnel Director. Qur policy is a draft that has
been submitted to executive managenent for approval.
Facilities Director. This is an extrenely inportant
matter that demands everyone’s attention and

i nvol venent .

Personnel Director. As an organi zation we have been
very fortunate.

Facilities Director. Not having experienced any

i nci dents of workplace violence at ny canpus tends to
make ny response nore noderate than that from a person
who has gone through such an experi ence.

Chi ef Business Oficer. |In |ooking at workplace

vi ol ence, location of work site may be a factor
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Personnel Director. W began the acadenic year with
the murder of a faculty member by a student, who then
commtted suicide. W understand the need to try to
prevent workpl ace viol ence and to respond
appropriately when it happens.

Facilities Director. M specific situation often did
not match choices. W have a program It is about
30% i npl emented. Qur workplace is generally
nonvi ol ent .

Chi ef Business Oficer. In nost cases | found that
none of the responses provided were in fact
representative of ny feelings. Use of “could be”

“m ght be “woul d never” and phrases that either

i ndi cate sonething could never be the case, or would
al ways be the case, was indeed frustrating to nme. |
cannot imagine you will be able to get anything usefu
fromthis survey (other than perhaps address your
preconcei ved beliefs). This is ny opinion, but based
on various degrees in Mathematics and Statistics, with

a focus on survey research.

Smal |l or Private Canpuses(Snall and Private = S & P)

Chi ef Business Oficer (S & P). M responses have
been made in the context of what else is inportant at
ny institution. | believe we have a relatively
peaceful workpl ace.

Facilities Director. Violators need to be held
accountable for their actions, not treated as victins

of society.
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Facilities Director (S & P). Small, private
institutions don’'t have sufficient time and resources
to al ways do what coul d/ shoul d be done to address such
i ssues as workpl ace vi ol ence.

Facilities Director (S & P). Sone of this varies in

i nportance if you have good | ocal resources outside of
the institution that you can call upon. Therefore ny
response varied sone. As a small school we depend
upon outside resources for such things as foll ow up
(i.e. EAP program |ocal police, etc.).

Chi ef Business Oficer (S &P). W are a (nane of
church) institution, which certainly does not nean we
are not susceptible to violence, but does mean we have
a sonewhat different attitude on canmpus anong

enpl oyees, a civility, if you will, that many
institutions enjoy to a | esser degree. \Wich neans
that we may be the headline tonorrow for a case of
wor kpl ace vi ol ence

Chi ef Business Oficer. | think you would better to
survey our public safety director and our personne
director and delete the director of the physica

plant. Public safety doesn't report to him
Facilities Director. |In addition to directing the
physical plant, | amalso the director of public
safety with 31 years of experience

Chi ef Business Officer. Fortunately, we are in an
area that does not have a high incident of workplace
vi ol ence but we do have policies in place if it does

occur.
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Personnel Director (S & P). |I’mnot sure all these
guestions are applicable to us.

Facilities Director (S & P). Your questions seem
skewed toward the conclusion that workplace viol ence
is a big problem This is not my opinion

Chi ef Business Oficer (S & P). W have not
experienced any serious violence, thus |I have not
first-hand know edge of i ssues.

Personnel Director (S & P). Verbal confrontation

bet ween enpl oyees has a potential to beconme violent if
in the wong context but is not violence in itself.
Supervisor training, not all enployees, needs to

i ncl ude managi ng stress and enotion of a variety of

ki nds anong enpl oyees or howto call in help. Threats
and violence are on a |list of unacceptable enpl oyee
behavi ors that include theft, harassnent, etc.
Personnel Director (S & P). Director of Public Safety
and Director of Human Resources is actively working on
a policy and education training program

Facilities Director (S & P). Not having experienced
any incidents of workplace violence at ny canpus tends
to make ny responses nore noderate than that froma
person who has gone through such experience.

Personnel Director (S & P). It is my understanding
That enpl oyers have an obligation to publish such a
policy and an inherent responsibility to provide an
envi ronnent free of such problens.

Facilities Director. | would have liked to have a

space at the end of each question to put conments.
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Sexual Har assnent

Chi ef Business O ficer. Question regarding sexua
harassment is very confusing. Sexual harassnent
covers many different activities. Sone are violent
and sonme are not.

Personnel Director. It is msleading and counter
productive to include sonething |ike sexual harassnent
in the definition of workplace violence as it clouds

bot h probl ens.

M scel | aneous

Personnel Director (S & P). Wsh you the best in your
pursuit of your degree.

Personnel Director (S & P). This is a great way to do
a survey!

Personnel Director (S & P). Good luck with your datal
| hope you get adequate response. | ama doctora
student too, so |I feel your “pain.”

Facilities Director. Good Luck “Doctor.”

Personnel Director. M answers to 23 & 24 reflect ny
belief the person may not be thinking, only feeling
and acting.

Facilities Director. Thanks for allowing ne to be a
part of this survey.

Facilities Director. | would have liked to have a
space at the end of each question to put conments.
Facilities Director. The questions seemto be witten

by soneone who has not worked in a managenent role
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wi t h nurmerous enpl oyees.

Personnel Director (S & P). Hello & thanks for
including us in your inquiry. As it happens, | am
conducting a simlar project for my master’'s thesis.
Wth your perm ssion, | may wish to contact you | ater
wi th questions on your conclusions, etc.

Personnel Director (S & P). |If | had an option of
provi di ng sone narrative on sone questions, | think

the responses woul d have been nore neani ngful .

Appendi x E

Frequency Distribution

Frequencies Distributions

1. Workplace Viol ence (W) 2. W Defined
I ncl udes
Di sagree 1.1
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Strongly
Di sagree 19.0
Agree 41.1
Agr ee 38.8
Strongly
N 353
3. Sexual Harassnent
Di sagree 3.2
Strongly
Di sagree 30.7
Agr ee 44.9
Agr ee 21.2
Strongly
N 345

5. W/ is a serious concern

Di sagree 5.9
Agr ee 40. 6
Agr ee 53.5

Strongly

N 357

Di sagree 2.2
Agree 32.4
Agr ee 65.4

Strongly

N 358
4. Environnent al Factors

Di sagree 0.6
Strongly

Di sagree 8.0

Agr ee 55.6

Agr ee 35.8
Strongly

N 349

6.

No effective W/ program
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Di sagr ee
Strongly
Di sagree

Agr ee

Agr ee
Strongly

N

0.7

11.3

64. 2

23.8
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7. W does not happen

Di sagree 13.5
Strongly
Di sagree 66.5
Agr ee 18.1
Agr ee 2.0
Strongly
N 349

8. Enpl oyees cannot deal with W

Di sagree 7.3
Strongly
Di sagree 65.5
Agr ee 25.8
Agr ee 1.5
Strongly
N 330

10. Wirkpl ace i s anywhere an
enpl oyee 1s working

Di sagree 0.6
Strongly
Di sagree 5.1
Agr ee 51.4
Agr ee 42.9
Strongly
N 354

12. W/ prevention program

Di sagree 7.5
Strongly
Di sagree 52.6
Agr ee 34.1
Agr ee 5.8
Strongly
Tot al 346

9. Custoners can cause W

Di sagree 0.3
Strongly
Di sagree 1.7
Agr ee 64.5
Agr ee 33.5
Strongly
N 355

11. Enpl oyees prepared for W

Di sagree 6.8
Strongly
Di sagree 60. 1
Agr ee 32.5
Agr ee 0.6
Strongly
N 323

13. Crisis nmanagenent program
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C -y g

Ei sagree 26.1
Agr ee 55.1
Agr ee 15.0
Strongly
N 341
14. Frustration and anger
Di sagree 7.0
Strongly
Di sagree 46. 2
Agr ee 43.1
Agr ee 3.7
Strongly
N 327
15. No enpl oyees carry weapons 16. Age, gender, and race
Di sagree 2.4 Di sagree 34.0
Strongly St rongly
Di sagree 50.0 Di sagree 56.9
Agr ee 37.8 Agr ee 8.8
Agr ee 9.8 Agr ee 0.3
Strongly Strongly
N 286 N 318
17. W/ prevention programis 18. Assailants do not give
not i nportant cl ear warning
Di sagr ee 41.0 Di sagr ee 15.0
Strongly St rongly
Di sagr ee 56. 9 Di sagree 75.1
Agree 1.7 Agr ee 9.0
Agr ee 0.3 Agr ee 0.9
Strongly Strongly
19. Enpl oyees do not take threat 20. Enpl oyees’ behavi or can be
Seriously a warni ng sign
Di sagree 18.0
Strongly
Di sagree 71.3
Agr ee 10. 7
N 327
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21. Work environnment can cause

vi ol ence

Di sagree 0.3
Strongly
Di sagree 15.3
Agr ee 75.9
Agr ee 8.4
Strongly
N 320

22. Mental and behavi oral
cycle for stressful events

Di sagree 1.1
Strongly
Di sagree 24. 4
Agr ee 72.0
Agr ee 2.5
Strongly
N 279

24. Enptional reactions to
stressful events

Di sagree 1.1
Strongly
Di sagree 16.8
Agr ee 75. 4
Agr ee 6.8
Strongly
N 280

26. De-escal ate the chance
of vi ol ence

Di sagree 23.8

Strongly

Di sagree 65.1
Agr ee 7.9

C -y g

asagr ee 2.5

Agr ee 68. 6
Agr ee 28.3

Strongly
N 357

23. Reaction to stressful events

Di sagree 0.3
Strongly
Di sagree 26.7
Agr ee 69. 2
Agr ee 3.8
Strongly
N 292

25. Violence is the only answer

Di sagree 9.2
Agr ee 82.0
Agr ee 8.9

Strongly

N 327

27. Training to prevent WV
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L ouyl Lo

Strongly

Di sagree 53.6

Agr ee 35.1

Agree 3.2 Agr ee 4.3
Strongly Strongly

N 341 N 345

28. The cycle of violence

Di sagree 3.7
Agr ee 84.3
Agr ee 12.0

Strongly

N 325

29. Enpl oyees cannot be trained

to 1dentify warning signs

30. Violence prevention program

D e i
! | mpor t ant
Di sagree 65.8 Sonewhat 12.0
| mpor t ant
Agree 55 | mport ant 28.3
Agr ee 0.3 Ver
y 30.0
Strongly | mpor t ant
Extrenel y 28.6
N 345 | mpor t ant
N 357
31. Consequences of violating
pol i cy 32. Defining unacceptabl e
wor kpl ace behavi or
0.3
Not
| npor t ant Somrewhat 0.6
Somewhat 2.2 | npor t ant
| mpor t ant | npor t ant 12. 3
| mpor t ant 20.1
Very 37.9
Very 38.3 | mpor t ant
| npor t ant Extremnely 49. 3
Extremnel y 28.6 I nport ant
| npor t ant N 359
N 358

33. Procedures to report threats

Somewhat 0.6

| npor t ant

| npor t ant 12.0
Very 37.2

| npor t ant

34. Procedures to

describe threats
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Extremnel y 50. 3
| mpor t ant
N 358

35. Strategies to protect
t hreat ened enpl oyees

Somewhat 1.4
| mpor t ant
| npor t ant 13.1
Very 37.5
| npor t ant
Extremel y 48. 1
| mpor t ant
N 360

36. Team responsi ble for
W/ prevention

Somrewhat
| mpor t ant
I mpor t ant
Very
| mpor t ant
Extrenely
| mpor t ant
N

38.4

359

Post-incident activities

Not 3.1

| mpor t ant
Sonewhat 11.8

| nport ant
| mpor t ant 26.7
Very 34.0

| mpor t ant
Extrenely 24. 4

| npor t ant
N 356

38. W prevention training

for all enpl oyees

Not 1.4

| npor t ant
Somewhat 12.1

| npor t ant
| mpor t ant 23.4
Very 38.6

| npor t ant
Extrenely 24.5

| mpor t ant
N 355

40. ldentifying externa

I nternal resources

Not 0.6
| mpor t ant
Sonewhat 3.1
I nport ant
| mpor t ant 21.0
Very 37.3
I nport ant
Extrenely 38.1
| mpor t ant
N 357
39. Defining audi ence
Not 4.2
| mpor t ant
Sonmewhat 11.5
| mpor t ant
| mpor t ant 32.3
Very 37.9
| mpor t ant
Extrenely 14.0
| npor t ant
N 356

41. Recogni zi ng early warning signs

Not 0.6
| mpor t ant
Somewhat 4.2



| mpor t ant

Very
| mpor t ant
Extrenely
| npor t ant
N

24.9

43.6

26.8

358

42. Ener gency response procedures

Sonmewhat
| npor t ant
| mpor t ant

Very
| mpor t ant
Essenti a

N

2.5

14.0

31.8

51.7

356

43. Reporting and docunenting

Not 0.3

| mpor t ant
Sonmewhat 4.5

| npor t ant
| npor t ant 19.7
Very 40. 3

| npor t ant
Essenti al 35.2
N 355

| mpor t ant

44. Negotiating skills

violent incidents

Sonmewhat
| npor t ant
| mpor t ant

Very
| mpor t ant
Essenti a

N

15. 4

32.5

50.7

357
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45, Under st andi ng W

Al l ocating resources for W

Not 0.3
| npor t ant
Somewhat 2.3
| npor t ant
| mpor t ant 21.7
Very 38.6
| npor t ant
Essenti al 37.2
N 358
47. Litigation
Not 1.1
| npor t ant
Somewhat 5.9
| mpor t ant
| mport ant 23.2
Very 38.1
| mpor t ant
Essenti al 31.7
N 357

49. Top adninistration

endor senent of W program

Not 0.6

| mpor t ant
Sonewhat 1.4

| npor t ant
| mpor t ant 11.8
Very 21.7

| npor t ant
Essenti al 64.5
N 355

50. Team responsi bl e

Not 4.2
| mport ant
Somewhat 9.2
| mpor t ant
| npor t ant 23.7
Very 34.4
| npor t ant
Essenti al 28.5

I mpor t ant 21.7
Very 44.3
| mpor t ant
Essenti al 29.8
N 359
program
Not 2.2
| mpor t ant
Sonmewhat 10.9
| nport ant
| mpor t ant 25.1
Very 36.3
| mpor t ant
Essenti al 25.4
N 358

48. How to reopen post W/

51

Not 2.0

| mpor t ant
Sonewhat 7.1

I nport ant
| mpor t ant 35.3
Very 35.6

I nport ant
Essenti al 20.1
N 354

I nvestigate and verify threats

for W program
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358

52. Assess the context of threat

Not 0.3

| npor t ant
Somewhat 2.0

| npor t ant
| npor t ant 16.9
Very 46. 6

| npor t ant
Essenti al 34.2
N 354

54. Docunent organi zati onal

responses
Not 0.6

| npor t ant
Somewhat 3.7

| mpor t ant
| mpor t ant 23.9
Very 40. 4

| npor t ant
Essenti al 31.5
N 356

‘Sonewhat 1.7
| mpor t ant
| mpor t ant 17.3
Very 40. 2
| mpor t ant
Essenti al 40.5
N 353
Sonewhat 2.8
| mpor t ant
| npor t ant 22.7
Very 40.5
I mpor t ant
Essenti al 34.0
N 353
53. Devel op appropriate
or gani zati onal responses

55.

I nterview ng techni ques

117



‘Somewhat 2.5

| mpor t ant
| mpor t ant 20.6
Very 43.7
| mpor t ant
Essenti al 31.5
56. Awar eness of safety
during investigation N 355
Not 0.3
| npor t ant
Somewhat 2.2
| mpor t ant
| mport ant 19.9
Very 42.0
| mpor t ant
Essenti al 35.6
N 357
57. W/ program i nformation 58. Responsibilities of supervisor
Not 0.8 Not 0.6
| npor t ant | mpor t ant
Somewhat 3.6 Sonewhat 2.5
| npor t ant | nport ant
| mpor t ant 24. 4 I nport ant 18.5
Very 40.6 Very 44.0
| npor t ant | mpor t ant
Essenti al 30.5 Essent i al 34.5
N 357 N 357
59. Supervisor accountability 60. Enpl oyee responsibility
Not 03 Not 0.3
' I nport ant
I rtan
Sr(r)pnc;v\thztt 2.8 Somewhat 3.1
' | npor t ant
| npor t ant
| gort ant 17. 4 | mpor t ant 17.6
Very 41. 7 Very 44.3
| mpor t ant
I rtan X
Egggn: ?alt 37.8 Essenti al 34.7
N 357 N 352
61. Area of responsibility 62. Nunber of students enrolled
Facilities 38.1
Di rector
Chi ef 25.6
Busi ness
Oficer
Per sonnel 36.4
Di rector
N 360
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5000- 11, 999 23.6

12, 000- 15.0
19, 999
> 20, 000 11.9
N 360
63. Gender
Mal e 72.8
Femal e 27.2
N 357
64. Age 65. Institution
< 49 9.8 Public 59.3
50- 59 33.6 Private 40.7
» 60 45.9 N 360
N 357
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