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ABSTRACT
The effects of active shooter resilience traininggpams on university students’ perceptions of
personal safety should be understood through evetebased research. A quasi-experimental
post-test only control-group design study was cotetlito assess this potentially lifesaving
educational activity. A convenience sample of 1&tdomly assigned undergraduate students at
a large private university participated in the stu®©ne group completed a U.S. Department of
Homeland Security active shooter resilience trgmprogram, a second group completed a
private active shooter resilience training prograrthird group completed both training
programs, and a fourth control group received amiing before the assessment. The Student
Perception of Personal Safety Survey measuredrssidense of personal safety and self-
preservation response strategies associated wifbtéal violence. Each training program was
found to have a positive influence in at least ohthe measured variables (safety, fear, and
resilience). The analysis of two broadly diffusetivae shooter resilience training programs
narrowed a considerable gap in evidence-basedrobsdde positive resilience building
influence of the studied training programs metitsHer research at the primary, secondary, and
higher education levels. Persistent active shamtents suggest a need for greater urgency
among educational leaders, policy makers, and pshlety leaders to implement training
programs that build resilience. Effective trainisgch as the programs examined in this study,
may limit the lethality of future attacks.

Keywords:active shooter, hybrid targeted violence, resileermampus safety
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this quasi-experimental designedlysitas to determine if there were
differences in the attitudes of college studengsaréing their personal safety and resilience after
participating in widely diffused active shooteriliesice training programs. While active shooter
events are statistically rare on college campueseare dormitory fires, these events require
preventative measures to limit their potential harhen they do occur. Investments made in fire
safety technology, training, and evacuation dhlise built a level of resilience in students of all
ages (Kapucu & Khosa, 2013). Similar resiliencpdfgs may be achieved by preparing
university students to recognize, react to, and ggipropriate actions when confronted with an
act of targeted violence. The potential byprodiigesilient and educated students is a reduction
in the lethality of future attacks in both on-care@und off-campus environments.

Background

Educational leaders have implemented a varietyrafegjies to develop more resilient
communities to prevent or mitigate the harm thames from targeted violence. These strategies
include student educational programs, threat ifleation and assessment programs, and active
shooter response training exercises for publicgaféicers (Fox, 2009). The federal
government, the private sector, and academia hiat@ribcally recognized a need to raise
awareness of active shooter tactics and suggexinss strategies to better prepare and protect
potential victims from harm. According to Barbdagerman with the U.S. Department of
Homeland Security (personal communication, April 2613), interest in these education
programs has grown with each incident of hybrid emaventional targeted violence. Randy
Spivey, Chief Executive Officer of the Center farfonal Protection and Safety (CPPS),

reiterated the demand for targeted violence trgibiolstered by the one million participants in
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CPPS workplace and campus violence training progi@®&rsonal communication, July 22,
2013). The actual and perceived effectiveneshadd education strategies is not well known
due to a lack of formal practitioner and researcueuatiny.

This study measured the influence of two indepetydmif-paced training programs. The
first was the Department of Homeland Security’'s @HMActive Shooter: What You Can Do”
(2013) training program. The second training paogmwas the Center for Personal Protection
and Safety’s (CPPS) “Shots Fired on Campus: Whghthing Strikes (Student Edition)”
(2008). These types of training approaches wem@metended by Commissioner Raymond
Kelly in the New York City Police Department’s “Agé Shooter: Recommendations and
Analysis for Risk Mitigation” report (Kelly, 2013. 3).

The NYPD report and its recommendations have gaionediderable media, public, and
practitioner attention as it includes findings tethto recent high-casualty targeted violence
events in Newtown, CT, Aurora, CO, Tucson, AZ, &itdya, Norway (Kelly, 2012, p. iii). The
April 15, 2013, Boston Marathon terrorist bombimglasubsequent firearms and improvised
explosive attacks involving two Massachusetts tatiof Technology students serve as
additional contemporary examples of Hybrid Targéteadence. Real-time global media
coverage of the Boston attacks captured the attenfia large university community, a major
American city, and the world (Urquhart, 2013).

This analysis of active shooter resilience traimnggram efficacy narrows a
considerable gap in the literature as it relatgautaicly and commercially available active
shooter resilience training programs that are piepdao build resilience among vulnerable
populations. The government and commercial traipirgglucts studied are promoted and

distributed by many universities as tools to inseethe resilience of faculty, staff, and students.
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A considerable amount of research is availablechiwa safety, campus violence, human
motivation, and adult learning theory applied tospeal safety training. Heretofore, very little
research has been available to assess traininghthabolster student resilience when exposed to
targeted violence and active shooter events.

Problem Statement

The problem addressed in this study was the lacksgfarch regarding the influence
prominent active shooter resilience training pragganay have on the perceived resilience and
active shooter response strategies of college stsidé study conducted on psychological
predictors after the 9/11 terrorist attacks defiresilience as “the process of, the capacity for, o
outcome of successful adaptation despite challgngirthreatening circumstances” (Butler,
Koopman, & Azarow, 2009; Masten, Best, & GarmeA9Q, p. 426). The DHS and CPPS
training programs examined in this study were dgwedl to fill gaps in the education and
training of at-risk populations, thus attemptingotold resilience. Educational leaders have
directed students to participate in these freesamdcription-based programs under the
assumption that they are effective. Prior to tesearch study, the two most prominent active
shooter resilience training programs in the Uni¢ates had not been assessed for their impact
on the perceptions and self-preservation skillheftarget audience.

Measuring the impact of the training programs actiens to actual violent encounters is
virtually impossible due to the small number angredictable nature of targeted violence
encounters. Anecdotal interviews with students Wawee completed active shooter resilience
training and have then been subjected to an actmapus active shooter event suggest the
training does result in more resilient and reacpweential victims of violence (R. Spivey,

personal communication, July 22, 2013). Evendatorcement officers such as the Virginia
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Tech and Blacksburg Police Departments recognizedalue active shooter response training
provided to facilitate a rapid response to newteain active shooter threat (Virginia Tech
Review Panel, 2007). More recently, law enforcenodinters from multiple agencies
seamlessly applied active shooter response tradoogine to subdue a determined adversary in
the Washington Navy Yard complex (Federal Bureaimeéstigation, 2013). After-action
reviews of these and other critical events sugipastiraining may influence the survival of
potential victims.

This study empirically measured the solitary anchibmed efficacy of two highly
diffused active shooter resilience training progsams factors in students’ perceptions of safety
and their understanding of targeted violence respatrategies. Heretofore, no formal analysis
had been conduct to objectively measure the singuleombined influence the training
programs may have on their target audience.

The desire to protect students, staff, and faatlipstitutions of higher learning is of
paramount concern to educational leaders and pshlety professionals. Investments in
targeted-violence-related training, technology, palicies consume considerable resources and
have increased for many universities following Yheginia Tech massacre (Rasmussen &
Johnson, 2008). In a period of constrained amghstat fiscal resources, evidence-based analysis
should overcome emotionally driven decision makifiperefore, targeted violence and active
shooter resilience training programs demand oljedcrutiny. Understanding the positive
influence of these programs and their respectiieidacies will lead to improved applications

of existing treatments and the development of neffiective programs in the future.
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Purpose Statement

The purpose of this quasi-experimental descriptsearch study was to test Knowles’s
(1980, 1984) theory of adult learning, andragobgt tompares the influence of exposure to an
active shooter resilience training program to penfance on the Student Perception of Personal
Safety Survey (SPPSS). The SPPSS measured stiderteptions of safety, fear, and
resilience as they related to targeted violence. Measurement of fear methodology was
consistent with related research that has stuaiaddf crime and terrorism (May, Herbert, Cline
& Nellis, 2011; Warr, 2000). The research approagblved four randomly assigned groups of
undergraduate students identified through a coeveei sampling method. The groups of
approximately 30 students each were labeled Tredtfelreatment B, Treatment A+B, and
Control Group. Through a post-test only controlugroesearch design, threats to internal
validity were minimized.

The two prominent active shooter resilience tragmnograms examined in this study
were selected based on their diffusion among piaignat-risk populations. The Department of
Homeland Security and the Center for Personal Biioteand Safety both claim tens of
thousands of student completions of their self-gdaca@ning programs (B. Yagerman, personal
communication, April 15, 2013; R. Spivey, persoc@imunication, July 22, 2013). This
diffusion is due in part to the perceived legitimat the organizations contributing to the
development of the programs and, in the case gbiikate training program, an extensive
customer base of prominent colleges and univessifihe reputation and expertise of the
organizations is accepted as being well intenticaretiwell-grounded in operational research
and adult learning precepts. The central purposki®ftudy was to measure the influence these

programs have on students’ resilience associatédastive shooter type events.
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Measuring the influence of each training progradependently identified potential
strengths and weaknesses associated with eachuiMepthe influence of the two programs
delivered together was intended to identify theesgistic strengths or weaknesses of the
combined programs. Informed decisions by educati@aders and potential students may be
advanced with the empirical evaluation of how thegpams influence the perceptions of
consumers. The study findings may also be leveragelentify more effective adult learning
instructional methods to inculcate targeted viotementification and response skills among
higher education populations.

Significance of the Study

The Columbine High School and Virginia Tech massacepresent tragedies in which
victims overwhelmed by “danger close” targeted emnale lacked the basis of knowledge to
formulate effective response strategies. Well-gdiand intentioned law enforcement
professionals faced with an active shooter in @skcanvironment have also been subjected to
scrutiny for not matching their immediate respocagability with an imminent threat.
Recommendations from the 2013 National Summit ottipa Casualty Shootings specifically
called for an “easily consumable awareness piedenorediate steps individuals should take if
confronted with an active shooter situation” (Pagao, Eith, & Tocco, 2013, p.12).

To close this well-known response gap, a wide waonéactive shooter related training,
tactics, policies, and technologies have emergezedhe paradigm shifting Columbine tragedy.
A shift from passive to proactive response straedas been intended to minimize the lethality
of an attacker and maximize the survival of potntictims. The efficacy of prominent active
shooter resilience training programs for non-lafoszement personnel has not been sufficiently

assessed. The high stakes nature of educatingtibtantims in lifesaving techniques requires a
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deeper understanding of whether the treatmentsiagésaovith the student. Conversely,
educational leaders that choose to offer no astim®ter awareness training to their faculty,
staff, and students should know if that decisiorat®nal and defensible in a university
environment.

The speed and surprise factors of hybrid and cdrosead targeted violence attacks
require that potential victims be more adequatedpared to protect themselves and those to
whom they can offer protection. Blair, Martaineleand Nichols’s (2014) analysis of active
shooter events in the United States from 2000 1®26und that 49% of the attacks studied were
over before police arrived to intervene (see FigyreFurther, 17 of the 104 attacks studied
were ended when victims took action to subdue ttaelker. Educational and public policy
thought leaders often focus on the capabilitiefirstf responders to thwart an active shooter type
of event. Meta-research on such incidents comglgtsuggests that most targeted violence
attacks begin and end without a direct intervenhipttaw enforcement. Most often the attacker,
not a forceful response by a victim or first respen dictates the terms of when an attack ends

(Blair, Nichols, Burns, & Curnutt, 2013).
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Figure 1. Resolution of Active Shooter Events in the Unitedt&s (2000-2012). Adapted from
“United States active shooter events from 20000tt02 Training and equipment implications,”

and Active Shooter Events: 2000-2012, Blair, Mardale & Nichols (2010, p. 6, & 2014, p. 1).

The need to educate potential victims and resptnpdnties to identify the potential of
an attack before it happens, to react immediatélgnan attack happens in the general area, and
to appropriately react when directly confronteddnyattacker requires well-formulated adult
learning strategies. The “when-then” and “if-then&thods of thinking about dangers are
commonly used in law enforcement training to ablatevthe reaction process (Blair et al., 2013,
pp. 82-83). Rather than freeze when confronted aitthal threat, individuals may be educated
and trained to have a recognition and reactiorseidhat can be rapidly employed, thus limiting
personal exposure to harm. Put quite simply, whstudent hears something that sounds like a
gunshot, he or she should be conditioned to imnelgitake defensive measures rather than

second guess, ignore, or depend on others to ieteagpotential threat.
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The public assumes that the efficacy of respomnragesgfies and training programs have
been well documented before investments are madesbiutions of higher learning. Many
students and professional educators would be athtonfnd that investments and policies can
be motivated solely by a desire to do “somethiragher than an ability to do the “right thing.”
The elusive “right thing” requires evidence-baseskiarch that follows a scientific path of
continuous refinement and improvement. Buildingjllence among at-risk student populations,
the faculty that educates them, and the staffssigport them is a moral imperative in a world
in which evildoers will continue to prey on thosbmappear unprepared to react. Soft targets
must be hardened through proven educational stestagpt emotionally driven reactions.

Research Questions
The research questions for this study are as fgtlow

RQ 1: What is the independent and combined inflaeriche DHS “Active Shooter:
What Can You Do?” computer-based training coursetha CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus:
When Lightning Strikes (Student Edition)” activeositer awareness program on university
students’ sense of personal safety associatedavigleted violence?

RQ 2: What is the independent and combined inflaeriche DHS “Active Shooter:
What Can You Do?” computer-based training coursetha CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus:
When Lightning Strikes (Student Edition)” activeositer awareness program on university
students’ sense of fear associated with targetddnace?

RQ 3: What is the independent and combined inflaeriche DHS “Active Shooter:
What Can You Do?” computer-based training coursetha CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus:
When Lightning Strikes (Student Edition)” activeosker awareness program on university

students’ sense of resilience associated with tawiggolence?
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Hypotheses

The following hypotheses and null hypotheses valexamined utilizing quantitative
research methods:

H1;: There will be a statistically significant differee in a student’s sense of personal
safety after completing the DHS “Active Shooter: &/Can You Do?” computer-based training
course, as measured by the fear of violence queséibon the Student Perception of Personal
Safety Survey (SPPSS) instrument.

HO,: There will be no statistically significant diffamce in a student’s sense of personal
safety after completing the DHS “Active Shooter: &/an You Do?” computer-based training
course, as measured by the fear of violence queséibon the Student Perception of Personal
Safety Survey (SPPSS) instrument.

H2;: There will be a statistically significant differee in a student’s sense of personal
safety after completing the CPPS “Shots Fired Om@&es: When Lightning Strikes (Student
Edition)” active shooter awareness program, as ureddy the fear of violence question set on
the Student Perception of Personal Safety Sur&BPES) instrument.

HO2;: There will be no statistically significant difamce in a student’s sense of personal
safety after completing the CPPS “Shots Fired Om@&es: When Lightning Strikes (Student
Edition)” active shooter awareness program, as uredsy the fear of violence question set on
the Student Perception of Personal Safety Sur&@3PES) instrument.

H3;:: There will be a statistically significant differee in a student’s sense of personal
safety after completing the DHS “Active Shooter: &/Can You Do?” computer-based training

course and the CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus: Wighiring Strikes (Student Edition)”
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active shooter awareness program, as measurea bgahof violence question set on the
Student Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPStrument.

HO3:: There will be no statistically significant difamce in a student’s sense of personal
safety after completing the DHS “Active Shooter: &/Can You Do?” computer-based training
course and the CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus: Wigiring Strikes (Student Edition)”
active shooter awareness program, as measurea bgahof violence question set on the
Student Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPStrument.

H4,: There will be a statistically significant differee in a student’s sense of fear after
completing the DHS “Active Shooter: What Can You?Doomputer-based training course, as
measured by the fear of violence question set erstbdent Perception of Personal Safety
Survey (SPPSS) instrument.

HO4,: There will be no statistically significant difamce in a student’s sense of fear after
completing the DHS “Active Shooter: What Can You?Doomputer-based training course, as
measured by the fear of violence question set erstbdent Perception of Personal Safety
Survey (SPPSS) instrument.

H5,: There will be a statistically significant differee in a student’s sense of fear after
completing the CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus: Whghthing Strikes (Student Edition)”
active shooter awareness program, as measurea bgahof violence question set on the
Student Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPStrument.

HO5,: There will be no statistically significant difamce in a student’s sense of fear after
completing the CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus: Whghthing Strikes (Student Edition)”
active shooter awareness program, as measurea bgahof violence question set on the

Student Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPStrument.
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H63: There will be a statistically significant differee in a student’s sense of resilience
after completing the DHS “Active Shooter: What Césu Do?” computer-based training
course, as measured by the targeted violencedautit response question set on the Student
Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPSSuimsint.

HO6;: There will be no statistically significant diffamce in a student’s sense of resilience
after completing the DHS “Active Shooter: What Céyu Do?” computer-based training
course, as measured by the targeted violencedautit response question set on the Student
Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPSSuimsint.

H73: There will be a statistically significant differee in a student’s sense of resilience
after completing the CPPS “Shots Fired On CampuseMLightning Strikes (Student Edition)”
active shooter awareness program, as measurea@ bgrgeted violence tactics and response
guestion set on the Student Perception of Persafaty Survey (SPPSS) instrument.

HO7;: There will be no statistically significant diffamnce in a student’s sense of resilience
after completing the CPPS “Shots Fired On CampuseMLightning Strikes (Student Edition)”
active shooter awareness program, as measure@ bgrgeted violence tactics and response
guestion set on the Student Perception of Persafaty Survey (SPPSS) instrument.

H8s: There will be a statistically significant differee in a student’s sense of fear after
completing both the DHS “Active Shooter: What CaouYDo?” computer-based training course
and the CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus: When Light8inges (Student Edition)” active
shooter awareness program, as measured by theff@atence question set on the Student
Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPSS) msinti

HO8;: There will be no statistically significant difiamce in a student’s sense of fear after

completing both the DHS “Active Shooter: What CaouYDo?” computer-based training course
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and the CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus: When Light&inges (Student Edition)” active
shooter awareness program, as measured by theff@atence question set on the Student
Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPSS) msinti

H9s: There will be a statistically significant differee in a student’s sense of resilience
after completing the DHS “Active Shooter: What Césu Do?” computer-based training course
and the CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus: When Light&inges (Student Edition)” active
shooter awareness program, as measured by théethrgelence tactics and response question
set on the Student Perception of Personal Safeixe8@uSPPSS) instrument.

HO09;: There will be no statistically significant diffamce in a student’s sense of resilience
after completing the DHS “Active Shooter: What Céyu Do?” computer-based training course
and the CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus: When Light&inges (Student Edition)” active
shooter awareness program, as measured by théethrgelence tactics and response question
set on the Student Perception of Personal Safetye@u(SPPSS) instrument.

Identification of Variables

The predictor variable in this study will be measliperformance on the Student
Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPSS). Alt'sadbility to absorb and apply new
information requires an andragogical appreciatmnridividual and group development.
Performance on the SPPSS survey (DV) reflects dimidual’s retention of concepts and
protocols associated with active shooter and tatgeiblence events. The instrument will also
identify a participant’s sense of personal safety wonsideration given to self-reported levels
of fear. Each training program (1V) utilized in $h8tudy and the combination of those programs
represent stimuli that may positively or negativeljuence SPPSS performance. An

individual's SPPSS-measured acuity concerning tadyeiolence is hypothesized to indicate
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whether participants are well versed in preferemthhical and tactical responses to acts of active
violence. Furthermore, it is expected that thedfanand retention of knowledge associated with
targeted violence may relieve anxiety that may heegly affect a student’s social and cognitive
development.

Definitions

The following terms and definitions are relevanttte evidence-based examination of
active shooter resilience training programs:

Active Shooter-An individual actively engaged in killing or atigting to kill people in
a confined and populated area; in most cases eashivoters use firearms(s), and there is no
pattern or method to their selection of victims @F013).

Andragogy--Adult learning theory advanced by Malcolm Knowlksown as the art and
science of helping adults learn (Henschke, 20134p.

Hybrid Targeted Violence--An intentional use of force to cause physicaligjor death
to a specifically identified population, using mialteted conventional weapons and tactics
(Frazzano & Snyder, 2013).

Resilience-Result of individuals being able to interact wilieir environments and the
processes that either promote well-being or prdtesn against the overwhelming influence of
risk factors and “the process of, the capacity doputcome of successful adaptation despite
challenging or threatening circumstances” (Butteale 2009; Masten et al., 1990; Zautra, Hall,
& Murray, 2010).

Student Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPB®&\ resilience-focused self-
assessment instrument with content derived from RRBSCPPS post-test examinations to

measure knowledge transfer and perceptions ofdiedusafety associated with targeted violence.
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Targeted Violence-Any incident of violence where a known or knowablttacker

selects a particular target prior to the violetaek (Fein, Vossekuil, & Holden, 1995).
Research Summary

A quasi-experimental post-test only with controbgp design was used to determine the
influence of various active shooter resiliencenirag programs on college students’ perceptions
of safety and resilience. Quasi-experimental desaye recognized and scientifically rigorous
approaches to draw statistical comparisons in ksciance research (Gribbons & Harmon,
1997). Randomization of participant group assigmsiea sufficient sample population, and the
use of a control group insure compliance with thasirexperimental design model.

The research approach involves four randomly assigmoups of university students
identified through a convenience sampling methdde groups of approximately 30 students
each were labeled Treatment A, Treatment B, Treait®deB, and Control Group. Through a
post-test only control-group research design, tereainternal validity were minimized.

Assumptions and Limitations
Assumptions

This quasi-experimental post-test-only control groesign made every effort to limit the
threats to internal and external validity. Althougis study accounted for participant selection
and assignment, setting, and history, the limitegtineed to be recognized. This study used a
sample of students who responded to a professayisest to voluntarily participate. The results
of this study are only generalized to the currambgle population. The research school is a large
private Christian institution of higher learningéded in Central Virginia. The demographic and
philosophical composition of the population survityeay not be representative of other college

populations. The generalization of the findingstioer universities would require consideration
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of the student body’s demographic composition acdllattitudes towards potential crime
victimization. Further, local, regional, and natbmcidents of targeted violence, such as the
2013 Boston Marathon bombing, the 2012 Sandy HdeknEntary School shooting, and the
2007 Virginia Tech massacre, may alter studentgyeed risk of victimization and targeted
violence sensitivity (Fallahi, Austad, Fallon, &ikeman, 2009). The same targeted violence
events that influence educational leaders to imptgractive shooter education strategies may
also influence students’ desire to learn self-preden response strategies.
Limitations

Recognizing the inevitable possibility of limitimgfluences on data and findings, this
analysis of active shooter resilience training paogs attempted to objectively ascertain the
influence of such programs on a randomly selecteglsk body of college students. To the best
of the researcher’s professional and ethical juddnbe results are accurately derived from
peer-reviewed quantitative research procedure® r@$earch approach and data analysis are
open to replication at the surveyed college or ro#aeicational institutions.

The most compelling limitation is the potentiallglatile impact that victimization may
have on a participant. Participants directly otirectly exposed to violence may yield a
perspective that deviates from central attitudieatlencies. Therefore, consideration must be
given to andragogical influences that may connduattdearners to, or repel them from, new
knowledge on sensitive topics. Two participantthis study voluntarily disclosed that they had
been exposed indirectly to violence in an academwronment. Both of those students were
receptive and supportive of the active shooter angss treatments they were exposed to during
the course of this study. Each conveyed a sensegehcy to expose students, faculty, and staff

to training that may better inform and protect stutd from campus violence.
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The persistence of Hybrid Targeted Violence suggastongoing need to understand
strategies that disable potential attackers artdyfquotential victims from harm. Arguably,
hardened targets of trained and resilient potenttaims may improve self-preservation actions,
as well as interactions with professional resposadro will be dispatched to these events as
they unfold. The benefits of heightened resiliemag/ also be useful outside of academic venues
in workplaces, shopping malls, movie theaters, ddimesituations, and other locations. While
not a primary focus of this research, the abilitypetter identify potential attackers before they
strike is a derivative and powerful benefit thatynsantribute to success stories that never gain

high-profile media attention.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The purpose of this quasi-experimental post-test-control-group design was to
determine if there were statistically significaiftetences in the perceptions of college students
regarding their personal safety after participatmgrominent active shooter resilience training
programs. This literature review summarizes relevasearch associated with adult learning,
pedagogy of fear, resilience, and an empiricalyamalof campus violence research. The
synthesis of theories of adult learning and relewgerational research provides a framework to
analyze training programs designed to build rast@among college students.

This literature review examines empirical effortada to bridge the gap between
individual adult learners and resistance to undonstle acts of violence. Theorists and
educators recognize that a sense of personal safatiundamental component of an effective
learning environment. This literature review underss the gap that exists in both academic and
operational research to understand the role ofdedrenhance resilience in the face of rare, but
deadly, acts of targeted violence at institutiohsigher learning.

Conceptual Framework

Traditional university students’ undergraduate ees@re marked by self-directed
transition. The student’s transition transcendstemal, cognitive, and physical stages of
development. Methods used to impart knowledge dri2Kearners must evolve to meet higher
orders of thinking and motivation in postsecondsettings. Recent demographic studies of
postsecondary education have reported larger isesga undergraduate students 25 years of age
and older as compared to increases in undergragoptdations below the age of 25 (U.S.
Department of Education, National Center for EdwcaStatistics, 2012). Enroliment of students

25 and over rose 42% between 2000 and 2010. @adled university students are increasingly
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more aligned with adult populations than they aith yauvenile learners. This transitioning and
maturing population is well positioned to receiife safety awareness training without adversely
impacting academic performance.
Theories of Learning

The art and science of teaching children is comgnmeferred to as pedagogy, whereas,
andragogy refers to adult learning (Knowles, Hoo8wanson, 2012). Pedagogical
approaches are teacher-focused methods that seepda knowledge on passively engaged
students. Whether through legal mandate or parentaduragement, students in a pedagogical
environment are often required to participate asralition of their academic status. In the same
manner that an empty drinking glass would be exguet retain liquid poured into it, children
are expected to retain what they are exposeddmrdagogical learning environment. This
oversimplification of the pedagogical body of knedde is intended to differentiate the
education of children from the effective educatidrself-directed adults. The focus of this
dissertation involves the education of adult leesme a university environment utilizing the
principles of andragogy.

The art and science of helping adults learn wameeéfand refined by Malcom Knowles
(1980, 1984) in the mid to late 2@entury. Knowles popularized the teamdragogyto
describe the principles of adult learning. The téad originally been used by German high
school teacher Alexander Kapp in 1833. In 1926 téhm andragogy gained attention in the
English speaking world when Eduard C. Lindeman ighbdThe Meaning of Adult Education
(1989). Lindeman suggested that older learnengined) different types of engagement in an
academic environment. Knowles further developetiéman’s approaches to adult learning to

more clearly appreciate students’ intrinsic motatand desire to blend experiences with new
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information to find relevance in the learning prese

Malcolm Knowles has been recognized by many sch@la the father of adult learning
theory. Heavily influenced by the converged fiebddsociology and psychology, Knowles
resisted pedagogical approaches to reach olderdesarRather than authoritarian relationships
between student and learner, andragogy relied notee student being a willing and active
participant in the learning process. Learningddults, according to Knowles, is a student-
centered equation with humanistic consideratioas dhe lacking in parochial pedagogical
concepts.

Knowles et al. (1980) identified six stages of adkdrning, each of which is relevant to
understanding a university student’s receptivitpttive shooter resilience training. Unlike in a
children’s learning environment, adult learnersenaprominent need to know the reason for
learning something new (Need to Know). Second|dgbmer’s experience provides the basis for
learning activities (Foundation). The third stageagnizes that adults need to be responsible for
their decisions on education (Self-concept).

An awareness of active shooter events and campienee in general may build the
bridge to Knowles’s fourth stage, which recogniteat adults are most interested in learning
about subjects that have immediate relevance townek and personal lives. Knowles'’s fifth
stage suggested adult learning is problem-centatbedr than content-oriented. Self-
preservation and fear of victimization are probléha may draw a learner to resilience training
opportunities. Knowles’s sixth principle suggestieat mature students respond better to
internal versus external motivators. When appdtectively, the six aforementioned adult
learning stages can facilitate a robust learningrenment that connects adult students to new

knowledge.
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Pedagogies of Fear

Abraham Maslow’s (1954) Hierarchy of Needs basedesits’ ability to achieve higher
order needs, such as knowledge attainment, ondbgity to achieve a foundational sense of
personal safety (Bowen & Bowen, 1999). In accocganith Maslow’s progressively dependent
model, students of all ages are not able to maxsrhieir potential when they are scared,
intimidated, or threatened. Educational leaderstitake care to provide a comfortable and safe
learning environment for both children and adudtrfesrs to allow for progression within
Maslow’s developmental construct.

Fear is a natural instinct that can either progéecindividual from actual danger or
unnecessarily confine an individual due to peragitreeats that do not exist. Opportunities for
anxiety among undergraduate and graduate studenédraady high without factoring in anxiety
from risks to personal safety. Pressure to perfoath academically and socially can strain
college students’ ability to maximize their potahtiFollowing an act of egregious school
violence, regardless of geographic proximity, stugevill often increase their levels of fear and
anxiety (Kaminski, Koons-Witt, Thompson, & Wise,18). As noted through the lens of
Maslow'’s hierarchy, this fearful response can hevegative impact on a student’s ability to
learn and socialize in a university environmeiiihe combination of “always internet
connected” college students and “crisis of the maihmedia outlets exposes human tragedies
to consumers in graphic detail. Often these unfgiaivents are live-streamed without the
benefit of facts and sensitivity for the effecteattcipants (Bondu, Cornell, & Scheithauer,
2011). Research suggests that the longer peopkxposed to these stories of violence, the
greater the chance that the incident will persgrefilect their sense of safety and anxiety

(Kaminski et al., 2010; Kelsay, 2007). Fox (2008ygested that the amount of active shooter
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response training university students receive shbalreasonable enough to build knowledge
but not instill fear or an inflated sense of hakeil and Mitchell (2010) recommended the
inclusion of tolerance messages in campus safetyaigns to build cultural sensitivity among
students in lieu of divisiveness.

In the wake of recent incidents of school violentes important that school
administrators balance security needs againstdheeved fear that may accompany those
enhanced measures. The United States Departmaduastiée has encouraged police departments
to focus on fear reduction strategies due to theteléous impact fear has on behavior,
economics, and social interactions (Cordner, 20I@nsion between the statistical likelihood of
a threat manifestation and the immense potentrah hldat may come from the threat leaves
administrators making decisions that are not ermgilisi supported by actuarial probability
calculations. Simply put, many educational and jputdfety leaders prefer to err on the side of
caution by implementing physical and educationaitsmns to build perceived resilience from
targeted violence rather than taking a do-nothpr@ach. Conversely, some organizations have
consciously decided to offer no resilience trainimgtudents, faculty, or staff. These decisions
are often based on concerns over civil liabilitg d&@ar abatement concerns.

Attitudes Toward Violence

Collyer, Brell, Moster and Furey’s (2011) studyumiiversity students’ sensitivity toward
violence revealed that a majority of the studergsevsensitive to violence rather than
desensitized. While the research was not intetmleeflect students who may be prone to
violent acts, it did offer some insight on how wmduals tune in to the influence of violence.
Collyer’s “more violence sensitive than not” findimay support greater receptivity of college

students to targeted violence response trainingmuikdowles’s adult learning paradigm. Based
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on research associated with unhealthy fear, mortant not to raise awareness of violence to a
level that provokes overwhelming anxiety. When casted with fire safety training, knowing
where exits are before they are needed and knowiirag to do when an alarm bell rings are
learned behaviors that should not create an exatggefear of entering a building. Furthermore,
the omnipresence of fire detection and firefighteggiipment in all public spaces underscores
the importance of empowering individuals to takedaving action before trained professional
fire fighters arrive to address a threat.

The problem of youth violence is one that is fraugith myths and misperceptions by
the public and professionals who report on suclderts (Anderson, Benjamin Jr., Wood, &
Bonacci, 2006). The research by Anderson et @Dg2noted that, contrary to public
perceptions, violent behavior is actually incregsirhile weapons-related incidents have
remained stable for almost 20 years (p. 123). Nbekrss, Anderson et al. recognized the
importance of understanding student attitudes tdsvaiolence in order to better understand
aggression.

Through a revised four-factor model of the Velig¢titudes Toward Violence Scale
(VATVS), the research by Anderson et al. (2006)eakd strong aggression prediction fidelity.
While it is generally understood that aggressiovelyy much an individual personality
difference, the influence of violent events on henwindividual develops or suppresses
aggression is not well known. The application & YPATVS four-factor model may help to
identify those who have a greater potential forraggion. The tool will not identify those who
encounter a dramatic stimulus or event that raljichlanges their perspective on aggression.
For example, a passive mother may experience aene@tchange in her aggression when the

safety of her child is threatened. This changeery difficult to measure, which confounds
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efforts to predict violence. Anderson et al. ratiagd a need for further research to better
understand gradual and acute changes in attitodesds violence. Both gradual and acute
changes in violent behavior have been observedtengial and actual incidents of targeted
violence.

Resilience
Defining Resilience

Resiliencas a term that has been used to describe conslitiotine fields of physical
science, engineering, social science, computensejgublic policy, and economics. Each
domain favors a unique definition and descriptibresilience, with some common
underpinnings. Merriam-Webster (2014) defines i&ste as “the capability of a strained body
to recover its size and shape after deformatiosexhespecially by compressive stress” and as
“an ability to recover from or adjust easily to feidune or change.” Herrman, Stewart, Diaz-
Granados, Berger, Jackson, and Yuen’s (2011) sificsilience found no single operationally
agreed upon definition in the fields of psychol@mnd mental health. Herrmann et al.
summarized resilience to be defined as a “posddaptation or the ability to maintain or regain
mental health despite experiencing adversity” §8)2 The hybrid definition by Herrman et al.
is consistent with a larger body of literature.

Other academic domains have engaged in internagetednal debate over the definition
and measurement of resilience. NeuroscientistsR¥der, Kim, Calderon, Charney, and Mathé
(2013) succinctly described resilience as “theiigttib adapt successfully in the face of stress
and adversity” (p.1). Wu et al.’s meta-analysisedévant research found agreement on
resilience being described as the capacity andrdygnarocess of adaptively overcoming stress

and adversity while maintaining normal psycholobaad physical functioning (Russo et al.,
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2012; Rutter, 2012; Southwick & Charney, 2012).g&dless of semantics, members of the
medical and social science communities agree #ésdtance is a desirable condition of stability
when it accommodates an appreciation for adaptatahchange.

The historical and contemporary use of the terntiease by economists, computer
scientists, and engineers draws an even larger comyrof researchers around an increasingly
popular theme. Journalists and policy makers haeadency to call for increased resilience in
the wake of manmade and natural disasters. Ecot®arss interested in the resilience of
financial markets to support prosperous conditicosputer scientists are interested in resilient
computer networks that maximize reliability and mmize cyber-attacks, and engineers want to
build resilient structures that resist physical angironmental threats. Education and public
safety leaders arguably desire more resilient stisdend faculty members. Resilience from
targeted violence and active shooter events desenresiderable attention from those who seek
to maintain safe learning environments.

Reid and Botterill (2013) cautioned that multipleanings of the term resilience may
create conditions that favor ambiguity over clarfyrthermore, in matters of public policy, the
application of the term resilience should be bagash clear definitions and supporting research
that is germane to the policy being debated. Tlaen@xation of college student resilience
associated with violent crimes draws figurativehygl diterally from the definitions that describe
fortified defenses against dynamic threats.

Individual Resilience

For decades doctors and psychologists have sttitkedfluence of stress, emotional

abuse, exposure to violence, and similar forcethemphysical and psychological wellbeing of

individuals. The study of Posttraumatic StresoRler (PTSD) in children, adults, and high-risk
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professions such as law enforcement and the nyilisanfused with resilience-related themes.
For example, a neurological study of 97 Braziliatiqe officers exposed to targeted gunfire
attacks suggested predictors of resilience werné-ésecacy, empathy and optimism in addition
to supportive feeling as traits that can boosliezgiprocessing” (Peres et al., 2011, p. 733).
Cognitive factors and psychotherapeutic technigques®g shown to influence the participants’
risk of PTSD. Research that identifies potentiflliencers of individual resilience is relevant to
the study of active shooter awareness trainingrarag. It is noted that better informed
individuals are believed to exhibit less stress giedter resilience in the face of adverse stimuli.

The United States Army has invested consideralsieareh and training resources to
improve individual soldier resilience. These eféastrive to mitigate the life-threatening risks
presented before, during, and after combat operstibligher than average rates of suicide have
suggested that comprehensive medical, psychologindlleadership strategies are required to
protect service members from harm. Dedicateditrgifor soldiers and family members, such
as Comprehensive Soldier and Family Fitness (C3fé®)served as a primary tool to raise
awareness of individual resilience strategies arctd¢ate a culture that recognizes degradations
in soldier resilience before harm occurs. The Aruagsiders CSF2 to be “an integral part of the
Resilient and Ready Campaign” (Bromberg, 2014 ) p.Resilience-building strategies for war
fighters may have applicability for civilians, suak university students, exposed to warlike
conditions during active shooter events. Buildiegilience appears to be an endeavor that
requires deliberate leadership and action.

The Army’s Study to Assess Risk and ResiliencedarviSemembers (STARRS)
represents the largest epidemiological and neuladical study of servicemember mental health

(Kessler et. al., 2013). Findings of the 5-yeadgtwill be leveraged by the Army and the
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National Institute of Mental Health to improve dign and military efforts to build resilience and
reduce the residual problems that occur when eesié degrades. Individual resilience can
benefit those exposed to targeted attacks in coerbatonments, civilian settings, and
peacetime training environments, such as the FoodHactive shooter event. Lessons in these
environments may be transferable to civilian dormain

Organizational and Community Resilience

The concept of organizational resilience represamsndition in which an entity or
community maintains an ability to withstand extérfioaces that threaten peace, harmony, or
mission accomplishment. Similar to the variety chdemic definitions for resilience, the term
organizational resilience is influenced by theilatties of individual resilience. The
organizational resilience of a military or policeitumay require that it withstand and deliver
violent attacks while the resilience of a faith-bad®rganization may require that it provide a
forum for collective worship and community charitigesilient college students, faculty, and
staff may contribute to a more resilient learniognenunity and institution.

The field of emergency management has embracai@gtes to create community and
organizational resilience. The Federal Emergencyadament Agency (FEMA, 2013) has
advanced the concept of “Whole of Community” toogtize that all community members,
rather than just public safety officials, have argld role in disaster-related activities. By
engaging all community members in the planningpoasing, and recovery phases of a disaster,
communities are considered to be more organizedesiient. FEMA and its parent
organization, the United States Department of HameklSecurity (DHS), have invested
considerable public funds in training programs sesk to build individual and community

resilience. The “Active Shooter: What You Can IDHS, 2013) training program is one such
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example.

Gibson and Tarrant (2010) identified a varietypajanizational resilience models
relevant to all-hazards emergency management. Gdlésd for a “Principals Model of
Resilience (PMR)” based on their study of stratediem a variety of disciplines. The
researchers argued that resilience should be cemesicin observable outcome rather than a
process or policy condition. Further, resiliencaos a static single trait, nor is it measurableaby
one-dimensional scale. Measurements of resilishoelld be comprehensive rather than
myopic.

Gibson and Tarrant (2010) posited that resiliesce multidimensional model that
persists over a range of situational conditionghéncontext of emergency management, the
researchers argued that resilience must be buwh gpund risk management principles. This
dynamic model stands in contrast with rationalistatodels of resilience that fail to adapt to
dynamic hazards. Administrators and public saledgers in university environments can draw
utility from principle-based resilience building ohels that prepare communities for the full
range of potential hazards.

Resilience in Crisis and Disasters

Individual and group responses during life threaig incidents are often the most
influential factor that contributes to survivalagath. Experts frequently examine individual and
group dynamics following a crisis event such ashsl shooting, a terrorist attack on a subway
system, or a building fire. Unfortunately, casesi@iv deadly events to study will continue to
grow as contemporary manmade and natural disastets. Through quantitative and
gualitative research, psychology, sociology, engiiimg, and other formal fields of study have

recommended strategies that optimize individual @iki@ctive survival. These lessons have
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been applied in the development and constructiactfe shooter awareness training programs
to mitigate, identify, avoid, and react to life efthreats.

Similar to active shooter events, terrorist attack mass transit systems represent an
apparently unpredictable phenomenon that has piiagaigons around the world for decades.
Over 800 attacks on mass transit systems from 1®8000 resulted in approximately 3,500
deaths and 15,000 injuries (Bruyelle, O'Neill, Ebltsi, Hamelin, Sartori, & Khoudour, 2014,
p. 38). While individually tragic, these events dafforded researchers with the opportunity to
develop resilience-building strategies based oividdal and group dynamics. Training has
emerged as a primary resilience-building strategy.

The research of Bruyelle et al. (2014) has suggetstat education leaders and public
policy experts can improve the survivability of rfrst responders through inclusive planning
and resilience-building strategies that facilitatenowledge of what is happening coupled with a
knowledge of what to do. They cite effective tramias well as alert and warning systems that
expedite the decision to evacuate, as being batuluand very much needed. This is echoed by
Drury and Cocking (2007), who found that traininffuenced cognitive decision making and
action of potential victims faced with a life thteaing disaster. Further, the social dimension of
crowd behavior seems positively influenced by resilindividuals who can emerge as
cooperative groups rather than individuals in panic

Targeted Violence

In early 2013, the United States Department of HanmeSecurity (DHS) announced the
establishment of the DHS Campus Resilience Pil&RCProject. Under the direction of then
Secretary Janet Napolitano, a consortium of silegek and universities was selected to

“promote campus resilience—directly supportinggbals of the President’s Plan to Reduce
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Gun Violence, and making educational institutioaesand more prepared” (2013, p. 1). The
CRP pilot project represented a larger DHS-ledegpato enhance resilience at all institutions of
higher education in the United States. A panelxpleets appointed to the Homeland Security
Academic Advisory Council (HSAAC), Subcommittee @ampus Resilience, articulated a
compelling need to build resilience among the sttgldaculty, and staff at institutions of higher
learning.

Through the HSACC (2013), community and campudieesie efforts have been
advanced through emergency operations planningiress, Campus Community Emergency
Response Team (CERT) training, an Active Shootear®wess resource portal, an Academia &
Resilience online portal, and public education caigps (i.e., See Something Say Something,
Campus Ready, Active Shooter Preparedness Traieiog, The collective efforts of the
HSACC build higher education community capabilitie®ffectively identify, mitigate, and
respond to all-hazard risks. Resilient campusepameeived by educators and policy makers to
be both safer for individuals and more stable fgaaizations.

Growing Complexity of Violence

Complex coordinated attacks, also referred tmaslénts of targeted violence, are a
daily occurrence throughout the world (Drysdale dei@leski, & Simons, 2010). These events
are not confined to communities engaged in waraneithey limited to communities with
unique demographic constructs. Instead, these®wvenur in communities of all sizes
throughout the world (Bond et al., 2011; NYPD, 2D1With respect to school-related
incidents of serious attacks, these events oftaw aridespread media attention almost
immediately due to the heinous nature of the lgllamd injuring of students in a sacrosanct

school environment.
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The simple but commonly used term “active shootersufficient to describe the
complexity of many incidents of targeted violen€eazzano and Snyder (2013b) suggested that
Hybrid Targeted Violence (HTV) is a more approgidescriptor to guide training and policy
discussions. HTV (see Figure 2) is defined as tantional use of force to cause physical injury
or death to a specifically identified populatiosjng multifaceted conventional weapons and
tactics. This definition based on “hybrid” weap@msl tactics better captures the operational
range of hazards confronting first responders amdryial victims. The concept of greater
complexity in attack modalities should be reflediethe development of resilience training
programs for students, faculty, and staff of highducation institutions. Rather than focus
exclusively on firearms as the only modality, edacsashould consider the combined use of
firearms, fire as a weapon, improvised explosivaas, edged weapons, and military maneuver
and ambush techniques. Consideration should algiMen to the potential for attacks involving

more than one perpetrator.
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(Multiple Weapons) + (Targeted Population) + (PlahViolent Action) = HTV

Example: (Small Arms and Arson) + (School Populatie (Ambush Tactics) = HTV

Figure 2.Hybrid Targeted Violence (HTV) components and exienlyy Frazzano and Snyder
(2013).
School and Campus Violence

Educational institutions throughout the world haxperienced the trauma of armed
violence against student populations (Smith, 2@@ne & Spencer, 2011). These attacks
usually involve the use of conventional weaponfhagfirearms and improvised explosive
devices. Bondu et al. (2011) suggested that thgingrof weapons in schools dates back to the
Middle Ages. Even today, many targeted school ktémvolve edged weapons such as knives
and swords rather than firearms. The most comrepad of this worldwide phenomenon is
that the incidents are often targeted efforts lojwiduals with mental or emotional instabilities.
Stone and Spencer (2011) suggested that prevensasures are beneficial but reactive
measures are equally important to harden studsrgslfdefending targets. In response to a
lengthy history of deadly attacks on students, &&md Spencer discussed the use of active
shooter drills, school resource officer assets,iagenious measures such as utilizing textbooks
as improvised body armor to mitigate the risks editti and serious injury. This research placed
considerable emphasis on empowering potentialm&to protect themselves rather than rely on
a law enforcement response.

According to Thompson, Price, Mrdjenovich, and Keldindani’s (2009) survey of
campus law enforcement executives, 35% of the usitkes sampled required freshmen to

attend an orientation that disseminated informatiompersonal safety, including potential
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firearm violence issues. The same survey found32% of the universities reported having
training programs to prepare faculty members tpard to an active shooter situation in their
classroom. While the analysis of the survey datdtigmpson et al. had limited operational
utility, the raw data provided a contemporary ingsien of active shooter preparedness by
campus law enforcement executives. These findngport the increasing interest and growth
of government and for-profit active shooter progsdor non-law enforcement personnel.
Threat Assessments

Dewey Cornell (2010), a noted authority on studergat assessments, recognized that
the Virginia Tech massacre in 2007 may have béstatistical anomaly” (p. 11). However,
concern about school violence is acceptable angetimg. Cornell has preferred to focus on
the identification and disruption of threats beftirey manifest in acts of violence. Cornell's
threat assessment teaming approach hinges onladmeeg state of awareness by all community
members to recognize and report behavior thattenpially dangerous. Most professionals
recognize the tremendous challenges of preverneat identification, but they remain
committed to the pre-attack identification dividerttat it can produce (Bondu et al., 2011). The
relationship between targeted violence awarenassrig and identifying potential threats before
they manifest in the form of attacks is worthy gpration. It should be understood that
individuals cannot be expected to effectively idgrd potential threat if they have not been
formally educated on what to look for and who tpa® their concern to.
Threat Response

The National Tactical Officer's Association (NTOA&s traditionally focused on law
enforcement special operations policy, trainingl aquipment interests. Recently NTOA

broadened their Special Weapons and Tactics (SV¢aitiric training to include regular patrol
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officers and other first responder disciplines. M©Multi-Assault Counter Terrorism
Capabilities (MACTAC) course is one example of dmanced skills training program designed
to interrupt, disable, and defeat a complex acth@oter event as rapidly as possible (Sanow,
2011). NTOA also offers a range of educationagprms related to school and workplace
violence, patrol response to active shooters, avdnt critical incident leadership training.
Based on an analysis of targeted violence, Kled®62 emphasized the importance of law
enforcement professionals preparing for complexam¥entional attacks that require forceful
responses. Reliance on negotiations should nahl@xclusive response strategy.

NTOA has been recognized by professional educases authoritative training
resource and contributor to school violence patitsgussions. Winkle (2009) cited NTOA's
(2003) research that reported the average actvatshevent lasts 17 minutes, with the majority
of deaths occurring in the first 3 minutes (p. 4Winkle’s research findings called for active
shooter drills and training to be conducted with same frequency as fire drills. Furthermore,
Winkle recognized that educators maintain a cilitioke in responding to school violence in the
seconds and minutes that follow an attack.

Threat response must also consider the role ohpateictims. The study of active
shooter events from 2000-2012 by Blair et al. (3Gtdnd that 49% of active shooter events
begin and end prior to the arrival of law enforcaemgee Figure 1). According to their most
recent analysis published in 2014, the frequendyletiality of these events is increasing (see
Figure 3). The intersection of increasing frequesand victims on their own prior to the arrival
of law enforcement raises the emphasis on traifangotential victims in order to limit
exposure to harm and to empower individuals to tdfensive action when necessary. Passive

response strategies and ignoring the educationtehgal victims are questionable practices
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when contrasted against the reality of the metdyaissand evidence-based recommendations of

Blair et al..
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Figure 3 Active Shooter Events by Year (2000-2012). Adagtech Blair, J. P., Martaindale,
M.H., & Nichols, T. (2014). Active Shooter Eventsiin 2000 to 2012. FBI Law Enforcement

Bulletin (p. 1).

A paradigm shift in training, preparedness, anchdamn is needed to close the
reactionary gap between potential victims and deattéckers. This shift may be accelerated
through relevant awareness training and resporeseisgs delivered to educators and other non-
law enforcement personnel (Frazzano, 2010; PiokpW@911; Violino, 2010). The upward
trend in active shooter event frequency undersdbieeseed for a paradigm shift in how
civilians and first responders educate themselves.

Resilience-Focused Survival Training

Developing survival skills among student populagican be mapped to both pedagogical

and andragogical educational approaches. For exampmmary and secondary students have

been conditioned to rely on adult direction duramgemergency such as a fire alarm or incident
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of violence at a school building. It can be argtlest educators in these K-12 schools have also
been subjected to a pedagogical approach. Tedcheesbeen trained to take directions from
administrators to shelter in place, evacuate, @e fiom a potential threat in accordance with
authoritative instructions.

As students mature, greater degrees of discredisoernment, and decision making can
be imparted during survival skill education in actance with the principles outlined by
Malcolm Knowles (Knowles et al., 2012). Studentpastsecondary education environments
bring a broader frame of reference regarding terematheir personal safety, and they have a
greater appreciation for techniques to mitigates¢hiireats. As students mature, their “need to
know” and motivation to learn more about survivdlls are likely to increase. This is
especially true after an active shooter event gaat®nal or regional attention.

Lessons that build survival skills and resilieaceong university populations must be
relevant and of sufficient interest to draw thehes toward the learning objectives. Through an
interactive learning environment, students may tbgthe fundamental skills to take
appropriate protective actions without the dirattd an instructor or authority figure. Most
university students are aware of rare but highlglisized events involving campus violence.
Events such as the Virginia Tech massacre, they3dadk Elementary massacre, the Aurora
Mall shooting, or local contemporary acts of taegetiolence should provide the motivation
needed to connect students with response ancereglibuilding learning opportunities
(Callaway, Westmoreland, Baez, McKay, & Raja, 2010)

Research associated with criminal justice educgirograms suggests that andragogical
approaches are better suited to develop knowleshgm@ adult learners (Birzer, 2004). One-

directional lectures and dictatorial militaristraining has failed to develop students who could

46



think critically and solve problems in a dynamicrkiag environment. Empowerment of
students to take action is critical in any profesghat involves a risk of life. By extension,
empowerment of university students to recognizemiw! threats and formulate actionable
strategies can be advanced by having engaged fsavhe bring their personal experiences and
circumstances to the learning environment. Hidgegls of student motivation can be achieved
when these components of substance and interetraegled to maximize engagement by
students, faculty, and staff.
Resilience-Building Education Programs

Awareness is the first component of preparedn@&bkg. capability to respond to a threat
requires recognition of what is happening and alityato react in a manner appropriate to the
circumstances. The failure to take protective messshy school-age children against an attacker
is understandable given their juvenile frame oérefce. More mature high school and college
students have also been known to not take alleoptbtective measures available when faced
with potentially lethal assaults. This dissertatsdudy posits that formal active shooter
recognition and response training may increaseestiglrvivability during an attack. Such
education programs may also enhance the recogmfiparsons who may present a threat in the
future before they launch an attack. Heightenedramess coupled with a fundamental
knowledge of how to react can build a more redilgtential victim (Callaway et al., 2010).

The focus of this study is on prominent self-dieecactive shooter resilience training
programs. The first is the Department of Homelaadusty's (DHS) “Active Shooter: What
You Can Do” (2013) interactive web-based traininggram. The second training programs is
the Center for Personal Protection and Safety’ P&PShots Fired on Campus: When

Lightning Strikes (Student Edition)” (2008). Thes& programs represent the most prominent

a7



active shooter resilience training programs intosiay among the general population and among
university populations. Their accessibility andoadfability--one is free and the other has a
modest licensing fee--have contributed to theirdagfusion.

“Active Shooter: What You Can Do” (DHS, 2013)

The DHS training program is fortified by a collestiof references, training aids, and
instructional material designed for civilians arahdaw enforcement responders to increase
their awareness of dynamic armed attacks. The BHiGculum is the result of a partnership
with the National Tactical Officers Association (BA), the Fairfax County Police Department,
the National Retail Federation, and the Retail stduLeaders Association. Matthew S. Prager,
Chief of Distance Learning for the DHS (FEMA) Emengy Management Institute, reported
that as of July 30, 2013, the DHS active shootarssmhas been completed by 287,729 people
(personal communication, April 8, 2013). The cousseesigned for the general public, with
workplace violence themes rather than an educdtemnaronment theme.

The objectives of the DHS Active Shooter: What Y&an Do interactive web-based
course are as follows: Describe actions to takenrdonfronted with an active shooter and
responding law enforcement officials, recognizesptial workplace violence indicators,
describe actions to take to prevent and preparpdtantial active shooter incidents, and
describe how to manage the consequences of am atioter incident (DHS, 2012). The 45-
minute self-paced multimedia course is followedal®5-minute examination that requires a
passing grade of 75% to earn a DHS course compleé&dificate. The course is also offered in
a 4-hour instructor-led format.

The three primary themes of the DHS Active Shodénat You Can Do (2013) course

detail how to prepare for, respond to, and follgwafter an active shooter event. The target

48



audience is non-law enforcement personnel who reagxiposed to an active shooter event in a
wide variety of settings. Providing students vatrategies to respond to an active shooter by
“evacuating, hiding, or taking action,” dependingtbe circumstances, is designed to promote
rational reactions rather than irrational actiona ¢ailure to take protective actions when faced
with such an event (DHS, 2013).

The DHS program also provides students with guidamz considerations for dealing
with the aggressive law enforcement response txave shooter event. The high risk and
emotion of active shooter events could potentigdiult in victims being mistaken for attackers
by law enforcement. To ameliorate this risk, DH8vdes calming and non-threatening
techniques that support law enforcement responsedo The course also provides
administrative guidance to develop Emergency Acktans to guide employee response during
a critical incident. A component of the pre-evstatge is to develop individual awareness of
indicators of potential workplace violence. Thesfpoourse examination measures the retention
and comprehension of active shooter response fepafijectives immediately following
completion of the lessons.

“Shots Fired on Campus: When Lightning Strikes (Stulent Edition)” (CPPS, 2008)

The Center for Personal Protection and Safety (GRPSfor-profit organization with
expertise in the production of targeted violencamness, prevention, and response training
programs. CPPS has trained over 1 million pedpleugh its programs on general workplace
violence, campus-based violence, healthcare envieot violence, domestic violence, and
violence that may occur during domestic and inteéonal travel. Randy Spivey, Chief
Executive Officer of CPPS, is a noted authorityaience prevention and violence response

strategies in public, healthcare, and academiaenwients.
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The CPPS catalog of adult education tools is barguirt, on lessons learned through
U.S. Department of Defense education programsfonfy warfighters to prepare for life and
death encounters. Scaffolded by Meichenbaum’sStreculation Training principles, CPPS
has blended adult education theories with a stfongdation of operational research involving
targeted violence (Meichenbaum & Deffenbacher, J9&3ser 1,500 universities utilize the
CPPS “Shots Fired on Campus” course to supplentenpplant their active shooter education
programs. Within the first year of the Shots FioedCampus training program’s release, 500
universities had purchased the $1,495 program £P20©8). CPPS’s campus-violence-related
training programs appears to be the most numeroai$ such commercially available programs.
Distance Learning Delivery

Evidence suggests that well designed online ari¢baekd learning can effectively
connect students to new information, thereby impgdtnowledge. The ability to motivate
students, especially university students, to engage online setting must capitalize on the
intrinsic sources of motivation that Malcolm Knowleecognized long before the Information
Age of ubiquitous internet connectivity. Maximizingptivation of online learners was observed
by Pettinger and Doering (2010) in their study olirte completion rates in a self-study
pharmacy program. Self-regulated learning in dmerenvironment offers unique challenges
and opportunities that must be recognized to maart@arning and minimize failure on the part
of educators and instructional systems designensri¢h, 1999).

Keller's ARCS model of motivational design is commhoapplied in the development of
effective online learning programs. Keller defimadtivational design as “the process of
arranging resources and procedures to bring alh@unges in motivation (1987, p. 3).” Keller’s

(2008) theory relied on four main areas--AttentiBelevance, Confidence, and Satisfaction--
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with each having applicability among student popafes and among working populations that
could leverage higher motivation to achieve higheformance. Keller's work acknowledged
the role effective instructional systems desigrisxen student motivation. When attention is
captured through relevant subject matter, an ertysigelent is positioned to realize higher levels
of confidence and greater degrees of satisfaclibis. can translate into a more influential
learning experience.

It should be noted that poorly designed learniragmms may demotivate a highly
motivated student as much as well-designed leafmiogram can bolster motivation in students.
Keller's problem-solving approach is ripe for applion within survival and resilience-based
training programs. Dynamic life-threatening sitoas in university environments require skilled
and conditioned students to develop solution optimsed on the principles of sound tactics and
doctrine.

Keller's research supposition suggests that stgdemied off or uninspired in a life-
saving lesson, to include an active shooter residraining program, may be less likely to
effectively retain the lessons they have been eeghts. Therefore, it is imperative that
education programs related to life safety skills/kethe student with both an increased level of
knowledge and an increased level of interest. Taisbe accomplished in both distance and
traditional instructor-led learning environmentsamtthe tenets of Knowles’s and Keller’s
research are harmonized by professional educators.

Recognizing generational and individual differenassociated with students will further
advance the likelihood of delivering an effectiearning experience. Conklin’s research
underscored the importance of connecting with Mitial Learners through Experienced Based

Learning, under the umbrella of Knowles’s andragpgmgciples (2012). The role of generational
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differences and learning expectations merits eqpilom. Millennial learners with robust
technical skills are well positioned to maximizeitreducational engagement through well-
designed multimedia lessons (Pardue & Morgan, 2088ucational technologies matched to
the personal, social, and technical preferencéiseo$tudent may enhance to quality of their
learning experience.

Proserpio and Gioia (2007) promoted the use oheninedia, such as the web-based
active shooter training program offered by DHS;gtach students who are drawn to these venues
for personal and professional enrichment (p. 7@)erefore, “how” a lesson is taught, is just as
important as “what” is taught, especially to studdtuent in the benefits of technology. The
risk of demotivation remains present when techhjaanversant students are exposed to poorly
designed online instruction.

Summary

As individuals mature, they tend to gain a greafgreciation for the sanctity of human
life. The evolution from adolescent to adult ofteings a greater degree of interest in risk
mitigation and self-preservation. Incidents ofjeted violence, such as active shooting events,
tend to heighten awareness and concern regardige®graphic proximity. When heightened
awareness is coupled with an effective resiliertecation program, the precepts of Knowles’s
theory of effective adult learning can be realiZéarther, fear can be mitigated or at least
understood when rational response strategies alerstiood. Law enforcement officers and the
military train for violent encounters so that thegn meet them with a threat-neutralizing
response. In the absence of learning “if-then” saMessons, panic and paralysis are likely
outcomes. Training is a vital factor for effectiyeésponding to low-frequency, high-risk events

that threaten human lives.
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A comprehensive review of relevant theoretical angpirical literature suggests that well
designed distance learning and self-paced actiwetshresilience training programs may
contribute to effective adult learning experienddse development of resilient individuals may
also lead to higher levels of resilience among wigions and communities. As promoted by
the Department of Homeland Security, higher leeélesilience can reduce the impact of a
manmade or natural disaster. Furthermore, recdveny a harmful event can be improved with
a resilient population.

While the events are very rare, the high likelihebdleath and serious injury when an
active shooter event occurs should encourageutistits of higher learning to build awareness
and a “survival mindset” among faculty, staff, atddents. Understanding programs that close
knowledge gaps and increase awareness will onlyeraakversities into stronger communities
and more hardened targets for those who want hg ltvé@rm to innocent populations (Greenburg,
2007). The laudable goals of Knowles’s adult leagrtheory and the establishment of a sense
of safety that Maslow called for can facilitatefssdtualization through self-preservation and

survival.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the research design, hygetteebe tested, participants, setting,
instrumentation, procedures, and data analysizedilin this study. This study measured the
influence of two active shooter response trainirggpams on college students’ perceptions of
personal safety and resilience. While active stroetents are statistically rare on college
campuses, they do generate a considerable amoatienfion due to the profound impact they
have on the communities they touch. A larger matioand even international, community is
further impacted by these events due to instantemewdia and political attention. Recent
incidents of targeted violence, such as the Aufdr@ater attack, Sandy Hook Elementary
massacre, Boston Marathon bombing, and Washingésy Nard shooting, are contemporary
examples of violence that drives prophylactic resgostrategies.

This study measured the influence of independaiitrg programs developed by the
U.S. Department of Homeland Security and the CdotdPersonal Protection and Safety to
prepare civilians and non-law enforcement persottedcognize and respond to an active
shooter situation (DHS, 2013; CPPS, 2008). Thgsestof training approaches were recently
recommended by Commissioner Raymond Kelly in thes Nerk City Police Department’s
(NYPD) report “Active Shooter: Recommendations amalysis for Risk Mitigation” (2012, p.
3). The NYPD report has received elevated medibli@ and practitioner attention as it
includes findings related to the most recent acdiveoter events in Newtown, CT, Aurora, CO,
Tucson, AZ, and Utoya, Norway (p. iii). The Apr,12013 Boston Marathon terrorist bombing
and subsequent firearms and improvised explostaelat involving two Massachusetts Institute

of Technology students serve as the most recemygezof Hybrid Targeted Violence capturing
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the attention of a university community (LeonardBH Cole, C.M., & Heymann, P.B.,2014;
Urquhart, 2013).
Design

A guasi-experimental post-test-only with contrabgp design was used to determine the
influence of various active shooter resiliencenirag programs on college students’ perceptions
of safety and resilience associated with targetelénce. The research approach incorporated
four randomly assigned groups of undergraduateestsddentified through a convenience
sampling method. The groups of approximately 8dets each were categorized DHS
Treatment, CPPS Treatment , DHS & CPPS TreatmedtCantrol Group. Through a post-test-
only control group research design, threats tamateand external validity were minimized.

Questions and Hypotheses

RQ 1: What is the independent and combined inflaeiche DHS “Active Shooter:
What Can You Do?” computer-based training coursetha CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus:
When Lightning Strikes (Student Edition)” activeositer awareness program on university
students’ sense of personal safety associatedavigleted violence?

RQ 2: What is the independent and combined inflaeiche DHS “Active Shooter:
What Can You Do?” computer-based training coursetha CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus:
When Lightning Strikes (Student Edition)” activeositer awareness program on university
students’ sense of fear associated with targetddnce?

RQ 3: What is the independent and combined inflaeriche DHS “Active Shooter:
What Can You Do?” computer-based training coursetha CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus:
When Lightning Strikes (Student Edition)” activeositer awareness program on university

students’ sense of resilience associated with tawiggolence?
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H1;: There will be a statistically significant differee in a student’s sense of personal
safety after completing the DHS “Active Shooter: &/Ean You Do?” computer-based training
course, as measured by the fear of violence queséibon the Student Perception of Personal
Safety Survey (SPPSS) instrument.

HO,: There will be no statistically significant diffamce in a student’s sense of personal
safety after completing the DHS “Active Shooter: &/Can You Do?” computer-based training
course, as measured by the fear of violence queséibon the Student Perception of Personal
Safety Survey (SPPSS) instrument.

H2;: There will be a statistically significant differee in a student’s sense of personal
safety after completing the CPPS “Shots Fired Om@&es: When Lightning Strikes (Student
Edition)” active shooter awareness program, as uredsy the fear of violence question set on
the Student Perception of Personal Safety Sur&BPES) instrument.

HO2;: There will be no statistically significant difamce in a student’s sense of personal
safety after completing the CPPS “Shots Fired Om@&es: When Lightning Strikes (Student
Edition)” active shooter awareness program, as ureddy the fear of violence question set on
the Student Perception of Personal Safety Sur&BPES) instrument.

H3;:: There will be a statistically significant differee in a student’s sense of personal
safety after completing the DHS “Active Shooter: &/Ean You Do?” computer-based training
course and the CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus: Wighiring Strikes (Student Edition)”
active shooter awareness program, as measurea bgahof violence question set on the

Student Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPStrument.
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HO3:: There will be no statistically significant difamce in a student’s sense of personal
safety after completing the DHS “Active Shooter: &/an You Do?” computer-based training
course and the CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus: Wigiring Strikes (Student Edition)”
active shooter awareness program, as measurea bgahof violence question set on the
Student Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPStrument.

H4,: There will be a statistically significant differee in a student’s sense of fear after
completing the DHS “Active Shooter: What Can You?Doomputer-based training course, as
measured by the fear of violence question set erstbdent Perception of Personal Safety
Survey (SPPSS) instrument.

HO4,: There will be no statistically significant difiamce in a student’s sense of fear after
completing the DHS “Active Shooter: What Can You?Doomputer-based training course, as
measured by the fear of violence question set erstbdent Perception of Personal Safety
Survey (SPPSS) instrument.

H5,: There will be a statistically significant differee in a student’s sense of fear after
completing the CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus: Whghthing Strikes (Student Edition)”
active shooter awareness program, as measurea bgahof violence question set on the
Student Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPStrument.

HO5,: There will be no statistically significant difiamce in a student’s sense of fear after
completing the CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus: Whghthing Strikes (Student Edition)”
active shooter awareness program, as measurea lbgahof violence question set on the
Student Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPStrument.

H63: There will be a statistically significant differee in a student’s sense of resilience

after completing the DHS “Active Shooter: What Césu Do?” computer-based training
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course, as measured by the targeted violencedautit response question set on the Student
Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPSSuimsint.

HO6;: There will be no statistically significant diffamce in a student’s sense of resilience
after completing the DHS “Active Shooter: What Céyu Do?” computer-based training
course, as measured by the targeted violencedautit response question set on the Student
Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPSSuimsint.

H73: There will be a statistically significant differee in a student’s sense of resilience
after completing the CPPS “Shots Fired On CampuseMLightning Strikes (Student Edition)”
active shooter awareness program, as measurea@ bgrgeted violence tactics and response
guestion set on the Student Perception of Persafaty Survey (SPPSS) instrument.

HO7;: There will be no statistically significant diffamnce in a student’s sense of resilience
after completing the CPPS “Shots Fired On CampuseMLightning Strikes (Student Edition)”
active shooter awareness program, as measure@ bgrgeted violence tactics and response
guestion set on the Student Perception of Persafaty Survey (SPPSS) instrument.

H8s: There will be a statistically significant differee in a student’s sense of fear after
completing both the DHS “Active Shooter: What CaouYDo?” computer-based training course
and the CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus: When Light8inges (Student Edition)” active
shooter awareness program, as measured by theff@atence question set on the Student
Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPSS) msinti

HO8;: There will be no statistically significant difamce in a student’s sense of fear after
completing both the DHS “Active Shooter: What CaouYDo?” computer-based training course

and the CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus: When Light8inges (Student Edition)” active
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shooter awareness program, as measured by theff@atence question set on the Student
Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPSS) msinti

H9s: There will be a statistically significant differee in a student’s sense of resilience
after completing the DHS “Active Shooter: What Céou Do?” computer-based training course
and the CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus: When Light8inges (Student Edition)” active
shooter awareness program, as measured by théethrgelence tactics and response question
set on the Student Perception of Personal Safeixe8u(SPPSS) instrument.

HO09;: There will be no statistically significant diffamnce in a student’s sense of resilience
after completing the DHS “Active Shooter: What Césu Do?” computer-based training course
and the CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus: When Light&inges (Student Edition)” active
shooter awareness program, as measured by théethrgelence tactics and response question
set on the Student Perception of Personal Safetye$(SPPSS) instrument.

Participants

Adult undergraduate students over the age of 1dlledrat a large private university in
Virginia participated in this study. The partiaja were identified through a voluntary
solicitation by individual professors. Some pref@s offered extra academic credit for
participation while others did not. Nine undergraté classes participated in the study. The
classes selected were random, and the enrollmendiefdual students in each class was
random based on the order in which each studersteegd for classes. A total of 136 students
agreed to participate and five declined.

Setting
On-campus classroom and computer laboratory fi@silwere utilized for the

administration of the instructional treatments &tddent Perception of Personal Safety Survey
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(SPPSS) post-test instrument. Students were ofteeedse of university-owned desktop

computers and IPads. The students were also pedwdtutilize their personal computers,

laptops, and tablets. Each classroom was configuitdan overhead projector and screen to

present the study instructions. Multimedia classrdechnology was also used to expose

students to the CPPS training video. Control gnoamicipants completed the post-test outside

of the classroom based on standardized instructimtisbuted through Blackboard.
Instrumentation

Each class of students was randomly assigned dataot or treatment group by the
primary investigator. Standardized instructionseyarepared for each group of participants
based on their respective group assignment. Atlgigeants received the Student Perception of
Personal Safety Survey (SPPSS) post-test web tidicampletion instructions. A copy of the
IRB-approved participant consent form was providethe beginning of the survey instrument
to insure receipt and understanding.

The Student Perception of Personal Safety Surve?§%) instrument measured
perceptions of personal safety and resilience &ssacwith targeted violence tactics. The
contents of the instrument were derived from theSldthd CPPS treatment post-tests, fear of
crime and terrorism survey instruments, and comaummal science demographic data elements.
The underpinnings of the SPPSS are highly diffysest-test and survey programs from
respected postsecondary education programs. Th8S®RBs comprised of questions
categorized in the following unigue question sets:

1. Safety and Fear of Violence Question Set

2. Targeted Violence Tactics and Response QueSetiCPPS

3. Targeted Violence Tactics and Response QueSttnDHS
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4. Respondent Demographic Information
Safety and Fear of Violence Question Set

This section of the instrument measured the resggratstiperceptions of safety and fear
of violence in a university environment. This cti@s set contrasted students’ perceptions of
fear after having been exposed to one or botheohttive shooter resilience training program
treatments. The control group was administered#RSS without prior treatment exposure to
establish a comparative acuity measurement of pexddear.

The measurement of fear methodology and SPPSSauéstmatting are consistent
with published research of fear of crime and tesrar(May et al., 2011; Seo, Blair, Torabi, &
Kaldahl, 2004; Warr, 2000). The fear-of-violenagegtion set has been derived from
instruments that measured fear of terrorism armdeamong university student populations. The
“Yes-No” and 5-point Likert (1932) scale questiamsre modified to specifically focus on
targeted violence rather than crime or terrorisnmefitral response of “unsure” was included
with each Likert-scaled question. This neutral@pincreased the fidelity of the SPPSS
instrument to capture actual knowledge levels wtaletrolling for random guessing by
respondents. The participants’ sense of safetysande of fear were summed to provide scores
to be used for in-group and between-group statiséinalysis.
Targeted Violence Tactics and Response Question SBPPS

This section of the SPPSS instrument measurec#pondent’s knowledge of targeted
violence tactics and appropriate responses in geamnvironment. The selected questions were
transferred from the CPPS post-test that accompdinéeShots Fired On Campus: When
Lightning Strikes (Student Edition) video-basedrirag program. CPPS developed the post-test

guestions to specifically measure student perfoomassociated with the training program’s
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learning objectives. The diffusion and refinemethis training program and assessment
instrument by hundreds of institutions of higheuneation over the past 5 years has contributed
to the fidelity of the CPPS question set. The anbdification to CPPS questions on the SPPSS
was the addition of a neutral response option aklwe.” The neutral option increased the
fidelity of SPPSS knowledge-level measurement wtaletrolling for random guessing by
respondents. Correct responses on the CPPS qusstiarere combined with correct responses
on the DHS question set to establish an activetshoesilience acuity measurement.
Targeted Violence Tactics and Response Question SaiS

This section of the SPPSS instrument measurec#pondent’s knowledge of targeted
violence tactics and appropriate responses in @peaxe environment. A subsection of
guestions was extracted from the DHS post-testat@dmpanies the Active Shooter: What You
Can Do training program. The diffusion of thisinrag program and assessment instrument to
tens of thousands of adult learners over the pgst& has contributed to the reliability and
validity of the DHS question set. Based on regalatdits, DHS has periodically modified the
instrument to address changes in doctrine andoestol issues. The addition of a neutral
response option of “unsure” was the only modificatapplied to the selected DHS questions on
the SPPSS. The neutral option increases thetfiddlISPPSS knowledge-level measurement
while controlling for random guessing by respondefiorrect responses on the DHS question
set were combined with correct responses on theSGIBstion set to establish an active shooter
resilience acuity measurement.
Respondent Demographic Information

This section of the SPPSS instrument collected rg¢demographic information about

each respondent to correlate resilience acuitydeveh common characteristics of university

62



students (e.g., academic level, gender, on/off canliging arrangement, type of student, etc.).
Additional information was solicited concerning yiaus relevant training exposures and
personal defense tool utilization.
Instrument Administration

Study participants exposed to treatment(s) recaiveSPPSS through an Institutional
Review Board and University-approved online mediliime IRB-approved consent statement
was also distributed and briefed to the participgmior to receiving assigned treatment(s). The
control group completed the SPPSS instrument witbeposure to either treatment.
Participants had the option of using a personalpeder, iPad, tablet, or cellular telephone to
complete the post-test. Students were only pezthith complete one survey based on a single
treatment group assignment. The online survey adtration software was configured to
prevent duplicate entries and unauthorized accgs®ib-participants.

Procedures

Senior administrators and faculty members of th&igyaating university were engaged
to support the study. Once their support was secare Institutional Review Board (IRB)
application was submitted for review. Followingedited revisions, the IRB approved the
application in January 2014. All data collecteerevmanaged and secured in accordance with
the IRB’s policies and procedures. The assignmepaudicipants to groups and the standardized
instructions provided to those groups are detaildtie aforementioned instrumentation section
of this chapter.
Rationale for Post-Test Only

A post-test-only research design was selectedntraldor threats to internal and

external validity caused by treatment biasing enpesto testing materials prior to the treatment.
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Further, the prominence of the training progrant arailability in the public domain may have
resulted in students seeking out one or both ofrdaments prior to completion of the post-test.
This would have undermined the well-defined andidled treatment groups.

Concerns over treatment bias and design contaramatere ameliorated through closely
regulated communication and treatment exposure tvélparticipant population. Data were
collected from the control group first to prevemeit being exposed to the study treatments
through word of mouth exchanges with fellow studeBixperimental mortality concerns were
also regulated by condensing the time betweenrédagment and post-test. The post-test-only
control group approach was the most rigorous afehdéle approach, given the complexity of
the population and the treatment delivery modalitie

Data Analysis
Dependent Variables

Sense of safety and perceived risk of victimizdiptargeted violencefhe safety and
fear of violence question set on the SPSS instrumeasured agreement and disagreement with
safety and risk-related statements. Respondents asied to assess their sense of safety and the
likeliness of exposure to violence. The safetytsglaquestions were: (1) | know what to do to
protect myself in case of an on-campus life-thneiateemergency, (2) | know how to report
someone that is acting suspiciously or showingssajrthreatening behavior, (3) I know the
evacuation routes and procedures for exiting bugislion campus during a life-threatening
emergency, (4) | feel that | would be able to hatlpers in a life-threatening emergency event,
and (5) | feel that it is my responsibility to knavhat to do to protect myself in case of a life-
threatening emergency on campus. Agreement oseatiety questions was summed for each

respondent, with a possible score range of 0 to 5.
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The fear-related questions were (1) | am afraideahg attacked by someone with a
weapon on campus, (2) | am afraid of an active whdgpe of event occurring at my university,
(3) I am afraid of being the victim of a crime whieam in class, (4) | am afraid of being the
victim of a crime on campus when | am not in cl@sshe cafeteria, library, convocation, etc.),
(5) I am afraid of some of my fellow students, (@m afraid of a violent event occurring in the
town/city where my university is located, (7) | afnaid to attend school events (i.e., football
games, concerts, convocation, etc.) because oisthef being a crime victim, (8) | am afraid
that 1 would not know what to do if an active sherdiype of event occurred around me, and (9)
| am afraid that my professor and classmates woatknow what to do if an active shooter type
of event occurred around me. Agreement on thegeestions was summed for each respondent,
with a possible score range of 0 to 9.

Sense of resilience associated with targeted waéactics and responsdResilience
from targeted violence was measured using sel&ttsl and CPPS post-test questions. The
guestions measured knowledge of recommended seatagd tactics associated with targeted
violence. Correct responses on the CPPS questisnveee combined with correct responses on
the DHS question set to establish an active shoesdrence acuity measurement. Due to test-
control restrictions in place by DHS and CPPS ghestions are not detailed in this report. With
the approval of DHS and CPPS, they will be maddaia to support similar research
endeavors.

Instrument consistencygronbach’s alpha found the measurement of persafiely and

fear subscale consisted of 14 items=(70) and the resilience subscale consisted akts ¢ =
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.80), which indicated a high level of consistenalythe Student Perception of Personal Safety
Survey (SPPSS) post-test instrument.
Statistical Procedures

The statistical procedure used in this study wasBSS two-tailed independent samples
t-test to analyze the data in H1 through H9. Tiwggpse of this study was to determine if
selected active shooter resilience training prograrfluenced perceptions of safety, fear, and
resilience. Comparing the mean scores of each grthypa control group facilitated the
measurement of single treatments and combinedriezds. The mean scores were derived from
guestion sets on the Student Perception of PerSafaty Survey (SPPSS) post-test instrument.
According to Gall (2007), independent samples tistage appropriate methods to determine
statistically significant differences between greuphe four groups in this study are similar, but
not identical, in size, and the participants hagerbrandomly assigned to their respective
treatment or control groups. The use of a two-tkiést was both logical and conservative. Every
effort was made to avoid overstating the relatignsii a treatment to safety, fear, and resilience.
The decision to reject or accept the null hypothesthis study was based on the p < .05 level of
significance. This level of significance is therstard recommended for quantitative research.
The .05 significance level limits to less than 3% probability of the results being arrived at by

chance.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to determine if tlaeeestatistically significant differences
in the attitudes of college students regarding theisonal safety after participating in widely
diffused active shooter resilience training progsarnihree research questions shaped the focus
of this quasi-experimental study. The underlyingdthesis scrutinized the independent and
combined influences of two active shooter awaretr@gsing programs on university students’
senses of personal safety and on their knowledgeebeesilience.

The research approach involved four randomly assiggmoups of university students
identified through a convenience sampling methAdotal of 136 students agreed to participate
in the study, and five students declined to paréte. The students were randomly assigned to
one of four treatment groups. The three treatmenipgs (DHS training, CPPS training, and
DHS+CPPS training) were exposed to training betorapleting the Student Perception of
Personal Safety Survey (SPPSS) post-test. Thirtigeoparticipants were assigned to a control

group that received no training before completimg $PPSS post-test (see Table 1).

Table 1
Summary of Participants

DHS “Active Shoote
What You Can Do”
Treatment

29 38 39 30 136

CPPS “Shots Fired ¢  DHS and CPPS Control Group Total
Campus” Treatment Treatment No Treatment

Demographics
Population Adult undergraduate students over the age of 1dlledrat a large private university

in Virginia participated in this study. The paipants were identified through a voluntary
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solicitation by individual professors. Nine undeuate classes participated in the study (see
Table 2). The classes selected were random, arehtibiment of individual students in each
class was the result of individual self-selectioot manipulation by the primary investigator.
The gender of the participants was equally distaduwith 68 males and 68 females. The
majority of the students lived on campus (83.09%ilevthe remaining participants lived off
campus (16.91%). Race and other personally idehtdidata were not collected or analyzed
based on the research design.

Table 2

Summary of Participant Class Standing

Freshmen Sophomores Juniors Seniors Total
84 27 20 5 136
61.7% 19.85% 14.71% 3.68% 100%

Instrument Overview

The Student Perception of Personal Safety Surve?§%) post-test instrument measured
personal safety based on the respondent’s semmrsiinal safety and risk of victimization. A
separate resilience score was generated usingmerice on the SPSS targeted violence tactics
and response question set. Cronbach’s alpha ftnencheasurement of personal safatyg fear
subscales consisted of 14 items, 5 safety andr3téeas ¢ =.70) and the resilience subscale
consisted of 26 items (= .80), which indicated a high level of consistefar the Student
Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPSS) pstiAstrument.
Hypothesis Analysis

To ease interpretation of results, the followingbhesis analysis is presented by group

(DHS, CPPS, and DHS-CPPS), contrasted againsbtiteot group.
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H1:: There will be a statistically significant difference in a student’s sense of
personal safety after completing the DHS “Active Sboter: What Can You Do?” computer-
based training course, as measured by the fear ofolence question set on the Student
Perception of Personal Safety Survey (SPPSS) ingtnent.

The 29 participants in the DHS treatment group (M 793, SD = .4913) and the 30
participants in the control group (M = 3.467, S[2.806) demonstrated a statistically significant
difference in their sense of safety (t (37.28) £95, p = .000) as measured by the Student
Perception of Personal Safety Survey. Those exposie DHS treatment indicated a greater
sense of personal safety than those not exposettéatment. Therefore, the null hypothesis is
rejected

H4,: There will be a statistically significant difference in a student’s sense of fear
after completing the DHS “Active Shooter: What CanYou Do?” computer-based training
course, as measured by the fear of violence questieet on the Student Perception of
Personal Safety Survey (SPPSS) instrument.

The 29 participants in the DHS treatment group (1207, SD = 2.664) and the 30
participants in the control group (M = 2.1, SD 82Z3), demonstrated no statistically significant
difference in their sense of fear (t (52.84) = 17 £ .864), as measured by the Student
Perception of Personal Safety Survey. Those exposi DHS treatment and those exposed to
no treatment indicated similar senses of fear. rdfioee, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected.

H63: There will be a statistically significant difference in a student’s sense of
resilience after completing the DHS “Active ShooterWhat Can You Do?” computer-based
training course, as measured by the targeted violee tactics and response question set on

the Student Perception of Personal Safety SurveySPPSS) instrument.
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The 29 participants in the DHS treatment group (M652, SD = 29) and the 30
participants in the control group (M = .647, SD1876) did not demonstrate a statistically
significant difference in their sense of resilieifcés7) = .451, p = .0654). In comparison with
the control group, the DHS treatment resulted ity shghtly higher levels of resilience in
participants, as measured by the Student PercepitiBersonal Safety Survey. Therefore, the
null hypothesis cannot be rejected.

H2,: There will be a statistically significant difference in a student’s sense of
personal safety after completing the CPPS “Shots f@d On Campus: When Lightning
Strikes (Student Edition)” active shooter awarenesprogram, as measured by the fear of
violence question set on the Student Perception Bersonal Safety Survey (SPPSS)
instrument.

The 38 participants in the CPPS treatment group @679, SD = .5987) and the 30
participants in the control group (M = 3.467, S[2.806) demonstrated a statistically significant
difference in their sense of safety (t (38.588).324p = .000), as measured by the Student
Perception of Personal Safety Survey. Those exposie CPPS treatment indicated a greater
sense of personal safety over those not exposadréatment. Therefore, the null hypothesis is
rejected.

H5,: There will be a statistically significant difference in a student’s sense of fear
after completing the CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus: Wen Lightning Strikes (Student
Edition)” active shooter awareness program, as meased by the fear of violence question
set on the Student Perception of Personal Safety ey (SPPSS) instrument.

The 38 participants in the CPPS treatment group 34026, SD = 2.41) and the 30

participants in the control group (M = 2.1, SD 824) demonstrated no statistically significant
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difference in their sense of fear (t (66) = 1.672,.099), as measured by the Student Perception
of Personal Safety Survey. Those exposed to theSG@feRatment indicated an elevated but
statistically insignificant sense of fear over tho®t exposed to a treatment. Therefore, the null
hypothesis cannot be rejected.

H73: There will be a statistically significant difference in a student’s sense of
resilience after completing the CPPS “Shots Fired ® Campus: When Lightning Strikes
(Student Edition)” active shooter awareness programas measured by the targeted violence
tactics and response question set on the StudentrBeption of Personal Safety Survey
(SPPSS) instrument.

The 38 participants in the CPPS treatment group: (W218, SD = .11955) and the 30
participants in the control group (M = .647, SD1876) demonstrated a statistically significant
difference in their sense of resilience (t (66248, p = .035); as expected, the CPPS treatment
resulted in higher levels of resilience, as meabsbiethe Student Perception of Personal Safety
Survey. Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected.

H31: There will be a statistically significant difference in a student’s sense of
personal safety after completing the DHS “Active Sboter: What Can You Do?” computer-
based training course and the CPPS “Shots Fired O8ampus: When Lightning Strikes
(Student Edition)” active shooter awareness programas measured by the fear of violence
guestion set on the Student Perception of Person@hfety Survey (SPPSS) instrument.

The 39 participants in the DHS-CPPS treatment g(dup 4.846, SD = .3655) and the
30 participants in the control group (M = 3.467, S0.306) demonstrated a statistically
significant difference in their sense of safet{6{f) = 5.618, p = .000), as measured by the

Student Perception of Personal Safety Survey. Targesed to both the DHS and CPPS
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treatment indicated a greater sense of persoretlysafer those not exposed to a treatment.
Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected.

H83: There will be a statistically significant difference in a student’s sense of fear
after completing both the DHS “Active Shooter: WhatCan You Do?” computer-based
training course and the CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus/Nhen Lightning Strikes (Student
Edition)” active shooter awareness program, as meased by the fear of violence question
set on the Student Perception of Personal Safety ey (SPPSS) instrument.

The 39 participants in the DHS-CPPS treatment g{bup 2.128, SD = 2.262) and the
30 participants in the control group (M = 2.1, SR2.674) did not demonstrate a statistically
significant difference in their sense of fear (IY6& .053, p = .958), as measured by the Student
Perception of Personal Safety Survey. Those exposkedth the DHS and CPPS treatments and
those exposed to no treatment indicated similaseseof fear. Therefore, the null hypothesis
cannot be rejected.

H93: There will be a statistically significant difference in a student’s sense of
resilience after completing the DHS “Active ShooterWhat Can You Do?” computer-based
training course and the CPPS “Shots Fired On Campus/Nhen Lightning Strikes (Student
Edition)” active shooter awareness program, as meased by the targeted violence tactics
and response question set on the Student PerceptiohPersonal Safety Survey (SPPSS)
instrument.

The 39 participants in the combined DHS and CP@&nrent group (M =.7592, SD =
.13364) and the 30 participants in the control grg¥ = .647, SD = .1676) demonstrated a
statistically significant difference in their serdeesilience (t (67) = 3.096, p = .003); as

expected, the combined DHS and CPPS treatmentedsualhigher levels of resilience, as
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measured by the Student Perception of PersonalySadevey. Therefore, the null hypothesis is
rejected.
Summary

The three research questions that framed this stielyded to quantify the influence of
each active shooter awareness training programmivensity students’ senses of safety, fear, and
resilience. The study also examined the influghegwo training programs had when students
were exposed to both prior to completing a podtassessment. The findings of the research
suggest that active shooter awareness trainingg@mogydo positively influence students in a way
that better prepares them to identify, report, ré@cand recover from an active shooter incident
(see Table 3).
Table 3

Comparison of Treatment Group’s Safety, Fear, aasilRnce Scores

DHS CPPS DHS & CPPS Control Group
Variable (N=29) (N=38) (N=39) (N=30)
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Safety 4.793 4913  4.579 5987  4.846 3655  3.467 3061.
Fear 2.207 2.6643 3.026 2.4104 2.128 2.2616 2.0738786
Resilience 6652 .14035 .7218 .11955 7592 .13368470 1676

The rational design and analysis associated Wighstudy provides a more evidence-
based foundation upon which to make decisions &gsocwith student, faculty, and staff safety
training. A common theme detected across the tinee¢ment groups and control group was a
near universal agreement that some form of trairgnmgeeded. A significant number of the 136
participants, 97.06%, agreed or strongly agreet thi¢ statement “training is needed to prepare

students for emergency events on campus (fire/astiooter, etc.)”. This receptivity suggests a
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Maslowian (1954) personal-safety-based motivatiotine training as well as a positive
andragogical attraction to active shooter awaretragsng. Under Knowles’s principles of adult
learning, university students may be ready, orré@d motivated to learn active shooter
resilience skills (Knowles et al., 2012). Not takiadvantage of this appetite for learning not
only misses an opportunity to teach skills that riosyer self-preservation, but also deprives
students of skills that may allow them to help tliellow students, co-workers, family members,
and strangers when encountering targeted violence.

The analysis of each treatment revealed statilstisignificant influences on select
measured variables. The DHS “Active Shooter: Whaat €ou Do?” computer-based training
course had a substantial influence on a studeetisesof safety; a statistically significant
influence on the sense of fear and resilience, keweould not be achieved based on the p <
.05 level of significance. The CPPS “Shots Firaddampus: When Lightning Strikes (Student
Edition)” active shooter awareness program, inédat significant influence over students’
perceptions of safety and resilience, but not fearticipants seemed drawn to the CPPS video
that was based in a college environment that wasagito the environment in which the
participants lived, studied, and socialized.

The combined influence of the DHS and CPPS trgiprograms revealed a statistically
significant influence on safety and resilience thoit on fear. It should be noted that the largest
effect on both safety and resilience, in contraght the control group, was achieved with the
combined DHS and CPPS treatment exposure. Advamesigence, knowledge of how to
identify, report, and react to incidents of targetelence, should reduce the lethality of an

attack, should one occuir.
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The perceptions and measured resilience of theal@roup are important, not only in
comparison with treatment groups, but they also beandicative of college students in general.
The lower safety, fear, and resilience scoreseftintrol group suggest an area of potential
improvement through awareness training, practicat@se, and a meaningful dialogue that
values safety on campus and off. The control gsotgmdencies in comparison to the treatment
groups were deficient and potentially inhibitingtive event of an actual exposure to targeted

violence.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION

The problem addressed in this study was the laelvioience-based research regarding
the influence prominent active shooter awarenessitig programs may have on the perceived
safety and resilience of college students. Tkearch focus of this dissertation was inspired
after analyzing hundreds of active shooter andibytargeted violence events. Two common
themes emerged from anecdotal post-event analysis.first was that potential victims that had
been exposed to training before the event oftediterd that training with giving them a
lifesaving response strategy. Secondly, and mosbting, was the anecdotal finding that many
victims of active shooter incidents may have swditiad they been trained to react immediately
to a threat, to know in advance where exits wetatkx, and to make appropriate decisions to
run, hide, or fight when exposed to an attack.aRais from panic in an active shooter event is
just as deadly as paralysis during a dorm firee&i¥e training and education are a logical
approach to build resilience. The focus of thiséitation was the assessment of prominent
training and education programs. The findings gilpsuggest that higher education
administrators and public safety leaders shouldshin training and education to build student,
faculty, and staff resilience to active shooterrgse

A guasi-experimental post-test only control-gro@gign study was conducted to
advance this potentially lifesaving educationaivatgt The DHS “Active Shooter: What Can
You Do?” computer-based training and CPPS “ShotsdFDn Campus: When Lightning Strikes
(Student Edition)” video-based active shooter awase programs were the independent
variables in this study. The intention of the stwéhas to determine the influence of various
active shooter awareness training programs ongmbéudents’ perceptions of safety and

resilience. The study found evidence that sugdbst®HS and CPPS training programs do
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affect a positive influence on college studentbroligh a post-test survey of 136 college
students, the nature of the training influence massured and categorized by the participant’s
sense of safety, sense of fear, and resilience.

Summary of Research Results

The three research questions that framed this sfudgtified the influence of each active
shooter awareness training program on univergitgesits’ senses of safety, fear, and resilience.
Through a structured statistical analysis of pest-tlata, the independent and combined
influence of the DHS and CPPS training programswentrasted with a control group
population. Statistically significant relationskipetween the training programs and the
student’s sense of safety, sense of fear, anderesd were identified in whole or in part with
each training program.

Analysis of the DHS “Active Shooter: What Can Yoo computer-based training
course revealed a substantial influence on a stisdeense of safety. However, a statistically
significant influence on sense of fear and restieeoould not be achieved based on the p < .05
level of significance. The two-tailed researchigiesvas intended to capture positive and
negative influences from each treatment. This cmagiee statistical approach may have
diminished the determination of statistical sigrafit influence on fear and resilience had a one-
tailed approach been used. Nevertheless, the Ddit8ng program’s merit was recognized. The
program’s focus on active shooter events in thekplace, rather than in an academic
environment, may have diminished the participaalsfity to tightly connect the lesson with
their environment as college students.

Analysis of the CPPS “Shots Fired on Campus: Whghthing Strikes (Student

Edition)” active shooter awareness program indtatsignificant influence over students’
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perceptions of safety and resilience, but not f@dre CPPS training was designed specifically
for students, faculty, and staff in higher eduaatitherefore, it appeared to strongly capture the
interest of the participants who received the trgn The tenets of Knowles’s adult learning
principles seemed to be influential factors indesign of the CPPS training course. University
students appeared interested, motivated, and ctathetith the CPPS training format.

The empirical analysis of the combined influencéhef DHS and CPPS training
programs also revealed a statistically signifiagafitence on the students’ sense of safety and
resilience, but not their sense of fear. As memtibim chapter 4, participants exposed to both
training programs realized the largest positive@fbn both safety and resilience. The college
and workplace active shooter violence environmassales covered by both programs may have
provided a wider array of “if-then” scenarios faetstudent to consider and understand. The
preventative measures addressed in both coursealstprovide a more influential learning
experience to understand how to recognize and treptential threats before they manifest.

Statistically insignificant findings associated hwéach training program'’s influence on
perceived fear merit further study. An item ansyd the fear-of-violence question set
indicated a need to explore in detail individuarfand altruistic fear. Varying levels of concern
for self and concern for others are perspectivasrttay account for measured differences
between treatment groups. A positive finding o$ tsiudy was the lack of a significant influence
by the DHS and CPPS programs on self-assessed leviglar. Artificially inflating fear in
students would likely impede their ability to retdessons intended to increase their resilience.
This facet of the research merits cautionary casichs and underscores the need for further

research.
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Implications

The positive influence of the DHS and CPPS traimirggrams on students’ senses of
safety and resilience can be attributed to thectife application of Malcolm Knowles’s six
principles of adult learning (Knowles et al., 2012he 136 student participants brought a high
level of interest in active shooter resiliencertiag programs, with over 97% of the participants
reporting that such training was needed. Thigasteevel likely stimulated the participants’
internal motivation and self-direction to want ézeive the training that was being offered. The
young adult participants brought specific and gehlde experiences that allowed them to digest
the lessons conveyed in the individual and combtresmtment groups. As Knowles suggested,
adult learners want to know how to deal with réf@roblems. Active shooter events are very
real and, evidenced by numerous media reporteg®mitudents are aware of their frequency
and lethality.

Knowles’s fourth principle of adult learning undessed the importance of lessons being
relevant to the student. In the case of an astimm®ter or incidents of targeted violence, most
college students agree that they want to avoid anatvent. If they are confronted with such an
event, they want to survive rather than be a victirhe relevancy orientation of the DHS and
CPPS training programs is achieved through engagulg-media lessons. Both training
programs begin with dramatic audio that simulatea@ual active shooter event unfolding. This
attention grabbing approach is compounded by tgesits’ internal motivation and interest in
the subject matter.

Knowles’s fifth principle appreciated the practicature of adults. Adults desire to
apply new knowledge to their immediate environm@niesson that conveys the importance of

identifying exits to a room or building can be inoiregely processed in terms of the room or
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building that the student currently occupies. Sasfgigg that students continuously consider
where exits are located is a lesson that can bieedms the students move through their on and
off-campus environments. The practicality of thesslience-building lessons is likely to be met
with receptivity on the part of the adult learner.

Finally, Knowles’s sixth principle underscores thgortance of adult learners feeling
respected when engaged in an educational purdqwetDHS and CPPS training programs set a
professional tone of respect and empowerment tamarellearner. This empowerment is not
only directed at the students as they participatbe training; empowerment refers to the time
when the students are in a position to identifgprg or respond to an active shooter event. Both
training programs recognized the value of law etdorent responders to neutralize an active
shooter threat, but they do not abandon the pongicantrol a potential victim may have when
confronted with an active shooter threat.

Each of Knowles'’s (1984) six principles of adulieing is distinguishable in the DHS
and CPPS course interactions. The safety, fearremildence outcomes measured through the
post-test survey instrument suggested that bothsesuin varying degrees, resulted in a transfer
of knowledge or change in attitude on the parhefdtudent. The combination of both DHS and
CPPS training programs appeared to have the gteaigsct on the resilience component of this
study.

There are two powerful forces being exerted byféderal government with respect to
criminal justice research and campus safety. Tiseif a movement towards evidence-based
research to support programmatic decisions. Theh&tinstitute of Justice, the criminal justice
research component of the U.S. Department of &dt&s encouraged practitioners and

researchers to embrace quantitative research stinoer qualitative research standards (NI1J,
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2014). In a period in which fiscal resources tomupoperations and research are constrained, it
is imperative that investments be based on scestdéindards of analysis, rather than subjective
and emotion-driven decision making. An emotiorrgbalitically motivated desire to do
something to make people feel good is insufficighén a problem, such as targeted violence,
has life-threatening consequences. The discipbihéise science and emergency management
would not promulgate untested training and techmpoagrams. Educational leaders should seek
the same evidenced-based standard when implemerdingng and technical programs to build
resilience against targeted violence.

The second powerful force exerted by the federabkgument is a desire to develop
campus resilience at all levels of the educati@tspm. Acts of deadly targeted violence have
impacted primary, secondary, and higher educatistitutions. Efforts led by President Obama
and his predecessors have invested considerablie pedources to address mass shootings and
hybrid targeted violence at schools, at housesarskp, and in public spaces (DHS, 2013b;
Schweit, 2013). The DHS Active Shooter traininggyam and the wide variety of resources
available to educate and inform educational leadassbeen met with strong public demand and
interest. Following an active shooter event, irgene the free DHS Active Shooter Training
program has spiked. The same is true of the CPPR% Fired on Campus training program.

Risk mitigation focused institutions of higher leigng have recognized a responsibility to
expose faculty, staff, and students to effectiwdiemnce building training programs. Heretofore,
the influence of these programs had only been meddy a knowledge-based post-test.
Expanding the lens of study to assess perceivedysand a sense of fear adds to the
understanding of how these programs positivelysgatively influence those who participate in

them. Retrospective analysis following an avertedabual active shooter event is an area of
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research that has been explored by others (Blair,e2013; Dishman, Lewis, & Pepper, 2011,
Layden, 2010; Swezey & Thorp, 2010). However, thgpes of exceptional After Action
Reviews merit considerable expansion through futuaitative research that brings
practitioners, academicians, and policy makersttege Comprehensive thematic analysis can
contribute to a better understanding of resiliemdeacation challenges and opportunities.

The instructional systems designers from DHS anB&Rave taken advantage of
technology to facilitate meaningful learning thrbugternet-based forums. High levels of
student interest can be channeled through effeotiiee learning tools to produce higher levels
of knowledge and awareness associated with persafetly. This study only examined self-
paced learning modalities. The effectiveness sifirctor-led and blended learning modalities
with the DHS and CPPS programs may yield differeatlts. The vast majority of the
participants that have completed these trainingnamos did so in a self-paced online
environment. The research methods selected fosthily reflected the majority of the
constituent training population but it did not coedl educational approaches available from
DHS and CPPS.

Limitations

Active shooter events and incidents of targetetenice are both rare and real. This
narrowly focused study underscored the potentiaébeeffective training programs may have
on potential victims of seemingly unpredictabler@ge Accurate predictions of when and where
the next active shooter event will occur are viliuenpossible. However, predictions can be
made with absolute certainty that active shooten&will continue to occur in schools,

workplaces, shopping centers, and other publicegatd places.
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The findings of this study may not be represengatitvthe findings from other
universities. While every effort was made to dralwr@ad sample and randomly assign
participants to treatment groups, there are inhdiritations in quasi-experimental research.
The group size selected was sufficient to makeenadd-based empirical conclusions based on
prevailing quantitative research methods. Howethere are numerous variables that may
influence individuals or student populations. Thest significant factor may be a student’s
direct or indirect exposure to violence in the past extreme example would be a survey
population drawn from a university that had jugpenenced an incident of targeted violence.
Receptivity to the training, opinions concerningrfef crime, and personal safety may all lead to
different results with the same treatment prograntresearch design used in this study.
Recommendations for Higher Education Administratorsand Law Enforcement

Higher Education Administrators.

Administrators in higher education are empoweresketgolicy, direct resources, and
facilitate conditions that develop resilient leagnicommunities. The optimization of learning
and safety are not mutually exclusive goals. Irstd@ese goals must be interwoven pursuits that
influence short, mid and long-term campus resikesitategies. Higher education communities
are potential “soft targets” for those who seekdase harm with minimal risk of an immediate
forceful response. ldentifying threats before thegnifest and preparing potential victims to
respond to the myriad of life-threatening circumst&s on campus can be achieved without
instilling fear. Targeted-violence resilience ediaaefforts led by higher education
administrators should be similar to those usechbycommercial airline industry and fire safety

community to reinforce lifesaving lessons in a megiul and effective way.
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Based on the findings of this research, it is rev@mded that higher education
administrators include targeted violence in théthazards emergency management plans.
Historical emphasis placed on fire safety (e.gucation, alarms, fire suppression equipment,
and evacuation drills) serves as a model to consml¢argeted-violence threat identification,
mitigation, and response. The inclusion of mangdedative shooter awareness training programs
in new student orientations and annual faculty staff assemblies is highly encouraged.
General active shooter awareness training pringighel campus response protocols should be
reinforced in detail on an annual basis with stisleffective and affordable online and self-
paced training, such as the DHS and CPPS prograamsieed in this study, can reduce barriers
to conducting initial and refresher training. Impaednts to implementing these resilience
solutions in the past appear to be more philos@plinan practical. A “do nothing” philosophy
cannot be defended.

Political jurisdictions and institutions of higheducation that have permissive concealed
weapons laws and policies are positioned bothpgmhainterrupt a deadly threat in progress and
to experience friendly fire situations. While tlwerher is highly desirable, the latter is extremely
problematic for armed first responders. If conedaleapons are permissible, or if an
educational institution has a population of arnaed énforcement personnel in civilian attire,
consideration should be given to exposing that fatjoun to the civilian-response-to-armed-
encounters concepts recommended by Blair et al3280 186-199). Formalized training and
guidance for non-law enforcement personnel whoydaearms, especially faculty and staff,
will allow those individuals to serve as defendiorce multipliers rather than liabilities during
the period when law enforcement arrives on theesoém targeted violence event. A rapid

lethal response to a lethal threat, by any capabigidual, will limit the impact of an attack. A
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rapid defensive response may also protect potentamns from exposure to an attack. De-
confliction of friendly armed personnel is criticgithin and beyond the law enforcement
community. Simply disarming potential victims shiulot be considered a complete solution on
the part of policy makers.

Administrators should consider requiring all-halsaresponse education sessions, led by
residence hall advisors and professors, that nrmafgeneral campus threat reporting and threat
response guidelines. This initiative should bertarized with current fire safety, natural
disaster, and related education activities. Fongte, on the first day of each class, in addition
to reviewing the course syllabus, professors shprdgide a brief standardized reminder of all-
hazards response protocols with a strong messagertipowers students to alert others if they
detect a potential safety issue. Professors, videtylhave years of experience working in a
particular academic building, should orient studentall nearby exits and secure areas to
shelter. Most students will have environmental @nass that is limited to the building entrance,
corridors, and classrooms that they typically uisea crisis, this limited frame of reference may
impede lifesaving evacuation and sheltering optiémefessors should offer students some “if-
then” guidance that is unique to their respectdgning environment. A derivative benefit of
this environment-specific safety training will leedondition students to proactively seek out
alternative exits and sheltering locations in ospaces that they frequent (i.e., dining facility,
library, athletic buildings, etc.) before they aeeded.

The effectiveness of campus alert and warning Bysteay be limited when classes are
in session. Many warning systems depend on so@dlarand internet-based broadcast
messages that can go undetected by educatorsuaiahtst engaged in a classroom or laboratory

environment. All faculty, staff, and students slddoe empowered to immediately alert others to
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a potential threat when it is received. Expeditngwledge and awareness of a life-threatening
condition will expedite the effective responsehtattthreat (Bruyelle, O’'Neill, El-Koursi,
Hamelin, Sartori, & Khoudour, 2014). These systehsuld be tested through drills and
exercises that have empirical performance metrics.

Finally, higher education administrators must cartdagular assessments of their
policies, procedures, and resources associatecalldtiazards threats. Simply having a policy
on record or a document on a website is insuffici@dministrators must actively assess and
practically apply their response strategies. Fgcstaff, and students are the ultimate sources of
early-warning threat identification and criticakident event information. The fidelity of the
information and action taken by individuals is deditally increased when they know what to
look for and how to respond to it. Complacencyhigher education administrators towards fire
safety would not be legally or morally toleratedheTsame rational standard should apply to
resilience-building initiatives intended to addreszards associated with targeted violence.

Law Enforcement.

Most campus and municipal law enforcement ager@gs implemented regular active
shooter awareness training requirements. Thesatimés have been based on actual events of
targeted violence and the lessons derived from tiRapid response and engagement by law
enforcement personnel has been the exclusive faflomest active shooter education programs.
These investments in time and resources are pstEnd commendable. They are likely to
realize positive effects in the 51% of active slko@vents that end once police arrive on the
scene. They are unfortunately not relevant in ifpeificant number of events, 49% according to

Blair et al. (2014), that begin and end prior toval of law enforcement. The expertise of law
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enforcement professionals can and should be legdragbuild more resilient faculty, staff,
students, and non-law-enforcement first responders.

Active shooter training resources are commonlgaled towards the first responder
community rather than civilian populations. Traimigenerally focuses on tactics and mass
casualty incident management. The importance ofdioated public safety responses to
incidents of targeted violence that may involve ke of firearms, edged weapons, improvised
explosive devices, barricading tactics, ambushdscand fire as a weapon, requires new levels
of cooperation. Furthermore, the simultaneous aalfgh ability to neutralize a threat and stop
the loss of life requires paradigm shifting visi®imazzano & Snyder, 2014). Law enforcement
practitioners are uniquely positioned to share Kedge across public safety domains and with
civilians who may contribute to limiting the losklide during a time of crisis. The “Whole of
Community” concept of response and resilience imgléddvanced by FEMA (2013) should
drive strategies associated with targeted violemzkmass casualty events.

The skill, influence, and legitimacy of law enferaent agencies should be leveraged
when developing training strategies to educatedrigducation communities on active shooter
and targeted violence resilience protocols. Lavoe@ment officers can build trust, confidence,
and knowledge among faculty, staff, and studentsutih targeted violence resilience training.
Strengthening lines of communication between lafereement and the communities they serve
may mitigate fear and maximize the sharing of infation before an attack occurs.

The conduct of exercises and drills associateld agtive shooter events in education
settings are usually limited to law enforcemenpagglers at times when students, faculty, and
staff are not present. These exercise scenari@lysssess the law enforcement response, not

the response of faculty, staff, and studentss fecommended that the inclusion, in training

87



scenarios, of those likely to be victimized by &tegl violence attacks will yield a better
impression of capabilities and areas in need ofavgment. Training and exercise scenarios
should also examine the neutralization of a thnetit mass casualties present prior to a law
enforcement response. Many active shooter exerds@®t resemble common conditions
observed in actual events. An attacker neutral®edctims or by suicide is a common scenario
that is rarely tested by first responders. Theiappbn of emergency medical interventions is
also rarely a component of scenario-based exercises

Law enforcement, fire, and EMS must be conditiottediork together to limit the loss of
life in both “hot” and “warm” zones. Leveragingittad and untrained civilians to provide
emergency medical aid to victims is a lifesavingcémultiplier. The civilian response to the
Boston Marathon bombing is a remarkable exampt@wifans taking decisive action in concert
with first responders to aid and evacuate critjcalbunded victims (Leonard, Cole, &
Heymann, 2014). Campus law enforcement leaders Inoaden their approach to training for
active shooter events. Campus resilience is a wéigh should be borne by the entire
community, not just the community of first resporsde

Law enforcement leaders are the natural poinbcii$ to develop and apply response
strategies for active shooter events on collegegpaages. They must look beyond their individual
armed response function to contemplate communitewsirategies that build resilience.
Campus safety education campaigns that includeeastiooter awareness training may reap
benefits that extend beyond the campus environnReaparing faculty, staff, and students to
identify and respond to threats from all hazardeampus will better prepare them to deal with

similar hazards off campus.
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Recommendations for Future Research

An appreciation for risk should inspire an interiestisk mitigation and resilience-
building strategies. Therefore, the field of stadgociated with active shooter and targeted
violence resilience in institutions of higher leiagmerits considerable attention. Educational
leaders, policy makers, public safety leaders,thedyeneral public, all have vested interests in
protecting students, those who teach them, ane twbs support them. While not the focus of
this study, the need for evidence-based researnphnrary and secondary educational settings
should be given a high priority. Law enforcememd anilitary professionals have embraced the
importance of training to deal with life-threateginigh-risk, low-frequency conditions. Decision
makers and thought leaders in private and publica&ibn institutions are well positioned to
advance similar training priorities for studenes;ulty, and staff.

Two participants in this study had encounters watigeted violence in educational
environments. Weeks prior to this study, one ofstuglents was close to a fatal shooting of a
violent intruder that occurred outside of a dormmmo The participant professed that previous
training and the training received as part of gtigly were crucial to provide college students
with an understanding of how to respond and reasecond student in this study had been in
close proximity to a recent elementary school sihgahat resulted in twenty-six deaths. That
participant experienced the aftermath of fear, mygilance, and efforts by school leaders to
train students and teachers to protect themselUat participant echoed the importance of
training students in a college environment to rewgthreats, report them, and in the event of
an attack, to know what to do. While these twalstis offered experiential, not scientific,

insights, the relevance of their experience and teeommendations are too powerful to ignore.
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Further research concerning active shooter resgiemd awareness programs should
consider the educational benefits of progressiagitadinal approaches. Elementary, middle,
high school, and university students have diffetemtls of maturity and receptivity to life safety
lessons. Ideally, active shooter resilience edangirograms will follow a hierarchy, with one
level building on the next. Future studies shalfib consider the training needs of faculty and
staff. At lower grade levels, resilient facultydastaff will be better prepared to protect those
who cannot protect themselves. At higher gradel$gvesilient faculty and staff will contribute
to more resilient organizations and communitieadragogical, not pedagogical, approaches
should underpin the development and delivery affacthooter resilience lessons for mature
students and adults.

Conclusion

In a perfect world, everyone would enjoy higherdievof knowledge and resilience
associated with active shooter events. In thewedld, it is expected that receptivity to these
lessons will vary. Research shows that duringaaiitevents it takes only a small number of
people to lead and help others who lack the knagdedkills, and abilities to help themselves.
One person in a classroom who immediately recogranel articulates to the class that the noise
they just heard may have been a gunshot couldebpdison that removes that class from the
crosshairs of a shooter. It is difficult to notune to the analogy of fire safety drills and fire
safety education. Educators have inculcated fiteati®en and fire alarm responses in children
since the first day they begin their formal edumatiEducators should be offering similar, age-
appropriate active shooter resilience lessons.l&$sons should be crafted to instill a heightened
sense of awareness, rather than an unnecessacpamgrproductive sense of fear. Fear is not

necessarily bad when paired with lessons thatdiodst individual's sense of safety and
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knowledge of how to react. Substantial study isdeddo determine how to strike this balance in
a meaningful and lasting way.

All men, women, and children deserve a safe enwemnt in which to learn and work.
Unfortunately, mentally ill and criminally motivatgersons are present in urban, suburban, and
rural communities. Those who seek to harm othemugh targeted violence often seek the most
vulnerable victim populations. Unarmed, unsuspegctand accessible victims are usually the
targets of these attacks. Building a shield ofiezge that mitigates the lethality of these egent
should be an objective shared by all. Closing#aetionary gap between hearing an attack
begin and taking effective protective action caly de instilled through effective training.

Developing policies and exercises to test thesiigrce skills is necessary. Failure to
train, failure to educate, and failure to preparetiiese catastrophic events will only favor the
success of the attacker. A resilient campus map@aable to avoid an attack, but it will
certainly be a harder target. A university envireminshould be one of openness, comfort, and
intellectual freedom. Locks on doors, alert andnivag systems, armed police officers, and
resilient students do not detract from the eduoatiexperience. Instead, they contribute to

lifelong lessons that rationally harmonize persaadéty and success.
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APPENDIX A: IRB Application

LIBERTY UNIVERSITY.

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD
January 9, 2014

George Matthew Snyder
IRB Exemption 1757.010914: The Effects of Active Shooter Resilience Training Programs on
College Students' Perceptions of Personal Safety

Dear Matt,

The Liberty University Institutional Review Board has reviewed your application in accordance with the
Office for Human Research Protections [OHRP] and Food and Drug Administration [FDA) regulations and
finds your study to be exempt from further IRE review. This means you may begin your research with the
data safeguarding methods mentioned in your approved application, and that no further IRB oversight is
required.

Your study falls under exemption category 46.101 (b)(2], which identifies specific situations in which
human participants research is exempt from the policy set forth in 45 CFR 46:

[2) Research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude, achieverment), survey
procedures, interview procedures or observation of public behavior, unless:
(i) information obtained is recorded in such a manner that buman subjects can be identified, directly or
through identifiers linked to the subjects; and (ii) any disclosure of the human subjects’ responses outside the
research could reasenably place the subjects at risk of criminal or civil Hahdlity or be damaging to the
subjects” financial standing, employability, or reputation.
Please note that this exemption only applies to your current research application, and that any changes to
wour protocol must be reported to the Liberty IRE for verification of continued exemption status. You may

report these changes by submitting a change in protocol form or a new application to the IRB and
referencing the above IRE Exemption number.

1f you have any questions about this exemption, or need assistance in determining whether possible
changes to your protocol would change your exemption status, please email us at irhi@liberty.edu.

5in.cm1:ir.

Fernando Garzon, Psy.D.
Profassor, IRB Chair
Counseling

(434) 502-4054
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APPENDIX B: Consent Form

Consent Form

THE EFFECTS OF ACTIVE SHOOTER RESILIENCE TRAINING PROGRAMS ON
COLLEGE STUDENTS’' PERCEPTIONS OF PERSONAL SAFETY

G. Matthew Snyder
Liberty University
School of Education

You are invited to be in a research study of university students’ perceptions of personal safety relating to
on-campus violence and the influence of related training programs. You were selected as a possible
participant based on your current enrollment in a Liberty University undergraduate or graduate course. |
ask that you read this form and ask any questions you may have before agreeing to be in the study.

This study is being conducted by George Matthew (Matt) Snyder, a doctoral candidate, in Liberty
University’s School of Education. The study is under the direction of Dr. David Holder (Faculty Advisor,
Liberty University, School of Education).

Background Information:

The purpose of this study is to determine if there are differences in the attitudes of college students
regarding their personal safety after participating in widely used active shooter resilience training
programs.

Procedures:
If you agree to be in this study, | would ask you to do the following things:
1. Register to participate through the link provided by your professor in LU’s Blackboard.

2. |If selected, complete the online training course(s) in its entirety. Each course will take
approximately 20 minutes. The courses will be offered via distance learning or in a proctored
classroom environment.

3. Complete the post-test survey quiz. Nominal extra credit may be granted by professors based on
the student’s performance on the quiz. Other sources of extra credit may be available at the
discretion of the professoPay attention, work on your own, use only the material provided,
and do your best to earn the most extra credit possibléUnsure” responses do not impact the
final score. Only one survey quiz may be taken by each student. The quiz will take
approximately 25 minutes to complete.

Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study:

Risks: The study has no known significant risks. Participation in the study will be conducted in a remote
(home) or classroom environment. Participation will require the completion of a computer-based survey
and observing computer based training that has no record of harming participants. Both treatments have
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hundreds of thousands of participants with no known physical, psychological, or spiritual adverse impact.
Some participants may have been exposed directly or indirectly to violence in the past. If you are
disturbed or upset by the treatments or survey, you may immediately opt out of the study.

Benefits: Participants may develop new knowledge that enhances their personal safety and ability to
respond to and avoid dangerous situations involving targeted violence.

Compensation:

You will receive no financial compensation for your participation. W@y receive nominal extra credit

for completing the post-test survey quiz. The level of credit awarded will be based on your performance
on the quiz. Credit will only be given to those who complete the registration, treatment(s) if applicable,
and post-test survey. Other sources of extra credit may be available from your professor in accordance
with the course syllabus.

Confidentiality:

The records of this study will be kept private. In any sort of report | might publish, | will not include any
information that will make it possible to identify you as a research subject. Research records will be
stored securely and only the researcher will have access to the records. Once the post-test data is
aggregated by the researcher, participant names will be purged from the data archive.

Voluntary Nature of the Study:

Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect your
current or future relations with Liberty University. If you decide to participate, you are free to not answer
any question or withdraw at any time without affecting those relationships.

Contacts and Questions:
The researcher conducting this study is Matt Snyder. You may ask any questions you have now. If you

have questions later, you are encouragedcontact him at gmsnyder2@liberty.aohb40 664 0255
(cell). The faculty advisor, Dr. David Holder, for this project may be reached at deholder@liberty.edu.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone other than
the researcher, you are encouragtxcontact the Institutional Review Board, 1971 University Blvd,
Suite 1837, Lynchburg, VA 24515 or emailirdt@liberty.edu

IRB Code Numbers:IRB Exemption 1757.010914:

IRB Expiration Date: January 8, 2015

105



